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Notes to t 1 } >y Text

This work is based on published and manuscript sources. A list of 
manuscript:-, consulted is appended to the bibliography. Where quotations 
from sources, whether manuscript or published, are made in Russian } the 
orthography is simplified according to the principles advocated by Trudy 
otdeleniya dr^vnepusskoy Viteratury _, vol. XI, pp

For the transliteration of Russian words the system recommended by the 
Slavonic and East European Review, vol. 30, 1952, pp. 531-^9 is used, with 
the following exceptions:

1) e and e are always transliterated e (e.g. Elena).
2) The endings -uu and -uu in nouns and adjectives are always rendered 

by -y (e.g. Vastly, novy) .
3) Both the so-called "soft sign", -the letter b, and the "hard sign" -b 

(when it occurs in the middle of a word) are rendered by an apostrophe 
(e.g. Kazan ' ) . ,

k] In the spelling of feminine nouns ending in -iya, the ending -ia has 
been used throughout (e.g. Sofia).

Foreign names commonly encountered in Russian sources are transliterated. 

All abbreviations used in the footnotes are explained in the Bibliography.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION AND HISTORIOGRAPHY

The most complete contemporary account of the history and beliefs of 

a group of men accused of heresy in Russia in the late fifteenth - early 

sixteenth centuries and known to historians as the Judaizers, is to be 

found in tne writings of losif of Volokolamsk.

-In his Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya er-esiNovogorodskikh eretikov^ 1 

an introduction to his voluminous anti-heretical work, the Prosvetitel' , 

losif tells us that 6,500 years after the Creation and 1000 years after 

the birth of Christ the light of Christianity descended upon Russia and, 

for ^70 years, remained pure and unsullied by heresy. But in the year 

1^70, a Jew called Skharia came to Novgorod and seduced the priest Denis 

and the archpriest Aleksey into the Jewish faith. These two converts 

soon found followers and 'they did so much that was unlawful that they 

even exceeded the heretics of old!' 2

According to losif these heretics:

1) denied the Virgin birth, the Resurrection and the Trinity;

2) did not accept the sacred authority of any books which speak of 

the Holy Trinity, but rather held to the Law of Moses;

3) denied Christ as*the Son of God promised in the Scriptures; 

k) blasphemed against icons;

5) claimed that the Fathers had forecast that the world 

would end in the year 7000; since that year had passed and 

the world had remained, the writings of the Fathers were untrue;

6) denied the truth of the Scriptures and all sacred writings, and

7) condemned the monastic way of life. 3

Having listed the ideas of the Novgorod heretics, losif tells us of 

their fate. In the year 1^80, Ivan III came to Novgorod and, on his 

return to Moscow, he took with him the archpriest Aleksey, whom he

1. Prosvetitel' , pp.27-5^.
2. ibid., pp.30-2.
3. ibid., pp.33-7.



appointed to the Cathedral of the Assumption, and Denis the priest, who 

was assigned to the Cathedral of the Archangel Michael. There they 

converted many Muscovites to the Jewish faith, among them Ivashko Cherny 

and I gnat Zubov. 1

But in 1485 the holy Gennady was appointed by God's will to the 

archbishopric of Novgorod, 'and like a lion he was loosed upon the evil 

heretics ....', 2 many of whom sought refuge in Moscow, where they found 

protection in high places. The heresy, spreading to the court of the 

grand prince, was embraced by Fedor Kuritsyn and other d'ydki. 'And the 

archpriest Aleksey and Fedor Kuritsyn dared further than anyone else in 

their relations with the ruler: for they devoted themselves to astronomy 

(literally: laws of the stars) and fables, astrology, magic and the black 

arts. This is why so many joined them ....' 6 This continued as long as 

the weak and ineffectual Geronty remained metropolitan of Moscow, until, 

on his death in 1^90, his throne pass"ed to a heretic, Zosima.^

In 1^90 a Council of the Church, convened on Gennady's initiative, 

anathematized the heretics Gavrila, Denis, Maksim, Vasily, Makar, Gridya, 

Vaska, Samukha and all who held the same heretical views. They were then 

sent by the grand prince to Novgorod, where, according to losif, they 

received just punishment from Gennady. 5

But although losif states that alt the heretics were anathematized, 

he goes on to describe how Zosima, Kuritsyn and their circle continued 

their activities, secretly upholding the heresy and making use of the Ten 

Commandments to gain further converts. They did not attempt to seduce 

everyone to Judaism but, by their misinterpretation of the Old and New 

Testaments and by other arts, they taught many to 'revile the sacred 

books.' 6

1. Prosvetitel' , p. 37-
2. ibid., p. 38.
3. ibid., pp.38-9-
k. ibid., pp.39-40.
5. ibid., pp.41-2.
6. ibid., pp.43-5.



losif's Skazanie does not go into the further fate of Zosima, Fedor 

Kuritsyn and their associates. Zosima was in fact deposed in 1^9^, 1 and 

in December 1504 l.van III, together with his son and heir Vasily, 

presided at a Council of the Church against Fedor 1 s brother Ivan Volk 

Kuritsyn, Mitya Konoplev, Ivan Maksimov and others, who were found guilty 

of heresy and executed. 2

Even so brief an account as the foregoing is sufficient to indicate 

why this heresy has been found so interesting by historians of Russia. 

The Judaizers were accused of serious denials of Christian dogma; yet 

many among them were members of the clergy and some, like the 

metropolitan Zosima, held high church office. The high position in the 

service of the grand prince achieved by others, such as Fedor Kuritsyn, 

and the alleged conversion to the heresy of the daughter-in-law of the 

grand prince, Elena of Moldavia, 3 suggest that the heresy exerted a wide 

influence at the court of Ivan Ml: indeed, losif's evidence implies that 

the grand prince was, if not sympathetic, then at least tolerant to the 

ideas of such Judaizers as Aleksey, Denis and Fedor Kuritsyn. Yet it was 

Ivan III who, in 150^, destroyed the sect of the 'Novgorod heretics': 

little trace of the heresy remained after the Council of that year.

Many attempts have been made to resolve the apparent contradictions 

in the evidence available to us, for an understanding of the history of 

the Judaizers 1 heresy is important to our understanding of both the 

ecclesiastical and secular history of Russia in the reign of Ivan III.

In Russia, as in the rest of later mediaeval Europe, the fifteenth 

century saw the rise of the 'stronger state 1 , 'the gradual ousting of the 

mighty subject 1 . 1* Ivan III wanted more than the hegemony of Moscow over 

the great Russian states already established by his father Vasily I I : he 

wanted to be the first gosudar' vseya Rusi3 ^ to gather together all

1. Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisey (hereafter PSRL) , vol.20, p. 361.
2. ibid., p. 375.
3. Kazakova and Lur'e, Antifeodal'nye eretiche<,kie dvizheniya (hereafter
AED), p. 436.
k. Waley, Later Medieval Europe 3 p. 289.
5. Ivan III was the first ruler of Muscovy to use this as an official
title. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp. 1^7-8; Grekov, Ocherki, p. 202, n.236.



Russian lands, many of which were under the political authority of 

Lithuania, into one centralised state. To the achievement of this aim 

Ivan III directed-his internal and foreign policy.

His first task was to consolidate the authority of Moscow over Great 

Russia. By marriage, bribery and force Ivan III managed to ensure that by 

the end of his reign there were, with the exception of Pskov and Ryazan 1 , 

no independent principalities or city republics on his territory. The 

annexation of Novgorod, with its rich boyar families, powerful archi- 

episcopacy and extensive political and commercial contacts with the 

West, proved a particularly difficult and slow process; it was only 

after the total destruction of the republic's independence that Ivan III 

could begin his campaign to reclaim his 'patrimony' from Poland-Lithuania.

In the reign of Vssily II, Muscovy was still paying tribute to the 

Golden Horde. In order to maintain a defensive front against attack from 

the south-east, Vasily concluded in 1449 a treaty of peace and friendship
s e.

with Casimir IV. In his will Vasily entrusted his widow and sons to the 

protection of Casimir; Ivan III, however, soon made it clear that this 

was not the relationship he desired with his western neighbour.

In fact, Ivan virtually reversed his father's policy: in order to be 

free to pursue his aims in the west he sought to protect his southern and 

south-eastern flank by a treaty with the khan of Crimea, Mengli-Girey,

1. United with Poland for much of Ivan's reign under Casimir IV 
Jagiellon (grand prince of Lithuania from 1440, crowned king of Poland 
in 1447, died 1492). Under his sons Central Europe virtually became a 
'JagielIonian state': Vladislav became king of Bohemia in 1471 and king 
of Hungary (and its dependencies Croatia, Moravia, Silesia and Lusatia) 
in 1490; on Casimir's death in 1492 Jan Olbracht inherited Poland and 
Alexander the grand principality of Lithuania.
2. Pskov remained technically independent of Moscow until 1510.
3. Yaroslavl 1 was annexed by force in 1463, Rostov by treaty in 1474, 
Novgorod by force in 1478, Tver 1 and Vyatka were also annexed by force 
in 1485 and 1489 respectively.
4. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, pp.29-65
5. Cherepnin, Russkie feodal'nye arkhivy (hereafter RFA), vol.1, p.150
6. ibid., p.160



the aim of which was joint defence against the Golden Horde and joint 

aggression against Casimir. 1 After 1^80 Muscovy no longer paid tribute 

to the Golden Horde, and after 1^87 the Khanate of Kazan' became a client- 

state of Muscovy. By the end of the decade Ivan III felt his southern 

borders were sufficiently secure for him to concentrate on campaigns in 

the West. 2

Although his policy towards his immediate neighbours in the west, 

Lithuania, Livonia and the Hanseatic cities, was belligerent, 3 Ivan's 

relations with other western states were peaceable. At a time of rising 

anti-Catholicism in Muscovy, fanned by official propagando in preparation 

for the war 'in defence of Orthodoxy 1 against Lithuania, diplomatic 

relations with the Papacy were established. Nor was the Papal State the 

only Catholic state with which Ivan was on good terms. in the eighties 

and nineties of the fifteenth century, Ivan III exchanged ambassadors 

with Matthias Corvinus of Hungary, the Hapsburg Emperors Frederick III 

and Maximilian and with King John of Denmark. 4 In the south-west the 

strategically important Orthodox principality of Moldavia played a large 

part in Ivan's foreign policy in this period. 5

Ivan's frequent missions to the West also had purposes other than 

negotiations with foreign courts: an important duty of his envoys was the 

recruitment of specialists for Muscovite service : few missions returned 

from the cities of Italy without^bringing fnen skilled in the arts of 

architecture, armoury and fortification. 6

At the same time as official diplomatic and cultural contacts with 

the West increased, traditional ecclesiastical contacts with the East 

suffered a decline. The signing of the Act of Union between the 

Byzantine Orthodox and Roman Catholic Churches at the Council of Ferrara/

1. Grekov, Ocherki, pp.187-8.
2. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, pp.66-105; Grekov, Ocherki, pp.16^-201; 
Bazilevich, Vneshnyaya politika, pp.61-3.
3. Grekov, Ocherki, pp.181-4; Pier ling, La Russie et 1e Saint Siege,
Book 2; Kazakova, Russko-livonskie i russko-ganzeysk-ie otnosheriiija> pp . 15^-31 0
4. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, pp.112-31, 169~70; Grekov, op.cit., pp.199-200.
5. Fennel 1, op.cit., pp.107-12.
6. Bazilevich, Vneshnyaya politika, pp.77-83.



Florence in 1^39 was not recognised by the Russian Church, even though 

one of the signatories was a metropolitan of Moscow, Isidor. The 

subsequent dismissal of Isidor and appointment of a new metropolitan 

without the approval of the patriarch showed that Constantinople had lost 

much of its authority as the centre of Orthodoxy. 1 After the fall of 

Constantinople to the Turks in 1^53 the Russian Church was d& facto 

independent of Constantinople, 2 but independence of the patriarch meant, 

as the Church was to find, greater dependence on the grand prince; 

relations between Church and State had to be re-defined. Moreover, in 

disputes within the Church, or between Church and State, the patriarchate 

could no longer be appealed to as an authoritative independent mediator. 3

That such disputes occurred in the late fifteenth - early sixteenth 

centuries is attested by a number of polemical works which appeared in 

this period. According to Ya.S. Lur'e 'the most important new feature of 

Russian literature from the end of the fifteenth century was the 

appearance of numerous works openly polemical in character ... forming an 

independent genre, rather than remaining as component parts of some 

chronicle redaction'.^ Another aspect of the literary history of the 

period is the appearance in the late fifteenth century of works described 

by Iosif of Volokolamsk as nepoleznye povesti,^ the reading of which was

1. Golubinsky, Istoriya russkoy tserkvi (hereafter IRT) , vol. 2, pt. 1, 
pp.469~88; Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, p. 363- See Ivan's 
letter to Archbishop iona of Novgorod dated 1465-70:'He Tpe6yw ero 
(Patriarch Simon), HH ero 6naroc.no BenMfl, HM ero He6narocnoBeHMH, MMCCM ero 
or ce6fl, caMoro roro PlarpMapxa, mowa n orpeMena ...'(#15, vol. 6, No. 100, 
col. 7).
2. IRT 9 vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 488.
3. Thus in 13^7 Archbishop Vasily replied to the Swedish monks who asked 
for a dispute on faith: 'owe xoiueuin yeefiaTM, KOTOpaw eepa nymiiM, nauia MJIH 
eauia, noiunn B Uaph;ropoA K narpnapxy 1 (PSRL, vol. 5, p. 225), 
whereas the d'yak Filip Petrov, writing to Archbishop Gennady ca. 1491, 
reports from Pskov that he received a letter proposing such a dispute from 
Yur'ev 'cepuM MepHbun ... H ryio rpaMory KHUSHD M nocaflHUKOM ecMH HBMJI, n 
KHfl3b co6e B3fln.' When the 'cepnn MepHbu.n M3 Heneu 1 arrived in Pskov, the city's 
priests had no hesitation in answering without reference to the Patriarch: 
He BCCM sepa npasa, sepeH ecTb Bor; ame sepyere B CbiHa 6o«<na, TO noMTO 
6oroy6uBLiOM WHAOM nocneflyere, cyGorcTsyere nocrflmecfl B HIO ...' AI, vol. 1, 
No. 286, pp.522-3-
4. Lur'e, Ideologicheskaya bor'ba v russkoy publits-istike kontsa XV - 
naohala XVI veka (hereafter IB) , p. 3-
5. '/la 6yflei TM ropKo nenonesHbix nosecTH nocnyiuaHne, c'bTose we MeflseHMn

nosecTM, n SowecTBeHbix nucaHMM npoMMTaHne,' Prosvetitel', p. 325.



regarded as not merely unprofitable, but even harmful because of their 

worldly nature: 'In the fifteenth century, in addition to new works 

belonging to the genre of translated belles-lettres which penetrated into 

Russia in this period (Stefan-it i Ikhnilat , the Serbian Aleksandriya and 

others), the first original works of the same type appear: tales which 

have no "practical" purpose (whether religious or secular) and which are 

not intended for historical compilations.' 1

In the secular, ecclesiastical and cultural history of Russia the 

late fifteenth - early sixteenth century was a period of change, and the 

Judaizers 1 heresy is relevant to an understanding of several aspects of 

this change.

The history of the heresy is closely linked with the history of the 

fal1 of Novgorod: not only was the heresy allegedly imported into Russia 

when Novgorod 'treasonably' attempted to assert its independence by 

inviting the help of a Lithuanian prince, 2 but it apparently spread from 

Novgorod because of the activities of heretics brought to Moscow by Ivan 

III after a visit to the recently-annexed city. In Moscow at least one 

Judaizer, Fedor Kuritsyn, was so active 3 in the administration of the 

grand prince's foreign policy that he has acquired the reputation of 'one 

of the most prominent statesmen in the reign of Ivan I I I j 4 he and other 

heretics served in the grand prince's 'civil service' and were involved 

in the administration of internal policy. 5

A central issue in the domestic policy of Ivan III was the 

relationship between Church and State, especially-the question of the 

grand prince's right to appropriate land belonging to the Church (in 

practice primarily, though not exclusively, monastic land). losif of 

Volokolamsk alleges that the Judaizers were opposed to the monastic way

1. Istoki russkoy publits-istik-i (hereafter IRP), p. 563-
2. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great^ pp. 38-^0.
3. Veselovsky, D'yaki i pod'yachiej p. 280.
k. IB, p. 183.
5. AED3 p. 1A8; Zimin, 'Sobytiya 1^39 goda 1 , pp.96-8; idem.,
'D'yachesky apparat', pp.2^6-50.
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of life: he was himself a leader of the so-called Possessors, a faction 

of the Church which defended ecclesiastical property ownership against 

those who advocated 'saintly poverty 1 . The ideas attributed to the 

Judaizers and their activities in the service of the grand prince link 

the heresy with the history of secularization in Russia.

In the history of Russian literature of the late fifteenth - eaHy 

sixteenth centuries losif of Volokolamsk is a central figure and his 

major work, the Prosvetite1 ', is a refutation of the heresy of the 

Judaizers. The heresy is important to the history of Russian literature 

of the period not only because it was the occasion of much polemical 

writing by the opponents of the heresy: for the first time in Russian 

history we also have at our disposal writings which can be ascribed to 

the heretics themselves, such as the Laodikiyskoe po^loni-e of Fedor 

Kuritsyn and one of the early Russian nepoleznye povestij the Povest' o 

Drakule , ascribed to the same author.

The wide relevance of the Judaizers 1 heresy to the study of Russian 

history is reflected in the very varied approaches to the heresy taken by 

historians. The first detailed study of the heresy was published in 1838 

by Rudnev in his Rassuzhdeniya o eresyakh i, raskolakh. 1 Basing 

himself almost entirely on evidence provided by losif of Volokolamsk, 

Rudnev remarked on the many contradictions it contained. His conclusion 

was that the 'Judaism 1 of the heretics was difficult to accept and that 

the heresy was compounded of two trends of thought: rationalist and 

Judaist - with the rationalist strain predominant.

This view was not entirely shared by later accounts of the 

relationship between the Judaizers and the Church. Zhmakin, 2 Makary 3 

and Golubinsky4 are inclined to accept the authority of losif of

1. Rudnev, N.Z., Rassuzhdeniya o eresyakh i raskolakh^ byvshikh v russkoy 
tserkvi so vremen Vladimira Velikogo do Ivana Groznogo^ pp.89-1^2.
2. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', ChOIDR, 1881, pt. 1, pp.*H-53.
3. Makary, Istoriya russkoy tserkvi, pp.82-6.
4. Golubinsky, Istoriya russjoy tserkwi,, (hereafter IRT] , pp.5^9-607.



Volokolamsk, treating the Judaizers as heretics who were incited by Jews 

to undermine Orthodoxy during the unsettled times following the fall of 

Constantinople. A similar opinion is expressed in a recent work on the 

history of the Russian Church by A.V. Kartashev, who sees the Judaizers 

as a 'small secret society 1 of 'free-thinking Jews'. 1 Zhmakin also drew 

attention to the political contacts of the heretics, and concluded that 

the Judaizers were 'not only a religious but also a political society 

sympathising with the traditions of the old-boyar / and anti-Grand Prince / 

party'. 2

The unsettled times, and particularly the non-fulfilment of the 

prophecy of the end of the world in the year 7000 are regarded by 

A.I. Niki tsky^as the starting point of the heresy, but among historians of 

the Church he is exceptional in considering the heresy to have had a 

Christian rather than a Jewish background. The grand prince's attitude 

to the Judaizers was, according to Nikitsky, dictated by Ivan's desire to 

weaken the power of the metropolitan and the church, and by the Judaizers' 

sympathy for his plans for secular i zation. 1*

Discussing the extra-ecclesiastical aspects of the heresy in his 

manuscript notes on the 'Heresy of the Judaizers 1 , V.O. Klyuchevsky noted 

that too much attention had been paid to the alleged beliefs of the group 

and not enough to the historical setting of the heretics' activities. He 

advised that 'in order to get closer to a clear general historical 

picture of the entire movement it is first of all necessary to distinguish 

two features which are usually either ignored or merely mentioned in 

passing: the attitude of the main sources of our information on the 

heresy to the course of its development, and the views on heresy of its 

main opponents'. 5 It would seem, however, that Klyuchevsky felt

1. Kartashev, Oeherki* vol. 1, pp.489-505.
2. Zhmakin, 'Mitropofit Daniil', ChOIDR , 1881, pt. 1, p. ^9.
3. Nikitsky, Ocherk vnutrenney istoTii tserkvi v Velikom Novgorode^
pp.15^-9.
4. ibid., pp.169-70.
5. Klyuchevsky, 'Eres' zhidovstvuyushchikh', cited from AED, p. 79.
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compelled to agree with Sobolevsky that 'the real nature of the heresy 

presents an insoluble problem': 1 his Kurs russkoy  istoi^ii- does not mention 

the Judaizers. 2

Among the first Soviet historians to propose a solution was 

B. Titlinov, who in 1923 published his study of heresy in Russia. 3 He 

described the heresy of the Judaizers as the 'second stage in the 

development of a Russian ideology of religious revolt (rel'ig'iozno- 

buntarskoy mysli) ', an episode in the gradual emergence of a movement 

which began in the fourteenth century with the Str-igol'n-iki. heresy. 4 

Titlinov dismissed the possibility of a Jewish, Bogomi1 or Husite 5 

influence on the ideas or the Judaizers: 'The reality of life in Russia 

provided such fertile ground for criticism of the Church and of religion, 

that it is quite unnecessary to seek outside causes for the appearance of 

the Novgorod and Moscow free-thinkers. lb This view of the heresy as part 

of an indigenous movement of protest has been firmly accepted by Soviet 

historians, though the credit for developing it has been given not to 

Titlinov but to Rybakov, 7 whose article on the 'Church militant' 8 was 

published over a decade later than Titlinov's study. This is because 

Titlinov considered that the movement was partly born of the backwardness 

of fifteenth century Russian society as compared with the West. Rybakov 

asserted that the heresy demonstrated the similarity of social conditions 

which, in Russia as in the West, gave rise to heresies among the 

bourgeoisie, directed against the feudal Church and State. 9 The 

Judaizers 1 heresy, like the 'renaissance', 'reformation' and 'humanistic 1 

spirit of Russian culture postulated by Soviet historians, was accepted

1. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura 1 , p. 396.
2. Klyuchevsky, Sobrani-e sochineniy, vol. 2.
3. Titlinov, 'Reiigioznye "bunty" i "inkvizitsiya" na Rusi 1 .
*». See AED, pp. 7*7^ for a discussion of the Strigol 'niki heresy.
5. Titlinov was attacking the theses of ll'insky - 'Russkie bogomily XV
v. ("zhidovstvuyushchie")', and of Botsyanovsky - Bogoiskateli, pp.21-30.
6. Titlinov, op.cit., p. ^7«
7. AED, p. 88.
8. Rybakov, 'Voinstvuyushchie tserkovniki XVI v. 1
9. ibid., pp.31-3
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as proof of the parallel historical development of Russia and Europe in 

the late fifteenth - early sixteenth centuries.1 But none of the proponents 

of this approach, which had few critics, 2 provided more than an 

interpretation of the Prosvetitel* account of the heresy.

In the first, and so far only, published monograph on the Judaizers, 

Ya.S. Lur'e 3 tried to remedy this situation. His study of the Novgorod- 

Moscow heresy, 4 published in 1955, investigates the historical and social 

background of the heresy and draws on a wide range of sources. This 

monograph not only provided valuable primary material for the history of 

the Judaizers 1 heresy, 5 some of it previously unknown or available only in 

manuscript; Lur'e 1 s commentary on such sources as the Skazani-e o 

novoyavivsheysya eresi & also gives a valuable insight into the problems of 

evaluating the evidence. In all his writings on the heresy Lur'e stresses 

the need for a critical attitude to sources, and his work on the dating 

and textual history of the Prosvetitet r7 demonstrates the validity of his 

approach. The conclusions made by Lur'e in Antifeodal'nye eretteheskie 

dvizheniya and in Ideolog-icheskaya bor'ba v russkoy publitsistike3 

published in 1960,will be discussed in detail later. In general Lur'e 

supports the view that the Judaizers 1 heresy was part of a humanistic 

reformation movement which owed its existence to discontent with the 

established church rather than to any Jewish influence. He considers that 

the Novgorod Judaizers, drawn from among the lower orders of the Church, 

supported Ivan III in a campaign against the Novgorod boyars, and were

1. Orlov, Drevnyaya russkaya l-iteratura, p. 290; Budovnits, Russkaya 
pubi-its-istika* p. 64; Gudzy, Istor-iya drevney russkoy literatury, p. 236. 
An interesting exception is the 1945 edition of Istoriya russkoy 
literatury (vol.U,rM,p. 378) which describes the heresy as an anti-clerical 
movement which developed under the influence of Jewish humanism of the 
late fifteenth century.
2. Tikhomirov,'Kul'tura Rusi 1 , pp.246-7; idem., 'Pamyatnik russkoy 
kul'tury 1 , p. 253. For a criticism of the notion that the Judaizers were 
part of an anti-feudal reformation movement see Smirnov, cited in AED3 
p. 90, n. 89.
3. AED, pt. 2.
4. Term employed by Lur'e and other Soviet historians to describe the 
heresy of the Judaizers.
5. AED3 pp.256-521. The sources were edited by Lur'e, Zimin, Klibanov 
and Sokolov.
6. ibid., pp.438-61.
7. ibid.; IB, pp.112-21.
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protected by the grand prince in pursuance of his designs on monastic 

property. The Moscow Judaizers, on the other hand, owing to their higher 

social position, were not as antagonistic toward the feudal class - nor, 

unlike the Novgorod heretics, were they opposed to the basic tenets of 

Christian belief. But, having achieved their position in the service of 

the grand prince, they had some interest in the restriction of monastic 

landownership and supported Ivan in his 'centralizing 1 measures.

Lur'e's work renewed interest in the heresy and in its historical and 

cultural background: in 196? an article reviewing the results of Soviet 

research into early Russian history commented that the late fifteenth and 

early sixteenth century attracted more interest than any other period. 1 

Between 1955 and 1960 Klibanov published a series of articles on 

oppositional thought in Russia from the fourteenth to the sixteenth 

centuries. 2 These articles formed the basis of his book on 'reformation 

movements' in Russia, 3 a large part of which is devoted to a discussion 

of the thought of the Novgorod-Moscow heretics4 and to a study of the 

sources attributed to two Judaizers - Ivan Cherny and Fedor Kuritsyn. 5 

Klibanov aims to substantiate Rybakov's concept of the heresy as one 

episode in a continuously developing movement of reformation which, he 

claims, spread to Moscow from the north-western cities of Pskov, Tver' 

and Novgorod, drawing throughout on the support of the 'progressive' lower 

and middle classes of the urban populations. At the same time Klibanov 

points out parallels between his interpretation of the ideas expressed by 

the heretics and the humanistic ideas of contemporary writers in the West.

Several Soviet historians have tried to find new source material for 

the heresy of the Judaizers. Begunov investigated the Kormchaya 

transcribed by Ivan Cherny, 6 Zimin the anathemas pronounced against the

1. Shul'gin, 'Problemy istorii 1 , p. 156.
2. Listed in IB, p. 89, n. *»9.
3. Klibanov, Reformats-ionnye dvizheniya v Ross-i-i v XIV - pervoy polowine
XVI vv. (hereafter RD).
k. ibid., pp.167-251.
5. ibid., pp.12-81.
6. Begunov, 'Kormchaya Ivana Volka Kuritsyna'.
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Judaizers, 1 and Prokhorov the evidence of the 'Dispute of Gregory Palamas 

with Khionians and Turks 1 , 2 a fourteenth-century Greek work translated in 

Russia in the fifteenth century.

According to Prokhorov the mysterious term 'Khionians 1 refers to the 

Karaites, a Jewish sect, and he shows that Palamas 1 'Dispute' was used by 

losif of Volokolamsk in two chapters of his Prosvetitel'. Drawing 

parallels between the beliefs attributed by losif to the Judaizers and 

those held by the Karaites, Prokhorov concludes that losif recognised 

'Khionians 1 in the Novgorod and Moscow heretics and was therefore correct 

in identifying them as Judaizers. But Prokhorov is alone among 

contemporary Soviet historians in altering the interpretation of the heresy 

first provided by Rybakov.

Such disagreements which exist centre not on the origins or nature 

of the Judaizers 1 beliefs, but on the relationship between the Novgorod 

and Moscow heretics. In his earliest" article on the subject, published 

In 1953> Zimin drew a sharp distinction between the two 'groups' of 

heretics. In 1^98 Ivan III crowned his grandson Dmitry (son of Ivan's 

deceased eldest son by his first marriage) as his co-ruler and successor. 

But in 1501 Dmitry was imprisoned and Vasily (Ivan's eldest son by his 

second marriage, to Sofia Palaeologa) was appointed heir. Zimin 

considered that this dynastic crisis was a reflection of the conflict 

between the separatist boyar faction at the court (supporting Dmitry) and 

the progressive faction which defended centralism and autocracy (and 

supported Sofia and Vasily). And since losif of Volokolamsk testified 

that Elena, Dmitry's mother, had been converted to heresy by the 

Judaizers, Zimin concluded that the Novgorod heretics were progressive and 

the Moscow heretical group reactionary. 3 Though in later writings Zimin 

modified his view of the Moscow Judaizers as 'reactionary 1 , he continued 

to emphasize the difference between the Novgorod and Moscow groups and the

1. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory'.
2. Prokhorov, 'Prenie 1 .
3. Zimin, '0 politicheskoy doktrine 1 , pp.



links between the Moscow Judaizers and the 'conservative 1 Elena/Dmitry 

faction. 1

Lur'e also makes a distinction between the Moscow and Novgorod groups 

of heretics, based on social differences between the Novgorodians, 

mainly belonging to the lower orders of the clergy, and the Muscovites, 

who were associated with the court of the grand prince. Lur'e considers 

that social differences gave rise to differences in ideology: while the 

Novgorod heretics were opposed to such basic tenets of Christian belief 

as the dogma of the Trinity, 2 the ideology of the Moscow faction was 

characterized by a 'criticism of the Christian post-evangelical 

tradition 1 , 3 and especially of monastic!sm. N.Smirnov4 and Klibanov 5 

emphasize similarities more than differences, but even they regard the 

Moscow group as a sort of 'moderate wing 1 of the Judaizers, sharing the 

ideas of the Novgorod group as regards dogma, but less radical in their 

criticism of the Church hierarchy (wrfich, these authors suggest, implied 

criticism of feudal society as a whole), because of their involvement in 

the political and social concerns of the court.

But the basic view on the nature of the Judaizers 1 heresy remains 

the same: it is still seen as the 'social protest of the lower classes 

against feudal oppression 1 , 6 as an 'anti-feudal movement 1 . 7 And, in 

spite of warnings about the 'bias 1 of the evidence of losif of Volokomamsk, 8 

contemporary Soviet accounts of the beliefs of the heretics (iconoclasm, 

anti-Trinitarianism, denial of the Resurrection, etc.), differ little from 

the account given in losif's Skazanie.

1. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', pp.221-2; idem., 'Osnovnye problemy 1 , 
pp. 102-6; idem., Rossiya na poroge novogo vremen-i^ pp.283, 286.
2. AED, pp.122-6, 169-203; IB, pp.178-81.
3. IB, p. 181.
4. Smirnov, 'Tserkov 1 i obrazovanie', pp.80-3-
5. RD, pp.204-5.
6. Grekulov, Pravoslavnaya inkwiz-itsiya., pp. 12-13.
7. Kazakovft, Ooherki, p. 58
8. IB, p. 122; RD, pp.189, 201; Lur'e, '0 nekotorykh printsipakh kritiki 
istochnikov 1 , pp.94-7-
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losif's evidence on the beliefs of the heretics has also been 

largely accepted by non-Soviet historians, who, with a few notable 

exceptions, have concentrated on the interpretation of available 

material. Vernadsky 1 considered that the Novgorod heretics were indeed 

converted by a certain Skharia, whom he identifies with Zaccaria Ghizolfi, 

prince of Taman 1 . As Muscovite diplomatic sources of the late fifteenth 

century show, Zaccaria Ghizolfi contemplated entering the service of Ivan 

III; Vernadsky suggests that he did go to Russia, travelling to Novgorod 

via Kiev. According to Vernadsky there were several groups among the 

Judaizers: some actually accepted Jewish dogma (though not ritual), some 

were interested only in Jewish science and philosophy, and others were not 

really Judaizers but reformers. The anti-monasticism of the last group, 

and Ivan's desire to gam allies among influential Jews outside Russia 

apparently explain the grand prince's sympathetic attitude towards the 

heretics. An inconsistency in the accepted Soviet interpretation has 

been pointed out by Shul'gin. Though he states that Soviet historical 

science has 'proved the autochthonous nature {of Russian heresy} as a 

product of the development of social contradictions', and has correctly 

related 'Russian heresies and progressive Russian socio-political ideology 1 

to contemporary 'pan-European reformation and humanistic trends', he notes 

that reformation and humanism are, in Marxist terms, phenomena proper to 

the process of establishment of a bouijeois society. It is generally 

accepted that such a process took place in Russia only in the seventeenth 

century.

Among non-Soviet historians, the chosen line of approach often 

determined the conclusion reached about the origins and nature of the 

heresy. Popruzhenko's study of the Beseda of Kozma Prezviter, 2 a work 

which Gennady of Novgorod cited as being in use among the Judaizers, led

1. Vernadsky, 'The heresy of the Judaizers' 
. Popruzhenko, 'Kozma Prezviter i novgorodskie eretiki XV veka'.
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him to conclude that the heresy was a form of Bogomilism. Oljancyn's 

investigation into the activities of Husites in Eastern Europe 

(especially at the courts of Stephen of Moldavia and Matthias of Hungary) 

resulted in a very different conclusion: the heresy of the Judaizers was 

not a Jewish heresy but the result of the spread of 'Husite-Taborite 1 

teaching. Florovsky, who devoted a special study to the relations between 

Bohemia and Eastern Europe, agrees that some of the ideas of the Judaizers 

may have been formed under the influence of the Bohemian Reformation, but 

he warns that there exists ' not one incontestable instance of Husite 

influence on the Eastern Slavs'.

Zhmakin's hypothesis that the appearance of the Judaizers 1 heresy

was, in part, due to the state of transition in which the Russian Church
4. 

found itself after the fall of Constantinople, was revived by Denissoff.

Denissoff concluded that the Judaizers 1 heresy united several trends and 

was partly a form of opposition to the Moscow-Third Rome ideology, 

which he suggests, was 2 symbol of the growing closeness between Church 

and State in late fifteenth-century Muscovy.

It is the relevance of the heresy to the dynastic struggle of the

£ 
late fifteenth century that has most interested Fennel 1. He accepts

losif's evidence about Elena's conversion to the heresy and suggests that 

her membership of the sect, as much as the anti-monasticism of the Moscow 

Judaizers, explains the grand prince's support for the heretics in the 

last two decades of the fifteenth century.

The heresy has particularly attracted the attention of German

h
historians. Onasch considered that at the end of the fifteenth century 

Russia was open, for the last time, to spiritual trends from Western

1. Possible Bogomi1 influence on the Judaizers is mentioned by Obolensky: 
'the Massalian doctrines attributed [by Gennady] to the Russian Judaizers 
may well be elements of Bogomilism 1 ; but he adds: 'several doctrines ... 
are scarcely compatible with the tenets of Bogomilism 1 . The BogomilSj 
pp.280-1.
2. Oljancyn, 'Aus dem Kultur- und Geistesleben der Ukraine 1 .
3. Florovsky. Chekh-i -I vcstocknye slavyccne y vol . 1 , pp. ̂ 11-3 
k, Denissoff, 'Aux engines'.
5. Fennel 1, 'The attitude of the Josephians 1 ; idem., Ivan the Great t pp. 32*4-33,
6. Onasch, 'Renaissance und Vorreformation'. 353.
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Europe, especially the Renaissance and humanism, 1 : the Judaizers 1 heresy, 

which brought Renaissance works to Russia, was the outcome of this 

influence. Stokl, 2 reviewing the work of Soviet historians and 

particularly Klibanov, concludes that the distinction between the Moscow 

and Novgorod heresies is so clear that they can be described as 'two 

different heresies with different origins 1 . 3 He considers that the ideas 

expressed in Laodikiyskoe poslanie , written by the heretic Fedor Kuritsyn, 

are not heretical or atheistic, but humanist ideas, and revives the 

hypothesis about a possible Husite influence on the Moscow Judaizers.

It is to Laodikiyskoe poslanie that most recent studies have been 

devoted, and they have produced several conflicting interpretations: 

Ettinger, 1* Fine, 5 Kampfer6 and Maier 7 see in it an expression of Jewish 

philosophy, Fairy von Lilienfeld 8 suggests that it is a translation of a 

Kabbalistic poem and to Freydank9 and Haney 10 it is a paean to the ars 

grammatica. The views of these authors on the nature of the heresy are 

primarily determined by their attitude to the Laodikiyskoe poslanie;the 

heresy is accordingly seen either as proof of Jewish or humanist 

influence in Russia.

There are only two areas of broad agreement among historians of the 

heresy:

1. the Judaizers were a group, or groups, of Novgorodians and 

Muscovites, whose ideas brought them into conflict with the 

established church;

1. A very different view is held by Kirchner: 'the effect of the 
Renaissance on Russia is still overestimated ... its meaning remained alien 
to the East 1 . 'Russia and Europe in the Age of the Reformation 1 , p. 185.
2. Stokl, 'Das Echo 1 .
3. ibid., p. 418.
4. Ettinger, 'Jewish influence'.
5. Fine, 'Fedor Kuritsyn's "Laodikijskoe poslanie"'.
6. Ka'mpfer, 'Zur Interpretation'.
7. Maier, 'Zum jiidischen Hintergrund'.
8. von Lilienfeld, 'Das "Laodikijskoe poslanie" 1 . This hypothesis was 
dismissed in Maier's article: 'The Laodikijskoe poslanie contains no trace 
of Kabbalistic speculation or terminology'. Maier, op.cit., p. 3«
9. Freydank, 'Der "Lodicenerbrief" .
10. Haney, 'The Laodicean Epistle 1 .
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2. as a result of a campaign by the estabished church,

representatives of this group, or groups, were executed in 

and ISO**.

But as to the origin and nature of the Judaizers 1 ideas, or the 

importance of the Judaizers 1 heresy to our understanding of Russian 

history in che late fifteenth - early sixteenth century, 1 there is no 

agreement.

Some of the difference of opinion might, perhaps, have been avoided, 

had historians adopted the approach advocated by Klyuchevsky. He, as 

already mentioned, considered that the movement could only be 

comprehended if we understand the 'views on heresy 1 of the main opponents 

of the Judaizers. Such labels as 'humanist', 'Renaissance' or 

'Reformation' can only be attached to the thought of the Judaizers by our 

contemporaries. The men who were executed in 1^90 and 1504 were, 

apparently, condemned because their contemporaries thought them guilty of 

heresy.

What the term 'heretic' meant to the mediaeval churchman has been the 

subject of much discussion among historians of the Western church. The 

French historian and theologian Chenu, taking the word heresy in its 

literal sense (cupeait, = choice), suggested that a heretic is someone who 

chooses one particular aspect of religious thought and excludes certain 

others. This makes him impertinent in the sight of God, and defiant of

1. In contrast to the importance assigned to the heresy by Soviet 
historians, a recent Western history of Russia dismisses the Judaizers 
(and with them the Strigol'niki) in a few sentences: 'In the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries, the Russian church immersed itself so deeply in 
secular affairs that it ceased to uphold Christianity ... This worldliness 
in time produced the inevitable reaction which, for all its superficial 
resemblance to the western Reformation, was an event sui generis with an 
entirely different outcome ... foreign reform movements succeeded in 
penetrating Muscovy. One of these, the Strigol'nik heresy, spread in the 
middle of the fourteenth century in Novgorod ... In the 1470s a related 
heresy of the so-called 'Judaizers' emerged in Novgorod. Its adherents .. 
attacked the church for its materialism ... and called for a simpler, more 
spiritual religion. The Judaizing heresy became very dangerous to the 
established church because it gained converts among priests close to the 
tsar and even members of his immediate family.' Pipes, Russia under the 
Old Regime, p. 228.
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the consensus of the community. 1 This definition indicates that heresy 

can signify opposition to the 'consensus of the community 1 in any sense - 

dogmatic, ritual or institutional.

Among historians of the Judaizers few attempts have been made to 

define what the terms 'heresy 1 and 'heretic' meant to their contemporaries, 

or what was the accepted procedure for identifying heresy in the Russian 

church. 2 If we accept that 'the historian must regard as a heretic 

someone whom religious authority at a given moment in history recognises 

as such' 3 it is less important to consider whether the Judaizers movement 

was a 'heresy' or a 'movement of free thinkers 1 . 4 The first question must 

be what, in the Russian church, constituted religious authority in matters 

of heresy, and whether those who achieved the condemnation of the 

Judaizers followed procedure accepted by such religious authority.

Such a question can be answered if, through the evidence of the 

accusers, we consider by what methods and on what grounds heresy in 

general, and the Judaizers 1 heresy in particular, was identified. If the 

condemnation of the Judaizers was achieved according to accepted 

procedure, we must conclude that they were heretics in the sense defined 

above: it only remains to establish whether their opposition to the 

'consensus of the community 1 was dogmatic, ritual or institutional.

If, however, condemnation was achieved without satisfying the 

accepted criteria of religious authority, it is necessary to look 

particularly carefully at such evidence as the accusers and the accused

1. H.D. Chenu in Heresies et societes, pp.9*11-
2. This question is posed in a new work by Hosch, Orthodoxie und Haresie 
im alten Russland, which, unfortunately, I was only able to consult after 
completing work on this thesis. Hosch considers the history of heresy in 
Russia from the eleventh to the sixteenth centuries and devotes a 
considerable part of his monograph to a discussion of the heresy of the 
Judaizers (pp.32-120). He makes valuable observations on the procedure 
used by the Russian church for combating opposition, and suggests that 
heresy, real or supposed, played an important role in Russian theology as 
the impulse for the defence of starina - the inviolability of the accepted 
view of Orthodoxy.
3. R.P. Morghen in Heresies et societes , p. 16. 
k. Likhachev, 'Kul'tura Rusi 1 , p. 80.
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provide in order to attempt to explain why the campaign of Gennady and losif 

against the Judaizers was successful. It will then be possible to answer the 

question implicit in the approach of many historians to the history of the 

Judaizers - was the heresy a sign of a Russian Reformation?
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CHAPTER II - THE EVIDENCE OF THE ACCUSERS : 1487-1^90

The earliest specific reference to the existence of a 'judaizing' 

heresy in Russia is to be found in a letter written some time before 

January 1^88 by Archbishop Gennady of Novgorod, who directs the 

following appeal to Bishop Prokhor of Saray:

Cno6opcTByflfi no XpMcre Eoae M (IpenHCTbie Ero Maiepe MecTHaro 
E,i o6pasa ... na ewe xynoio BOSHOC^IUMXCH Ha focnofla naiuero 
MMCyca XpHcra n o6e3MecTMBwnx o6paa PlpeMMCTbm BnaAbi<-inua

noeropoACKbix epeiMKOB wnAOBCKafl MyAP"bCTByiomMX.

This, the first known letter to Prokhor, opened an important 

correspondence on heresy and other matters concerning the welfare of the 

Church - a correspondence which the archbishop continued until 1^90, 

after which year he apparently ceased referring to the Judaizers in his 

writings. 2 Taken together with the evidence of losif of Volokolamsk, 

who claimed that the 'judaizing 1 heretics were able to proselytize 

freely in Novgorod until Gennady was appointed to the see 3 , this 

correspondence has led most historians to regard Gennady as the 

initiator of the Church's campaign against the heresy of the Judaizers 

and as a leader of this campaign until the Council of 1^90.

Gennady 's role in the pre-1^90 stage of the heresy (the Novgorod 

stage) was first challenged by Ya.S. Lur'e, who suggested that the 

campaign was, in fact, initiated by losif of Volokolamsk himself4 in a 

letter discussing the dogma of the Trinity, written some time before 

1^79 5 « Not only does Lur'e believe that Gennady 's part in the 

anti-heretical campaign has been over-estimated - he is also inclined 

to dismiss the evidence afforded by the Archbishop's correspondence as 

being too biased: 'Though written before the fall of the heresy in 

Novgorod ... Gennady 's letters offer only scant examples of polemic

1. AED, pp. 309-10
2. A possible exception is a reference to the Archpriest Aleksey in a 
fragment of an anonymous letter (AED, pp. 388-91) ascribed by Lur'e to 
Gennady, and dated c. 1^92. Aleksey is described as a 'judaizing' 
heretic in several contemporary sources, though not in this fragment 
(see below, ch. Ill, pp. 85-86
3. AED, p. *»71
k. AED, p. 109; PIV, p. 3^; IB, p. 156
5. AED, pp. 305-9
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against the views of the heretics .... As regards a general

characterization of the ideology of the heretics the importance of 

Gennady's letters lies primarily in the fact that, unlike losif's 

Prosvetitel ' , they do not label the heresy as "Judaism".' 1

For the Novgorod stage of the heresy of the Judaizers, Lur'e 

therefore relies largely on the evidence in the writings of losif of 

Volokolamsk (of which only the letter on the Trinity can be dated 

earlier than 1490), on the evidence of the chronicles and, finally, on 

the verdict of the Council of 1490. His conclusion is that the heresy 

of the Judaizers in Novgorod was an anti-trini tarian and iconoclastic 

heresy which took hold among the lower orders of the clergy and was 

directed against the church hierarchy.

This opinion has been generally accepted by historians 2 and, as a 

result, the earlier stage of the heresy has received relatively little 

attention. The present chapter will re-examine the evidence available 

to us for this period in order to establish the extent to which the 

accepted view is supported by purely contemporary sources considered in 

chronological order.

The first of these is the letter from losif of Volokolamsk to 

Archimandrite Vassian 3 . As already mentioned, this letter was first 

used as a source on the heresy of the Judaizers by Ya.S. Lur'e. It 

starts as fol lows:

Bacunny.
MTO, rocnoAHHe, Mene, rnynaro n HeHayMeHaro, BO VMMMOM 
wneymaro, nbiraeiub o ranHCTee CeHTbm Tpomja, a MHO TO, 
rocnoflMHe, Bbiuje natuefl

losif's opening words have enabled historians to date the letter, 

since the only known Archimandrite Vassian before 1479 (when losif

1. IB, p. 155
2. Zhmakin,'Mitropolit Dan ill 1,, pp. 40-43; RD t pp. 187-204 (Klibanov 
pays greater attention to Gennady's evidence as an 'eye-witness 1 , but 
more to illustrate than to develop his argument that anti trini tariani sm 
was the most important aspect of the Novgorod heresy); Stokl, 'Das Echo', 
p. 41 9; Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, p. 325.
3. AED t pp. 306-9
4. AED, p. 306
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became an abbot, no longer vo uchimom chinu) was the Vassian of the 

Tver 1 Otroch 1 Monastery, who was appointed to the bishopric of Tver 1 in 

1478.

After further protestations of his unworthiness and inability to 

deal with such a subject, losif opens his discussion on the dogma of the 

Trinity with a quotation from Genesis i, 26: 'And God said, Let us make 

man in our image, after our likeness . ..' in order to demonstrate that 

when God speaks, He speaks as the Trinity.

This, like all the subsequent examples quoted by losif (of which 

the most celebrated is the story of the appearance of the three angels 

to Abraham and Sarah at Mamre, in Genesis xviii), is employed to 

demonstrate that the 'mystery of the Holy Trinity' announced the coming 

of Christ even in the Old Testament.

In this letter there is only one reference to heretics:

A flaMacKbiH r/iaroneTb: 'CeflTaa Tpomja eAMHocymnafl TenecHbiMa 
OMMMa ne 3pnMa'. UNO, rocnoflnne, no EowecTBeHOMy FlucaHnio see 
re MCTUHHy eflnHo r/iaronioT, a He pasHbCTBytoy: nan TO, 
rocnofluHe, rnynbiM n He yweicmuM, BUAMTCH paano, nnn epeTMKOM, 
MHO OHH npespaimoiOT na ceofi paayn, xojfliua TponLtio yranjn, He 
xojfltua 60 BMfleTn, HM cjibiwaTu OJTija n flyxa CsflTaro, pasna Oruy n 
Cbmy. A MTO, rocnoflnne, AawacKbin nuiuer: 'He apHMO BOKCCTBO', 
MHO rocnoAune, ne OAHH /lanacKbiH nutuer . ..*

Here losif is resolving certain questions raised by the 

archimandri te on the contradiction between the belief that Abraham sou 

God in the form of the three angels, and the statement, made by John of 

Damascus in his Exposition of the Orthodox faith 1 , that God is 

incorporeal: 'For how could that possess a body which is infinite and 

boundless, and formless and intangible, and invisible ...? l2 He 

observes that it poses a problem only to 'us, Lord, who are foolish and 

without understanding, or to heretics', who wilfully refuse to 

recognise the truth of the dogma of the Trinity.

This latter accusation was one commonly made against heretics in 

general, and thus gives us no reason to suppose that it is here 

specifically directed at the Judaizers. As will be seen from the study

1. AED, p. 308
2. MPG, vol. 9**, col. 797 (the italics are mine).
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of sources dealing indisputably with this heresy, churchmen were

usually careful to describe it in precise terms as the heresy of the 

'Novgorod priests who accepted Jewish teaching' 1 or of the 'Novgorod 

heretics who philosophize judaistically. l2 Moreover, it seems hardly 

likely that losif would be so incautious as to compare himself and 

Archimandrite Vassian with active heretics. losif's letter to Vassian 

can be considered purely as a treatise on the dogma of the Trinity, 

written in response to a request from the archimandrite, and not,as 

Lur'e suggests, as evidence for the anti-trinitarian teaching of the 

Judaizers. Since the argument on which Lur'e based this conclusion is 

illustrative of his general attitude to the sources connected with the 

heresy, and is shared by Klibanov, it should perhaps be summarized here.

Lur'e considers that all works written by representatives of the 

established church on the subject of heresy fall into one of two 

categories, according to whether their purpose was polemical or 

denunciatory. Writings belonging to the first category are devoted to 

a concrete dispute with real adversaries, while those belonging to the 

second merely provide grounds for the condemnation of such adversaries. 

This they do by describing their heretical views and actions in so 

distorted a manner as to ensure their condemnation. Owing to this 

distortion, works in the second category are far less useful in 

identifying the views of the adversaries of the church than polemical 

works, whose very existence shows that the views they defend have 

actually been challenged. 3

While there can be no doubt that it was not uncommon for church 

writers to ascribe to their opponents heretical views they never 

held, 4 it is, as Lur'e admits, frequently difficult to distinguish 

polemic from denunciation. In the case of losif's letter to Vassian,

1. Belokurov, 'Poslanie inoka Savvy 1 , p.1
2. AED, p.310
3. Lur'e, '0 nekotorych printsipakh kritiki istochnikov', pp. 9^~7; 
IB, p.122; cf. PD> pp.189, 201.
k. Thus, in 1553A, d'yak Viskovaty was charged with subscribing to the 
heresy of the Galatians, of which no trace can be found in any source. 
Andreyev,'0 dele d'yaka Vi skovatogo', p.. 223, n. 188. Sea-belov^pp b*,
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Lur'e argues that because it contains little denunciation its primary

purpose is polemical. Since he considers that 'al 1 the sources on the hi story 

of the heresy testify to the anti-trini tarianism of the Novgorod 

heretics 1 , 1 he assumes that this letter, written at a time when the 

Novgorod Judaizers were active, and later incorporated in losif's 

Prosveti'tel', is a polemic against the anti-trini tariani sm of the 

Judaizers. The dangers of such a circular argument are clear from a 

reference to the actual text.

Gennady, Archbishop of Novgorod, makes no secret of the fact that 

denunciation is the purpose of his writings about the heresy in Novgorod, 

as can be seen from the opening lines of his first known letter on the 

subject, quoted above. His evidence does, however, deserve careful 

attention, not only because he was a central figure in the events 

connected with the heresy during its Novgorod stage, but because most of 

it comes to us in the form of private correspondence (inasmuch as any 

correspondence in Russia of this period can be described as private), 

and not through theological tracts directed at a wider audience, as is 

the case with the later evidence of losif of Volokolamsk.

It is clear from Gennady's letter to Prokhor that he had been 

engaged on an investigation of the heresy for some time and this was not 

his first report on it. 2 He warns Prokhor against its adherents:

xynoio BosHocfiutHxcfl na Tocnofla nauiero Mucyca XpMCTa n 
o6e3MecTMBwnx o6pas FlpeMHCTbm BnaAbmnua naiuefl Boropoflnua 
HOBropOACKbix epeTMKoe wnflOBCKaa MyAP^CTByiomnx. DoKpbiTbi we 
cyib oHex eperuK KJIHTBOIO yKOpusHoio MapKkiaHCKMa rnaronra M

CUM 60, erAa BTsnpoiuaeMU, OT CBOUX
6biBaioT H 6c3CTyflHo H ycepAHO KJieHyrcfl M

npOKJIMHafOTb BCfl TaKO MYAP'bCTByiOmafl 3

This characterization of the 'Novgorod heretics who philosophize 

judaistically, stamped with the curse of those (judaistically 

philosophizing} heretics, the Marcionites and Messalians' 4 was dismissed

1. AED, p.119
2. AED, p.310
3. ibid.
4. MeaoctAiavcn or MaaaaAvavox
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by Lur'e as of little use for an understanding of the 'true nature' of 

the heresy. 1 Yet Gennady chose to compare the Novgorod heretics with 

the Marcionites and Messalians precisely in order to convey a clear 

picture of the beliefs of the 'new' heretics - by referring Prokhor to a 

work on the 'old' heretics:

CUM rnaebi o MapKnanex B npaBunex y co6fl MSHaMflewb. Ame JIM B 
TBOMX He 6yA6T npaBMnex, HHO B BennKoro KHHSH npasunex
RMCaHbl . . .

fla MTO OHM neAOCTOMHo c/iywaT BowecTBeHyio JlMT^prMio, TO flBJieno 
B 12 rjiase, a MTO KJienyTCfl 6ea cTpaxa, a TO B 19 rnase Tex we 
epecefi flBneno. fla MTO ecTb epecetf MecannancKbix, TO see OHH
MyAP'oCTByiOT , TOJ1KO TO WMflOBCKbIM fleCflTOC/lOBHeM

npe/ihiuaioT , HKO 6naroMecTByiome

^ •, attempt to identify the prawila quoted here was made by 

Begunov, 3 who pointed out that many redactions of the Russian code of 

laws, the Kormchaya (including a redaction made by Ivan Volk Kuritsyn) 4 

contain a chapter headed:

MacanuaMCKaro snoMecTusaro noBeJienn^, MSRTbm OT KHMT MX 
Cnue flpiswaT M 6oryMM/ibi, CMpe-Mb 6a6yHe.°

This chapter lists the beliefs of the Messalians under seventeen 

numbered paragraphs, of which the 12th reads:

, csflTaro Tena M Kpose XpMCTa, MCTMHHaro Bora 
Haiuero, CenToe FlpMMameHMe HMMTOKC He noMOweTb MJIM Bpe^MTb.
flOCTOMHO MJ1M H6 AOCTOMHO HpMMaiUaiOlMMX Cfl , flKO C6TO paflM TOMMM

ro onuieHMH HMKoriM^e ne noflo6no OTjiyMaTM ca ne6peroMy 
cyme . . , 6

The seventeen paragraphs are followed by a tract against the 

Bogomils, in which the second accusation - not numbered 7 ~ is:

.o OT/iyMeHM KjienyTb we ca 6ea GOBSHM M poTflT ca, npOK/iMHaiome 
epecb CBOKD ... 8

These quotations are very similar to the accusations made by 

Gennady in his letter to Prokhor, but Begunov is not correct in 

identifying them as the glavy cited in that letter. Gennady referred to

1. AED, p. 118; cf. Hosch,. Orthodoxie und Hares-ie^ p. 81 .
2. AED, p. 310.
3. Begunov, Kozma PrezwLter, pp. 85~6.
k. BIL, MDANo. 187
5. Begunov, op.cit., p. 86.
6. bu., fU>A, f/0 t%7, f . 250
7. BIL, MDA No. 187, f-251
8. Begunov, op.cit., p. 86.
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glavy o mark-ianekh, not o massalianekh, and the attack on those who

'swear without fear 1 cannot be described as the 19th glava of the 

Kormchaya list of the 'same heresies'.

The Kormchaya list based on the same pravi-la as those 

used by Gennady. These are found in a work entitled On the reception of 

heretics written by the priest Timotheos of Constantinople (6th~7th 

cent.)- 1 This divides all heresies into three groups, according to the 

procedures their adherents must undergo before being received into the 

true faith. The discourse on those required to forswear and anathematize 

their heresies, contains a sub-heading 'Those who anathematize their own 

heresies 1 , 2 with a passage on the Nestorians and three tracts: 'On the 

Theodosians', 'On the Marcionites', and 'On the Hesitants'.

The introduction to the second tract begins: 'The Marcionites and 

Messalians ...', 3 and after a few words on the different names of the 

Marcionite heresy and on the writings against it concludes: 'So that the 

readers may learn and beware of the rest it is necessary to add chapters 

on the same heresies (ict xe^aActia T(JJV GoyuciTC'V aCin*,") . There are 

nineteen such chapters, and a comparison between the text of the 12th 

and 19th chapters and Gennady's letter to Prokhor shows that these are 

the glavy o markianekh of which he spoke:

On the Marcionites Gennady

12. They say that the Holy Blood fla MTO OHH HeAOCTOMHO cnywaT
of Christ our true God, the Holy BowecTBeHyio JlMTyprmo, TO HeneHO B 12
Communion, cannot aid or injure rnaee ... 6
those who participate in it,
worthily or unworthily, and that
it is not necessary to separate
anyone from the community of the
Church because of this alone -
they are indifferent to this
matter. And thus they do not
partake with faith and fear of
that which is, and is to be
believed to be, the incarnation
of God. 5

1. MPG, vol. 86, cols. 11-68
2. ibid., col. 41
3. Mapxiaviaicu KCXI MeaaaXiavoi .Jbid., col. k5
4. ibid., col. 48
5. ibid., col. 49
6. AED, p.310
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19. When asked about their own CMH 60, erfla B-bnpoiuaeMn , OT CBOUX
beliefs, they deny them, Benem/iM OTMeTHnuu 6bieaioT n
fearlessly and willingly n ycepflno KnenyTCfl u npOKnunaiOTb
anathematizing all who think or raKO MyAP~bCTByiomafl ...
thought thus; they swear without a MTO K/ieHyTca 6ea cipaxa, a TO B 19
fear that they hate 'and abhor such rnase rex we epecetf *HBnei-io. fla MTO
beliefs ... 1 ecrb epeceft* MecannaHCKbix, TO see

OHM MyflP"bCTByiOT, TOJ1KO TO WMflOBCKblM

flecflTocnoBneM JHOAGM npe/ibmaioT, 
6/iaroMecTByiome

Since Gennady claims that the Novgorod heretics profess all the 

Messalian heresies, we will summarize the remaining seventeen chapters. 

According to Timotheos the heretics believe that man is joined to the 

Devil because of original sin, against which even the sacrament of 

baptism is ineffective. Only fervent and continuous prayer can evict the 

demons which reside in men's bodies, and such prayer can make both demons 

and the Holy Trinity manifest to human eyes. The heretics corrupt the 

dogma of the Trinity and deny the divine nature of Christ at the moment 

of his birth. They do not believe in the possibility of redemption, take 

upon themselves the right to priesthood, claim to have the power of 

prophecy, are against alms-giving and appoint women as their leaders and 

priests. 3

It is difficult to see why Gennady claims that in spite of such 

beliefs, the heretics manage to convince people of their righteousness by 

employing the 'Jewish decclogue 1 . This claim, not repeated in the 

archbishop's further correspondence, is very suspect. Even without the 

'Jewish decalogue' the heretics could have appeared virtuous to the 

theologically uneducated. Unless we are to believe that Gennady was here 

referring to the Biblical Ten Commandments, 4 which is very unlikely, this 

phrase would suggest the existence of a special, heretical, decalogue. 

Yet when Gennady informs Prokhor of the heretical writings which he has 

sent to the metropolitan there is no mention of such a work:

1. MPG, vol. 86, col. 52
2. This passage is cited from GPB, Q. XVI 1.6*4. In another MS., TsGADA, 
sobr. Mazurina No. 105** * - * is omitted. See AED t p.310, n. 2.
3. MPG, vol. 86, cols. 
k. cf. AED, p.118
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fla MTO ecwM nocjian rpawory, fla M HOAJIUHHMK K MUTpononnry, MTO 
HayM non CKaabiean, Aa n Terparn, no >-ieMy OHM MOJinnncb 
no-WMfloecKbi, M Tbi raMO yapmiib see, MTO c« KaK HMHMJIO, M KaK JIM 
npeepameHbi ncanMbi Ha MX o6biMaM. 1

The published text of Gennady's letter to Prokhor is based on a 

relatively late manuscript, belonging to the mid-sixteenth century. 

Comparison with another manuscript of the same period suggests that the 

passage containing the reference to the 'Jewish decalogue 1 may have been 

edited by a later writer. It is possible that either the epithet 'Jewish', 

or even the entire clause with the 'Jewish decalogue', is a later 

interpolation - the passage certainly makes perfectly good sense without 

either of them.

Before we consider the evidence of Gennady's letter further we must 

look at the reasoning which led the archbishop to the conclusion that the 

Novgorod heretics were 'philosophizing judaistically'.

The words zhidovskaya mudr'stvuyushch-i are a translation of the 

Greek epi thet \ou6aiKa vP^vcuv or HouSaiotpuv. This, like the words 

'Judaizers' (Hou6aYaT,i > and 'judaizing' (\o^ai'£u,v) became very common 

in Byzantine anti-heretical literature 2 because of the theories first 

developed in the Panar-ion of St. Ephiphanios of Cyprus 3 and later re-worked 

by St. John of Damascus in a tract which became the reference work for 

Orthodox theologians dealing with heresy.

St John's work, entitled On heresies, 1* traces the origin of all 

heresies back to four heretical archetypes: Barbarism, Scythism, 

Hellenism and Judaism. Judaism superseded all the rest, 5 and all 

heresies which sprang up after the victory of Christianity have Judaism 

as their archetype. The accusation of 'judaistic philosophizing' thus 

does not necessarily imply adherence to the Jewish faith - only the 

holding of heretical beliefs.

1. AED, p.310
2. PGL, pp. 67*4-5
3. MPG, vol. 41, cols. 174-1199; vol. 42, cols. 10-74
4. ibid., vol. 94, cols. 678-1231. This work is found in Russian MS.
from the late fifteenth century. See Arkhangel'sky,'Tvoreniya ottsov',pt.2,p.257.
5. MPG, vol. 94, cols. 678-82
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A clear illustration of such a use of the 'judaizing 1 accusation 

occurs in a fourteenth century Russian manuscript of the Epistle of 

Michael Cerullarius, an attack on the Church of Rome written in 105^. 

This contains a list of nineteen offences against the orthodox faith 

allegedly committed by the Latins. The list is headed:

C-bTBOpflKDT y6o WMflOBCTByKHUe CyTb CHfl . . . 1

and accuses the Latins of such practices as using unleavened bread in 

Communion, shaving their beards, eating the meat of strangled animals and 

forbidding their priests to marry. 2 Only a few of the practices thus 

listed could be described as Jewish and many would have been equally 

abhorrent to Latins and observant Jews, but this did net worry the 

compiler of the list. Roman Catholics had chosen to disagree with the 

Orthodox and thus, though Christian, they 'judaized 1 .

The need for such works as John of Damascus' On heresies^ the 

Epistle of Michael Cerullarios or Timot-heos' On the reception of heretics 

was conditioned by the Orthodox procedure for identifying heresy, which 

was ruled by precedent. As the quotations we have cited from Gennady's 

letter show, the accepted procedure went as follows:

1. Note observed heretical practices or reported doctrines 3 (e.g. 

improper officiation at Holy Communion, swearing without fear).

2. From the observed 'symptoms' identify the heresies to which 

such practices or doctrines belong by reference to anti-heretical 

writings.

3. By reference to the same writings deduce other practices and 

doctrines of the 'newly appeared' 4 heretics and establish the appropriate 

method of dealing with them (e.g. excommunication, anathematization, 

banishment, etc.)

1. Popov, Obzor, p.
2. ibid., pp. i»7-51; cf. AI, col. 523
3. But, as Nina Garsoian has noted, 'the Orthodox sources ... are more 
apt to concern themselves with heretical practices which are readily 
observable than with abstruse points of doctrine ...'. See The Paulician 
Heresy, p. 158
*». Another term common in anti -heret i cal literature, cf. Begunov, Kozma 
Prezviter, p. 297
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How far deduction could go is clear if we consider that Gennady 

told Prokhor that the Novgorod heretics hold all Messalian heresies. All 

accusations against the Messalians (and tracts against them are numerous) 

therefore automatically applied to the Novgorod heretics. But this was 

not the end of the evidence which could be deduced against them, for in 

the eyes of Orthodox theologians anyone opposed to any tenet of Christian 

belief blasphemed against the Tradition as a whole and against its 

constituent parts. Thus St. Theodore of Studior attacking the beliefs 

of the Iconoclasts, argues: 'All of us may be depicted ... Hence Christ 

too may be depicted, even though the godless {Iconoclasts} think otherwise 

and so deny the mystery of the salutary incarnation, how, indeed, can the 

Son of God be acknowledged to have been a man like us ... if He cannot, 

like us, be circumscribed ... For if He was not circumscribed then it 

was not out of her virginal blood that He fashioned a temple unto Himself 

... It also follows that His mother wa*s not really His mother, but one 

falsely so called; that He was not similar to us, but of a different 

nature; furthermore, that Adam has not been redeemed ... Further, it 

would follow that death has not been swallowed up and that worship 

according to the Law has not been abrogated ... Seest thou, o man of God, 

the abyss of impiety into which the Iconoclasts have been precipitated by 

believing that Christ should not be depicted on panels? Without doubt 

they are judaizing.' 1 An almost identical line of reasoning could be 

applied to the Novgorod heretics, taking their attitude towards Communion 

as the starting point from which the denial of the Trinity, calumny 

against the Virgin, denial of the doctrines of redemption and 

resurrection could all be deduced.

A consideration of Orthodox procedure in heretical matters shows 

that the vital distinction to be made in considering our sources is not 

between polemical and denunciatory literature, but between observed and 

deduced evidence. Unfortunately much valuable observed evidence has not

1. MPG, vol. 99, cols. 1187-90
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reached us. The gramota^ podlinn-ik and tetvati, which Gennady sent to the 

metropolitan 1 have not been found, and without them it is impossible to 

say what he meant by saying that the heretics prayed in the Jewish manner, 

and whether his reference to the psalms, kak li prevrashcheny psalnty na 

ikh obychay , is a statement 2 or a question. 3

The mention of the psalms ends Gennady's report to Prokhor on the 

beliefs of the heretics. Before again appealing for support in his 

struggle against the heresy , the archbishop warns :

fla ia npenecTb 3flece pacnpocrepnacfl He TOKMO B rpaflex, HO n no 
ce/iOM. A see TO OT nonoe, KOTopbia epeiMK'.: CTaennn B nonbi ... 
Aa TOTO paAn n B nonbi eraser, MTo6bi KOTO KaK MOIUHO B CBOKD 
epecb npHBJiemn, aanewe ywe AGTM ayxoBHbm H

Here, perhaps, is the main reason for Gennady's concern over the 

Novgorod heresy. In canon law only bishops had the right to confer 

orders. In theory episcopal control over ordination was intended to 

ensure that only suitable candi dates .entered the ministry - in practice 

it also ensured a steady income for the episcopal ccurt, since it was 

customary to charge an ordination tax. Simony was one reason given for 

Gennady's eventual removal from his see in 1503 5 and it may have been the 

loss of revenue which troubled him most; but there is also evidence to 

show that Gennady paid close attention to the education and moral 

suitability of the priests under his jurisdiction and was concerned to 

maintain his right to veto the appointment of unsuitable candidates. 6

1. See above, p. 29
2. Speransky (Psaltyr 1 zhidovstvuyushchikh , p. 13) considers that the 
psalms mentioned by Gennady in this earlier letter can be identified with 
the book known as The Psalms of Fedor the Jew. Fedor, a Jewish convert, 
came to Moscow in the 1460s and apparently transcribed the psalms for 
Metropolitan Filipp. This theory is dismissed by Lur'e (IB, p. 192) on the 
grounds that it is unlikely that Fedor would have written a heretical work 
for the Metropolitan, and also because Filipp died in H73, long before 
there was any evidence of the Judaizers' heresy in Russia. Recently, 
however, the Hebrew scholar S. Ettinger ('Jewish Influence 1 , pp. 231-2) 
has revived this identification of Fedor's book with the psalms referred 
to by Gennady. He argues that Fedor's Psalms are not in fact psalms at 
all, but Jewish prayers - the author of which merely appended the 
celebrated name of Fedor to his own work. No proof is adduced, however, 
that this book was ever found in Novgorod. See below, ch.IV, pp. 162-3.

Sreznevsky, Materialy , vol.2, pp. 18- 19 
*. AED, p. 310 
/. PSRL> vol.28, p. 337 
i. AI , vol.1 , No. 101 , p.



It would be wrong, however, to assume that Gennady could only be 

referring to priests appointed without episcopal sanction, for in 1^90 he

was to stress:

i ... HM naKbi jiMTOBCKMe cTaB/ieHMKbi c/iywar B MOCH apxnenncKonbn.

Unfortunately Gennady tells Prokhor very little about the priests 

'appointed by heretics 1 apart from the standard allusion to the tactics 

employed by them in order to gain converts, common in anti-heretical 

1 i terature:

Gennady Kozma Prezviter
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fla erAa TAG 6yAYT B npaeoc/iaBHbix, BMAfliue 60 MenoseitH TOJ-IMKO M raKoe MX
M OHM TaKOBbi we ce6fl HB/ifltoT. Aiue c~bMnpeHMe M MHflme f\ npasoBepHbi cyma .
JIM BMAHT KOTO or npocTbix, M OHM OHMwe ... TA^ yspflTb ^e/ioBeKa npocra
roTosa ce6e MMCIOT na nos. 2 cyma M rpy6a, rywe ceioTb

. . I

CBoero. . . 3

Even the reference to the heretical priests' willingness to forgive 

sins:

A MTO OH c~brpeujMJi MriM 6nyA, MJIM npenio6oAeMCTBO, MJIM MHbie rpexM 
, TC

is of little help. Though such an accusation was commonly levelled against 

the Latins 5 here it is probably a paraphrase of the 16th chapter of the 

Marcionite heresies. 6

The warning about the spread of the heresy in Novgorod closes with 

a final appeal to Prokhor to help against the heretics:

M rpOSOK) M o6blCKOM Be/lMKOTO KHH3JR , A^ H nOABMTOM rOCHOAMHa OTU3

Hauiero PepoHTM« MHjpononMTa Bce« PycM, p,a M saiuero 6oronK)6bfi
Kynno c apxMMaHAPuru M nposBMTepu. 7 

It is clear that Gennady's report on the heresy, though adressed to 

Prokhor, was, like the documents sent to the metropolitan, 8 intended for 

a wider audience, compiled as evidence to be presented before a synod of

1. AED, p. 375
2. ibid., p. 310
3. Begunov, Kozma Prezviter 3 pp. 300-1
k. AED, p. 310
5. cf. Primary Chronicle story of St. Vladimir's baptism which contains 
a warning against the Latins 'MX we y^enbe pas'tspaiueHO. . . . npouiaioTb we rpexM
Ha Aapy, ewe ecjb anee scero.' Povest' vremennykh let, vol . 1 ,pp. 79-80 .
6. MPG, vol. 86, col. 52.
7. AED, p. 310.
8. See above, p. 29.



bishops kupno s arkhimandrity i s prozvitery. Contrary to the opinion of 

Lur'e, this report does represent an attempt at a 'consistent and 

conscientious exposition of the views of his enemies 1 , 1 the Novgorod 

heretics, in spite of its 'accusatory 1 nature. The beliefs and practices 

of the heretics, as described by Gennady, are consistent with the 

Marcionite and Messalian 'type 1 of heresy L,nder which he classed them. 

By directing Prokhor, and through him the synod, to the pravila on the 

Marcionites, Gennady not only provided a list of further accusations 

which could be applied to the Novgorod heretics, but also an authoritative 

source on the treatment Lhey deserved. Timotheos' work makes it clear 

that this 'type 1 of heresy deserves the severest treatment; moreover, to 

Gennady's contemporaries it would be clear that the precedent for dealing 

with the Novgorod heretics was set by the treatment meted out to their 

'prototypes': the Nestorians, 2 Theodosians and all other sects mentioned 

under the same heading as the Marcionites in Timotheos 1 work. 3

But before considering whether any further conclusions can be drawn 

from the parallels made by Gennady between the Novgorod heretics and the 

Marcionites and Messalians (such as Begunov's conclusion that the Novgorod 

heresy was a type of Bogomi1 heresy, on the grounds that Messalianism was 

a term commonly applied to Bogomi1 ism in Russian sources) 4 we must 

consider further evidence on the Novgorodians' beliefs as presented in 

the archbishop's correspondence.

In view of the origins and applications of the terms 'judaizing', 

'judaist ical ly philosophizing 1 etc., discussed above, we must be careful 

not to assume that such terms, when employed by Gennady, necessarily imply 

that he is speaking of the Novgorod heretics. 5 Such an assumption has 

been made in previous discussions of the heresy and, as a result, the

1. AED, p.117
2. Perhaps the most famous 'judaistically philosophizing 1 heresy in 
patristic sources, cf. The definition of the Orthodox faith by John of 
Damascus, MPG, vol. 94, col. 1032.
3. See above, p.27.
4. Begunov, Kozma Prezviter, p.86; cf. Obolensky, The Bogomils , pp. 280-1
5. This work will, nonetheless, continue to use the term Judaizers as a 
group term for the heresy, whether in Novgorod or in Moscow.
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second part of Gennady's letter to Prokhor has been treated as a 

continuation of the discussion on the heresy in Novgorod.

But with the appeal for help against the Novgorod heretics Gennady 

in fact closes that particular subject, and with the words:

A MTO Mucna nocraBJieHbi B QJecroKpune . .- 1

turns to another matter altogether - the problem of the Second Millenium. 

The oldest manuscript of the letter to Prokhor, BIL, Muz. 3271, contains 

only the second half of the text, beginning with the words just quoted. 2 

It is very probable that this part of the letter was originally a 

separate work, later incorporated in Gennady's letters to Prokhor and 

loasaf. Since the discussion on the millenium in the letter to loasaf, 3 

written in February 1489, expands the argument first developed in the 

letter to Prokhor, the two letters will here be discussed together.

As is well known, the belief that the end of the world and the 

commencement of the Kingdom of God would come in the year 7000 of the 

Orthodox calendar (1^92 A.D.) was common in Eastern Christendom. As the 

year 1^92 approached, the end of the world ceased to be a distant 

prophecy, and Gennady became preoccupied with certain contradictions in 

the 'writings' on the imminence of the Second Coming:

MHO MHMT MH cfl no Enoxy BCK pa6oraeT Me/iOBe^bCTBy , a 
Tbicflinb ner MenoseMbCKa paAn npeMeHeHna nonoweHa. A no 
Eorycnosy n H3M na BCHK BCK

Inquiry into the calendar predictions of other religions was of little 

help:

Sanewe y jiaTbiHM Haiuero 6onujn OCMHIO Jierbi ... A Tarapose 
CKasbisaiOT: etue y HMX flo CKOHManna Mupy, cukipeMb AO BTOporo 
npmiiecTBMa Xpncrosa, 100 ner Aa

There was no certainty about the date on which the world would end, 

and this presented not only a theoretical, but also a practical problem. 

The paschal tables, from which the correct dates for all events of the

1. AED, p. 311
2. ibid. , p. 311 , n.^
3« ibid., pp. 315~20. loasaf was archbishop of Rostov and Yaroslavl' who
resigned from his archbishopric shortly before 1489.
**• ibid., p. 319
5. ibid.
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Orthodox Church calendar could be established, only gave information to 

the year 7000. Allowing for the possibility that

OftHOBa B Hawert nacKannn flenanna spewfl He Mcnonnnjiocfl 1 

Gennady commenced his work on the compilation of new paschal tables 

sometime before the letter to Prokhor was written.

For help with his researches into the calendar Gennady turned to a 

great variety of sources. As his works show, he paid close attention to 

the works of the Greek Fathers and theologians, but he also sought 

answers outside the traditional 'writings'. He commissioned a tract by 

Dmitry Trakhaniotes, 2 who, like his brother Georgy, could be described as 

a Byzantine by birth, a Latin by experience and a Russian by service. 3 

Dmitry's tract, 0 letakh sed'moy tysyachi, discussed the historical role 

of the mystical number seven, which would provide the key to the date of 

the Second Coming, and was illustrated by a table of calendar 

calculations. Calendar calculations were also provided by two Latin 

works, translations of which Gennady ordered : the Rationale divinorum 

officiorum by Durandus 1* and Etymolgiarum sive originum I'ibT'i XX by 

Isidore of Seville. 5 In addition to Greek and Latin sources Gennady 

consulted a Jewish work, the Shestokryl, and it is clear from his letters 

to Prokhor and loasaf that he paid very careful attention to this work:

1. AED3 p. 320.
2. The date of this tract is difficult to establish (AED, p. 135; IB, 
p. 269), but it probably antedates the known versions of Gennady's letter 
to Prokhor. This letter explains: MHO TaM {B nucaHMn) nncano 5000 ner n 6 
COT M 21 B Hewe jiero M njieneHne MX {wnfloscKoe} 6biCTb nocneAHee. M OTTone 
flo cex necT 400 neT fla 1000 B rneBe Bown npe6biBaiOT. (AED, p.311). Do sekh 
mest according to these figures is 5621 + 1400 = 7021. The oldest known 
MS. of Trakhaniotes' tract, BIL. Muz. 2469, also gives calculations to the 
year 7021 (divisible by the mystical seven):e.g. OT AAaMa AO cbcraea 
apanbCKbix KanoHM cyrb 6169, a OT TOTO TOAY AO cex MCCT cyT neT 852 n no 
Bcex 7021..., and was probably one of the sources for the calculations 
found in the letter to Prokhor (the MS. is not paginated). 
3- After the fall of Morea to the Turks in 1^61 he went to the papal 
court in Rome in the suite of Thomas, despot of Morea. In 1**72 he came 
to the court of Ivan III in the suite of Thomas 1 daughter, Ivan's bride, 
Sofia (Zoe).
*t. IB, p. 269. This work is also used in Gennady's letter to Prokhor, 
even though the translation, made from an edition printed in 1^86, was only 
completed in 1^95- Beneshevich, 'Iz istorii 1 , pp.378-80; Raynov, Nauka v 
Rossi-i,p. 23*+. 
5. Raynov, Nauka v Rossii, p.
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Poslanie Prokhoru

A MTO MMc/ia nocTaB/ienbi B 
QlecTOKpHJie 276 
MHO TO yMMHM/iM Ha npenecTb 
xpMCTMancKyio - XOTHT pemM : 
xpMCTMancKaro neTonncua 
CT>KpaTMwacb, a naiua npe6bieaioT.... 
MHO re MMc/ia, MTO nocTasneHbi, 276 
AesflTbHaAecflTHMu JIST 6yA6T 5228. 
M noTOMy HHO y HMX eute npnuiecTBUFi 
XpncTOsa Hecrb, HHO TO OHH H<AyT 
anTMxpMCTa. MHO TO npenecTb

Poslanie loasafu

M UlecTOKpMn ecMM yMMn TOTO A-nfl > n 
o6peTox eneMb epecb: MMcna 
nocTasneHbi - OT AAana 200 M 70 M 6

Hbine MAeTb uiecTaa 
no MeMy >KMAOBa neTa 

MHO TO yMMHMjiM na npe/iecTb 
xpMCTManbCKyio. XoTHTb peiuM: neTa 
xpMCTManbCKoro jieTanMcua cbKpaTMiuacb, 
a naiua npeGbisaiOT .... MHO Te MMcna, 
MTO nocTaBJienbi, 276 AeBflTHaAecflTHMijb, 
jieT 6yAGTb OT AAaana AO cex MBCT 5000 
M 200 M 28. M noTOMy MHO y HMX eme 
npMiuecTBMa XpMCTOBa HCT, MHO TO OHM
WAyTb aHTMXpMCTa. 2

The chisla v Shestokryle of which Gennady speaks were the calendar 

calculations appended to an astronomical treatise written by an Italian 

Jew, Emmanuel-bar-Jacob, in the fourteenth century. 3 This treatise, the 

Shestokryly did not appear in the Russian index of forbidden books until 

the late sixteenth century, 4 and there is no reason to doubt Gennady's 

claim that he had 'discovered heresy 1 in it, i.e. that prior to his study 

of the work it was not considered heretical. 5 In fact it was not the 

Shestokryl itself, but its calendar calculations which Gennady found 

uncanonical, for they ended with the year 52286 and yet there was no 

mention of the end of the world. Therefore, Gennady reasoned, the tables 

were heretical not only because they were over a century behind the

1. AED, p.311
2. ibid., p.318
3. It was translated into Greek in the late l4th-early 15th centuries, 
and the earliest known Russian MS. of the work, a Slavonic translation 
made in Western Russia, belongs to the 16th century. Sobolevsky, 
^Perevodnaya 1 i teratura',p.4l8.
4. ibid.
5. Several years after Gennady's discovery the Shestokryl was recommended 
by the monk Filofey as a reference work for calendar calculations:

M KTO npMjiewHGMUje noAiMMTCH no ujecTOKpbiny CMMTatoT APo6nbia Macw, 
TO o6pniueT, B KOTOpbiM Mac 6biTM noTeMHeHMio fiyne, M coiiHuy, , 

though he warned that:
HO a cen noAmaHMe M noABMr BBJIMK, a npMo6peT6HMfl Mano. 

There can be little doubt of the Orthodoxy of the author of the 'Moscow 
the Third Rome' theory. Malinin, Starets Filofey, Appendix, p.38;cf.p.39,n.5
6. The Shestokryl tables were divided into sections, each containing 
information about a nineteen year cycle (lunar and solar years, dates of 
Passover, etc.). Gennady's copy brought this information up to 
the year 5244 (276 x 13 = 5244, not 5228 as the archbishop erroneously 
calculated. Evidently his arifmitikiya was not too strong.) According 
to the Jewish calendar A.D. 0 = 3761. Gennady's copy was therefore 
compiled before 1483 (5244 - 3761 = 1483 A.D.).
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Christian Orthodox tables in their dating of the same biblical events, 

but also because they showed no evidence of concern over the imminent end 

of the world.

But at the same time as stressing the 'heresy of the Shestokryl 

numbers', Gennady was at pains to point out that there was nothing wrong 

with studying the work, for though it was put to improper use by the 

Jews, it concerned one of the four 'arts', knowledge of which was proper 

for Christian theologians:

A MTO UiecTOKpbm OHH co6e nay^ns fla TCM npenbiuaioT xpncTHaHCTBo, 
MHfl flKO we c He6ecn SHaMCHne CBOAHT, MHO He no MX c"bCTaeneHM« 
6bicTb! UJecTOKpMji 60 B3HT OT acjpoHOMMM, flKO Kanrm or Mopn. A 
TO ssesAOsaKCHHoe flano 6bicrb CM0y rpeTbCMy Cbiny AflaMoay. fla 
DOTOM EHOX npaseflnbiM McnMcan AHM M Macbi M jena .... fla ROTOM M
>KMAOBa OT HMX TOMy HaBblKJlM. A BO BCflKOM flSblLje TO 6CTb, a

xpMCTMancTMM yMMTeiiM TOMy 6binM BenMM ropasflM - Moan 3/iaToycT , 
BacMriMM KecapMMCKMM, TpMropMM Borocnos. A B TpMropMese >KMTMM 
AKparancKoro pMcano: AOHAewe AS apM0MMTMKMK) M KreoMeTpMK) M
MyCMKMKD M 3CTpOHCMMM BCK) AO KOHLja M3BbN6.'

Cero paAn B'bcnoM^nyx Tsoeny 6oronio6Mio onex MepaocTna^ 
c~bnpoTMBornaroneiMaH 6owecTBeHHOMy noseneHMto y-teHM^ epeTMMecKaa
MMCJIbl OH6MM >KMAOBCKMMM np6CT3 B/lflCMa . A O JICTCX CKOHMaHMJR Bory 

MOIUHO npMJlOKMTb M yjlOKMTb . 1

Though God alone would decide when the end of the world would come, 

Gennady could not help wondering whether, if it were to fall in the year 

7000 as prophesied by Enoch, or in any other year defined by the mystical 

seven, the Russian Church would be aware of the significance of the date, 

since its calendar was different from the calendars of other religions, 

and, most worrying of all, seemed to have fewer years than the calendars 

of the 'heretics ' :

fla M TO MM cfl MHMT: OAHoea 6yAyT epeTMijM y nac yKpa/iM neT! 2

The worry which the 'stolen years' caused Gennady is particularly 

strongly expressed in his letter to loasaf:

fla MToSbi ecM nocnan no RaMcen, f\a no HM/ia, Aa c HMMM 6w ecM o 
TOM nocoseTOBan: TlpeMAyT TPM jieTa, KOHMaeTca ceAMa* Tbicama , 3 
M MW, ASM, TorAfai 6yA6Mb HaAo6Hbi. ' fla M UJecTOKpMn ecMM yMMii TOTO 

.... fla MTO KOTOpbie neTa yKpanM y nac epeTMUM >KMAOBbCKbiMM 
i, M B TC neTa KOTopbie uapM, MJIM nanu, MJIM naTpMapxM

1. AED, p. 311; cf. AED, p. 319
2. ibid. , p. 319
3. In the only known MS. (early 16th century) of this letter, an insertion 
into this sentence is subscribed in the lower margin of the folio: 

MHO M R3 CDbixan y AneKcen.
cf.AED, p. 318, no. 3
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HO MMCHOMb, HHO T6X rf\Q BMeiljaTH? MhO H3flO6e O TOM DOABkir B6J1MK

ApisHOTM, erfla CKOHMaiOTCfl nera, a WMBOTOM eme npn6aBMT Bor 
MHO TO epeTMKOM wnAQBbCKaa MyAPbCTByiomuM 6yfl6T AP'bSOCTb, a 
xpncTnaHCTBy SyAeT cnona

Aleksey, mentioned in a subscribed sentence in the letter to loasaf, has 

been identified with the Novgorod heretical archpriest Aleksey, who 

figures in the later evidence on the heresy. The subscribed sentence may 

well be a later interpolation, and the appearance of a Novgorod heretic 

(and the first known mention of Aleksey) in a discussion about the 

Shestokryl is very suspect. Though Gennady speaks of zhidovskaya 

mudr ' stvuyushchie heretics in his letter to loasaf, this, as we have 

already mentioned2 cannot be seen as a term necessaril/ denoting the 

Novgorod heretics. In fact the context in which the reference to the 

zhidovskaya mudr ' stvuyushch-ie occurs shows quite clearly whom Gennady has 

In mind under this epithet - it was not the Novgorod heretics, but the 

Jews, Tatars and particularly the Latins who would be delighted if the 

Russians were to find themselves without a calendar after the year 7000. 

If his rendering of a conversation with the Latins is to be credited, 

Gennady was quite right to fear their ridicule:

eme roBop^T: V nac, ACM, nucaHO ceAMb Tbicaiu JICT Aa 8
CKOHMaHMa B6K3 . M fl3 HX CTsHpOCUJi: ^TO >K TJTbKyeTCfl 8? M OHH

: To, ACM, TOMy cjiosy MMH: ame 6yAeTe Ao6pn, 
JIM 6yAeTe snbi, ytiny sac. 3

Neither the structure nor the content of Gennady 's letters to 

Prokhor and loasaf allow us to share the accepted view that the 

archbishop regarded the Shestokryl as a work written, or even used, by the 

Novgorod heretics 4 (who, if they really understood this work, would have 

been unlikely to bother with a copy several years out of date). In fact, 

his defensive explanation for his own use of the 'Jewish numbers' and his 

disquisition on astronomy as an art acknowledged by the Fathers

1. AED, p. 318.
2. See above, pp.29~30.
3. AED3 pp. 319-20.
k. ibid .-,/•: Hjte; IB, p. 186; Ettinger 'Jewish influence 1 , p. 236;

Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya Literatura , p. ^13; Wieczinski, 'Archbishop
Gennadius 1 , pp.377'8.

5. Cited also in Gennady's 1^99 Bible (see below, Ch III, p. 109-110): 
a no UiecTOKpbmy Kpyr jryHHbifi noMmnaeTCfl OT ceMrfl6pa, no-^ne pyccKoro ..., 

, vol. 1, p. 162.



demonstrate that Gennady became interested in the Shestokryl while 

preparing for his 'great feat 1 - the compilation of paschal tables for 

the eighth mi 1 lenium.

It is not surprising to find that heresy and the mil lenium 

preoccupied Gennady equally. One of the manuscripts written at his court, 

containing such works as the tract 'Againsc the Arians 1 by Athanasius of 

Alexandria, ends with this postscript:

Jlera 6997, ASKeepnoc; B ceAwwn a 9 Mac HOIMM nocnymncja pyue 
MOM, aMapronoc TnMO<J)ea BeHMaMMHoaa ... nucax K ee<-iepy co/meMHa 

aaxofla; ceAMopMMHaro peKy eeto ... B TO nero aflece B 
TV Heyno/ieoc MHOSH ceflmeHHUKM H flMaKOHn n OT

npocTbix Jitoflnn AnaKH flBnnncfl CKBepHnrenH Ha sepy nenopowHy...

Any student of the 'writings 1 about the end of the world would, like 

Tiroofey Veniaminov and Gennady, have associated the appearance of heretics 

with the last years of the seventh mil lenium, when the Devil 'must be loosed 

a little season 1 (Rev. XX, 3). However much Gennady stressed that the date 

of the end could be known to Cod alone, his eschatological fears are very 

much in evidence and should be considered in any discussion of the reasons 

behind his investigation into the heresy in Novgorod. The letter to 

Prokhor does not of fer sufficient evidence that 'the conviction of the 

{Novgorod} heretics' leaders that there would be no end of the world in 

1^92' 2 was among such reasons, especially as Gennady himself evidently 

considered 1492 an unlikely date for this event.

Gennady may have considered the appearance of heresy in Novgorod a 

'sign of the times', but this did not prevent him from demanding prompt 

action against it. From a letter dated January i486 and addressed to 

Nifont, bishop of Suzdal 1 , and to Filofey, bishop of Perm 1 ^ it would seem 

that his appeal to the metropolitan and to Prokhor did not bring the 

desired response, since he renews his request for support against the 

Novgorod heretics:

1. Sedel'nikov, 'K izucheniyu Slova kratka 1 , p. 237.
2. RD, p. 205.
3- AED3 pp. 312-3.



U.TO ecMM nocnari rocyflapio ee/inKOMy KHHSIO Aa M MMTpononnTy 
rpawoTbi fla M noflnnHHUK o HOBTOPOAUKMX epernuex, a flpoxopy 
eriMCKony CapcKOMy rpaMory CCMM o TOM we epecu nocnan we ... 
T3MO o MX epecex npocTpanno MSTaflBnenHo. fla ycepAHO o TOM 
noTmanue MMen, cno6opcTByn no XpMCTe Bose M npe^MCTbm ero 
BoroMaTepM, HKO we AOJDKHO ecTb TBoeMy CBfiTHTenbCTBy 
rocyAapro sennKOMy Knasy p,a M rocnoAnny OTuy HaiueMy TepOHTeio 
MMTponoriMTy Bcefl PycM, MTo6bi Tony fleny noTuiancfl o6bicK

Hbine KaK npoflnnnocb TO fleno - o6wcK eMy He KpenoK

The letter to Nifont and Filofey in fact gives a far more prostror.mj 

account of the malpractices of the heretics - described, it should be 

noted, by the term Novgorod hereti.cs and not as zhidovskaya 

mudr ' stvuyushch-ie , 2 - than the letter to Prokhor:

MHO noanaioT : epeTMKaM oc/ia6a npmuna. Ywe Hbine napyraioTua 
xpMCTbHHCTBy - QHMyT KpecTbi na BopoHbi M na BOpcHbi. MHorne Bep.enw: 
BOPOH flen neTaeT, a KpecTb Ha HCM Bnaan AepeBflH, a sopona Aen 
neTaeT, a na nePi KpecT MBA^H. MHO TaKOBO napyranne: BOPOH n 
Bopona caA^Tua na CTepse n na Kany, a KPCCTOM no Tony Bo/ioMaT! 
A 3Ae ce o6peTox MKOHy y Cnaca na MnbMHe yrinun - Flpeo6pa>KeHne 3 
AefiHMeM, MHO B npasHMuex o6pesaHMe nanMcano - CTOMT BacujiePi 
KMcapMMCKMM, Aa y Cnaca pyKy p,a nory oTpesan, a na noAnMCM 
HanMcano: o6pesaHMe TocnoAa naiuero HMcyca XpMCTa. fla c OWTM 
npMBenM KO MHC nona p,a A^a^a", M OHM KpecTMflH^Hy A^riM KpecT 
TeriHMK AP^BO nnaKyn, f\a na xpecTe TOM Bbipesan COPOM wencKOM
H My>KCKOM, M XpMCTMaHMH A6 M C T6X M6CT COXHyTM , A^ HCMHOrO

6onen Aa yMepn. A Ana« cKasbiBaeT^ua nneMcHHMK TPMAM
epeTMKy, MTO B noA/iMHHMK ne nMcan. 3 

The first of the malpractices described here was undoubtedly an act 

of desecration, though we are in no position to know whether it was a 

conscious 'denial of the cross 1 or perhaps a custom born of ignorance. 

The second piece of evidence cited by Gennady, apparently a blasphemy 

against Christ expressed through a strange visual pun on the word 

obrezon'Le , is far more complex. Gennady gives the subject of the heretical 

icon as Preobrazhenie z deycm^em^ yet there is little evidence that a 

subject such as Transfiguration with the Acts ever existed in 

Russian (or Byzantine) iconography. 4 From his description of the icon it 

is clear that it was, in fact, a Transfiguration with the Feasts 3 a common

1. AEDj p. 312.
2. In this letter there is, in fact, no mention at all of the heretics' 
' judaizing' .
3. AED, pp. 312-3.
4. See Antonova and Mneva, Katalog^ pp.104, 263; Millet, Recherches , 
pp. 216-31.



enough composition, and one particularly appropriate to a church dedicated 

to the Saviour of the Transfiguration.

The feast of the Circumcision could have been depicted on such an 

icon, except that it is apparently unknown in Russian iconography before 

the seventeenth century, when it is represented by a composition similar 

to that employed for the Presentation of Mary in the Temple. 1 The subject 

of the composition described by Gennady has been identified by Popov as 

the Eucharist., a rare i conographi cal version of which shows Basil of 

Caesarea, author of the liturgy, 1 i teral ly ' taking the body of 

Christ'. 2 Gennady's reaction to this unfamiliar composition is perfectly
3understandable;^it is interesting, however, that he expresses no surprise 

at the apparent contradiction inherent in an icon which emphasizes the 

God-like nature of Christ in its central scene (the Transfiguration) and 

blasphemes against it in another.

The carved cross which testified to the third heretical malpractJce 

on Gennady's list was very probably given to its unfortunate victim with 

the promise that it would bring fertility. He received this cross from 

two servants of the church: not surprising in an area where the bond 

between Christianity and pagan tradition was particularly strong.^

Blasphemy against the cross and against icons was not on Timotheos 1 

list of Marcionite and Messalian heresies, 3 but, as would have been clear 

to Gennady's fellow churchmen, it was symptomatic of yet another 

'judaizing' heresy - the heresy of the Iconoclasts. 6 As the letter to

1. For this information I am obliged to A.S. Veselovskaya and her colleagues 
at the Rublev Museum. When I consulted them, in the summer of 1975, they had 
just received an icon of the Circumcision, their first and only known 17th 
century example. There are, to the best of my knowledge, no icons of the 
Circumcision among published Russian icons. (See Appendix l)
2. Popov, Zhiuopis* i niniatyura3 p.51-
k. cf. the letter of Abbot Pamfil of Pskov, written about 150*4, inveighing 
against the unseemly heathen revelries with which the Pskov!tes celebrated 
the feast of St. John the Baptist. PL, vol. 1, pp-90-Sl.
5. See above, pp.27~8.
6. See above, p. 31. The report on the origins of the Iconoclast heresy 
presented to the Seventh Oecumenical Council at Nicea in 787 described it as 
the result of Jewish propaganda (Mansi, vol. 13, col. 197) and condemned the 
Iconoclasts for: 'Imitating the Jews, Saracens, Hellenes and Samaritans, as 
well as Manicheans and. Phantasiasts or Theopaschites, they wanted to banish
sacred images' .
•>• h-or.i a letter written Ly Dn.i try Geras i n.cv <". 1^11 it is cltcr thr.t Lcnnacjy was 
suspicious of any work wi th an unfami 1 iar \ cor.ojraph> . Andreyev, ' I nok 2\ nc'vy ' , 
pp.2/2-3, Podobedova, t.cckovakaya. SriKolc:^ \.\..kk- 1̂ .



Nifont and Filofey shows, Gennady felt it necessary to strengthen his case 

against the Novgorod heretics, as presented in the podlinniki sent to the 

grand prince and the metropolitan, by concrete and clearly identifiable 

evidence.

By January 1^88 Gennady had assembled the necessary material for a 

conciliar trial. 1 He did not have to wait long for results. A Council :Md 

apparently meet, though without his participation, for in February 1^88 

Gennady received a joint document from the grand prince2 and the 

metropolitan, 3 acquainting him with their findings as regards the heretics. 

The quick response is significant: the convocation of a synod of the church 

was a lengthy business and it seems reasonable to assume that when he wrote 

to Nifont and Filofey, Gennady was aware that they were already in council 

in Moscow. Thus it is unlikely that this particular Council had met to deal 

with the Novgorod heresy, but was simply the normal annual assembly ordained 

by canon law. 4

The document issued in the name of the grand prince states:

Flucaji ecu KO MHe, fla M K MMTpononnjy, rpaMory o epecex M o xyne 
Ha XpMCTa Cbina Bowna M Ha flpeMncryK) Ero Borc.MaTepb, M o nopyrannn
CBflTblX MKOH, MTO KOTOpbie B HOBeTOpOfle CBFimeHHUKH, M flkiaKOHbl, M

fluaKu, M npocTbie JIIOAM, wuflOBCKyK) sepy se/iHMatOT, a naiuy sepy 
npaBocnasHyio Xpncjosy xyrmT, Aa M CHMCOK ecu rex epecert npncna/i K 
nan na rex epernKos: M as, c CBOMM OTUCM c MmpononnroM M c 
enncKonbi M co BCCM co6opOM, no rsoeMy cnMCKy poacyflnnn, MTO non 
FpMfopeM CeneHOBCKOM, A^ non EpecuM HnKO.ncKofi,Aa nonoe TpuropneB CWH 
CaMCOHKO A^aK, no npasmioM uapbCKbiM, AOiunn rpaACKne Kasnn, noroMy 
MTO na HMX ecTb CBMAere/ibCTBa B reoeM cnMCKe; a na FPMAK) na 
6opncorne6cKoro B TBOCM cnncKe CBMASTenbCTBa Her, onpoMM nona 
Hayna. M fls nona fpuropbfl, p,a nona EpecHMa, Aa CancoHKa AnaKa 
eenen SAece KasHMTn rpaACKOio Kasnuio, Aa KasHMB, nocnan eCMn HX K 
re6e ... M Tbi 6bi y co6fl coSpas co6op Aa o6nnMMB nx epecb, Aa n 
nonaKaaan nx; M TOJIBKO ne nOKaiorcfl M nepeA 706010 o TOM epecu, M
Tbl HX nOUJJlM K MOMM HaweCTHMKOM ... A H3 KOTOpblX 6CH nHCa/1, B TOM

we cnMCKe, o Tex we epecex, na CBflmeHHMKOB M na A^aKOHOB M na
, M na npocTwx ntoASM, KOTOpwe B HoseropOAe mMByT: M TU Tex

1. A list of the heretics, evidence against them and references to the 
relevant anti-heretical literature (AED3 pp.310, 312). It seems he also 
sent out additional anti-heretical tracts, for the letter to Nifont ends: 
flpoTMBeHb noc/ian HM0oHTy enMCKony CyaAancKOMy Aa OMjiocfeeio enMCKony 
RepbMCKOMy B OAHW pe^M o epeTMuex c CeMenoM B SesesMTOM. 
The rechi to which Gennady here refers may perhaps be the apocryphal 
'Dispute of St. Peter with Simon Magus' (Semen v Zezevitom = Simon Magus?). 
Simon is often called the 'source of all heresy 1 (New Catholic Encyclopaedia 9 
vol. J3, p. 223; cf. Prosvetitel' 3 p. *t80; Popov, Obzor, pp. 22-3).
2. AED3 pp. 313-^.
3« ibid. , pp.31^~5.
k. Merilo Ljravednoe3 p. 185.



o6bicKMBaM c MOMMM HaMecTHMKbi. M KOTOpwx oGbimeuih , nonpasunoM
CBHTbix anocron u CBHTWX oreub 6yflyj AOCTOtiHbi saweM KasHM uepKOBHbie,
MHO TO H can Beflaeujb; a GYAYT flocTofiHbi, no npaennoM, rpaflCKne
K33HH, M Tbl T6X nOlUJIM K MOUM HaMCCTHHKOM . . . 1

The communication from Metropolitan Geronty, which is an expanded 

version of the grand prince's document, sheds further light on Gennady's 

evidence:

... Flucan ecu K H3M CBOH rpaMOTbi, K rocnoAHHy n cwny 
ee/iHKOMy Ki-msio Hsany BacujibeBMMio Bcea PycMM, fla n KO MHe, o 
TOM, MTO npo3fl6aioT epecu B HoeeropoAe, xynw M nopyranb^ OT
CBflmeHHMKOB, H OT AHHKOHOB, n QT flUHKOB, H OT HpOCTblX JllOAeM

fla M cnncKe ecu na Tex epecHUKOB npncnari K naM, no MeMy ecu 
o6bicKMBan, KCLK OHM xynnjin XpncTa Cbina Bowna n npem/icTyio Ero 
BoronaTepb n pyrarincb CB^THM nKOHan, a
eepy, a naiuy nnasocnaBHyio xpncTM^HCKyio sepy xyn^T ... 2 

From this we learn that Gennady was concerned to show how the heretics 

blasphemed against Christ, the Virgin and the holy icons, and how they 

lauded the Jewish faith, blaspheming against Christianity. Having once 

identified the Novgorod heretics as ' judaist ical ly philosophizing 1 heretics 

who committed outrages against icons, Gennady, like Theodore of Studio , 3 

knew them to be guilty of blaspheming against Christ and the Virgin. These 

accusations of doctrinal heresy, couched in the traditional language of 

anti-heretical literature 14 and later incorporated in the earliest known 

anathema against the Novgorod heretics, 5 did not require proof. All that 

was needed, and this Gennady had provided, was proof of disciplinary heresy. 

The metropolitan ends with a reminder and an exhortation:

... A KHfl3b BenMKMki npuKasa/i c To6oio TOTO Aena o6biCKMBaTM 
HaMecTHMKOM flKOBy A3 lOpbio Saxapnn^eM: M TW 6w c HMMM TOTO p,ena 
o6biCKHBan BMCCTC ... Aa o6biCKnean 6bi ecu, cbiny, TO Aeno npmiewi-io,
MTo6bl XpMCTHaHbCTBO B SMyUjeHbM H  GblJlO , a UepKOBb 6bl Bo>KHfl

6bina. 6

This was not the first time that a Metropolitan of Moscow felt the 

need to remind an Archbishop of Novgorod to keep faith with Ivan III before

1. AED, pp.313- 1*-
2. ibid., p.31 1* (the italics are mine).
3. See above, p. 3] .
If. cf. MPG, voi.l, cols.l^l-l^; ibid., vol. 10^, cols. 866-90; Begunov,
Kozma Prezviterj p. 373-
5. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory 1 , p.
6. AED, p. 315.
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exhorting him to protect the faith of the Orthodox. Early in 1471, at the 

time of Novgorod's ill-starred attempt to enter an anti-Muscovite union with 

Poland-Lithuania, 1 Metropolitan Filipp wrote two letters to the then 

archbishop of Novgorod, Filofey, and to his flock, lamenting the fact that:

we, cbiHoee, c/ibiwaHbe Moe jaKoeo ... or xpncTnanbCKaro
PycKaro oTcrynaere, a ciapMny CBOW n oSbman 3a6biBLun, 

npncrynaere flen, K Myweny K JlarbiHbCKOMy Pocnoflapio K Koponio ...

and warning:

MHO, CbiHoee, He c~b6.na3HfitfTecb o TOM, a noMHure, Cbinoee, anocro/ib- 
CKoe CJIOBO: '6paTbe, Eora6otfTecb, a KHflSfl MTMTC, BownPi 60 cnyra ecTb.' 2

Filipp's letters left no doubt that in his eyes those who betrayed the grand 

prince of Moscow betrayed the true faith; it was the duty of the Novgorod 

archbishop to report all otstuplen-iya, whether from Orthodoxy or from Moscow

A Hbine c/ibiujio B AeTex BauiHX, B Hoyropo/mex, #a H B MHOTMX y sac B
jiioflex . . noocrpflioTCfl na MHorafl CTpeMneHUfi n na se/iMKoe 

Heycrpoenne, HernujuHy, xojfmn BBCCTH Mflrew seriHK n pacKony 
B CBflTen BowbePi UCPKBH, ^a ocraBfl npaeocjiaBue n sennKyio crapuny 
fla npMCTynMTM K JlaibiHOM. A TW MH, Cbiny, roro He B'bSBecTnujb M ne 
onuuieujb, 3ane>Ke, cwny TO ecTb uepbKOBHoe npaB/ienne nacTBbi naujen M 
noneMeHne name c

In Novgorod,matters political were never far from matters religious, 

and it is this which explains Ivan's insistence on the presence of his 

namestn-iki at any further interrogation of the heretics. This is also clear 

from a consideration of the events of H88 as recorded in the few chronicles 

which actually mention the Moscow flogging of the Novgorod heretics. All 

report this in one phrase, the substance of which does not vary:

Toe we SUMW 6niua nonos HosyropOflCKnx no Topry KHyTben: npnc/ia 60 
MX us Hoearopofla K sennKOMy KH^SIO Bjiaflbixa PenafleM, MTO nbfiHM 
nopyrariMCfl CB^TWM MKonaM; n noc/ia nx onflTb KO Bnaflbme. 1*

1. Fennel 1, Ivan the Greatj pp.37~^1.
2. AI3 vol. 1, No. 280, p. 513.
3. ibid., No. 281 , p. 516.
k. PSRL, vol. 6, p. 238. This account, quoted from the Sofiysky II chronicle, 
is also found in the L'vov chronicle (PSRL, vol. 20, p. 353) and later 
derivations from these two chronicles (see AED 9 p. 111, n. 9). The source of 
this account is the hypothetical 1489/90 chronicle svod sympathetic to 
Metropolitan Geronty (Lur'e, 'Nezavisimy letopisny svod 1 , p. 415). It has been 
suggested that the inclusion of information about the Novgorod heretics in only 
one svod, characterised by its opposition to the policies of Ivan III, was not 
accidental but was intended as a record of further evidence that all was not 
well in the Russian state, evidence intentionally omitted from official 
chronicles (AED, p. 11 1-2). This may indeed have been the motivation of the 
chronicler. In vi ew of the detai 1 ed i nformat ion g i ven in all 
contemporary chronicle accounts on the second trial of the Novgorod heretics 
in 1490 (see below, pp. 69-72) it is less likely that the i486 omission is due to.../



The torgovaya kazn 1 of the Novgorod priests is but one of three mentioned 

under 1488 in an account almost exclusively devoted to the enumeration of 

punishments given to those who incurred the wrath of the grand prince, among 

them more than 7,000 Novgorodians:

Toe we SUMW nocnan KH«3b eennKM, n npusenn na Hoearopofla 6one
C6MH TblCflMb WHTbMX JHOfiefi H3 MOCKBy, DOHewe XOTeJIM y6HTM HaMeCTHMK

eennKoro KHHSH ^KOB SaxapbMMa; HHWX we AYMLJOB MHOCO flKOB nepeceK M

This was the same nccmestni-k who was to be present at all further investigations 

into the case of the Novgorod priests ordered by the grand prince in February 

1488. It is unlikely that the grand prince's insistence on the presence of 

his najmestn-iki was simply due to his distrust of Gennady's 'hidden motives', 

as has been suggested by Klibanov. 2 Their role was more complex: they were a 

symbol of the right of the grand prince to take part in such church matters 

as the investigation of heresy and of his duty to support the church in such 

an investigation; at the same time they were present in order to protect the 

grand prince's political interests, to make sure that no myatezh was 

involved.

The actions of Ivan III in 1488 ill accord with the widely held view 

that the 'lenient and even protective attitude of the grand prince towards 

the heretics ... is noticeable already in the beginning of the heresy's 

existence'. 3 Since the relationship between the grand prince and the 

heretics is one of the key issues in our understanding of the heresy, let us 

in the light of contemporary sources quoted above consider the arguments used 

to support this view.

It is argued that though Gennady was successful in obtaining a 

conciliar trial in Moscow, the Council of 1488 tried only four of the 

heretics listed in his spisk-i, 1* men 'of relatively secondary importance', 5

/...officia 1 censorship. In 1488 the flogging of three 'Novgorod priests' may 
not have been considered important enough to be recorded. It is interesting 
to note that Tatishchev so little understood that the priests were heretics 
that he rephrased the reason for the flogging thus: 
Toro we nera 6nnia KHYTOM HoeoropOflLtKMx nonos no ropry, npncnan MX 1/13 
Hoearopofla TeHaflktM B/iaflbiKa, MTO nopyranncfl eMy nnHHH.CTatJshchev/stor^'a^ vol .VI
1. PSRL, vol. 6, p. 238; ibid., vol. 20, p. 353- p. 75)
2. RD, p. 190.
3. AED, p. 112. 
k. KDj p. 190. 
5. IB, p. 138.



and even acquitted one of the four. 1 The grand prince did not condemn all 

the heretical practices mentioned by Gennady, 2 nor did the Council impose the 

excommunication and anathematization demanded by him. 3

As we have seen from Gennady's letter to Prokhor, the archbishop began 

sending his reports to Moscow in 1487. Quite properly, the first annual 

Council to meet following receipt of the reuorts investigated the matter of 

the heresy and declared:

MTO B TBoeM cnHCKe HucaHbi, non TpnfopePi CeM.eHOBCKoft, A3 non 
EpecuM HnKO/ibCKOM, fla nonoe CUH rpuropbes CaMcoHKC flna«, n re ...
AOCTOMHkl M3B6p>KeHMKD M OTJiyMeHbK) OT CBflTbie HepKBM H HpOKJlflTblO

noflnewaT, noroMy MTO Ha HUX B TBOMX cnncKex cBeAerejibCTBa ecib o 
MX epecex H xyrax n o nopyranbM; a no ijapCKbiM npasunoM ... 
AQCTOMHbi rpaACKbm K33HM ... A TpnAfl A^aK He Aoiuen emo, no 
npaBH/ioM, rpaACKHe KaaHH, noiowy MTO na nero OAHH cBMAeTenb, non 
HayM: M TW TOTO Tano o6btCKHBaPt, n MTO na Hero o6biineuib, no 
npaBnnoM, Kaanb AyxoBHyio kinn rpaACKyio, HHO TO caM seAaeiub. A 
KOTOpbix ecu HHWX nucan B CBOMX cnMCKex, CBflinenHUKOB n A^aKOHOB n 
AHaKOB npocTbix DioAeki, MTO Te jinxne p,ena A^-naioTb, n TW 6w TOTO 
o6biCKHBan c sennKbiM npunewanneM n co MHOTMM usseiuenneM ...^

The Council and the grand prince did, in fact, do all that canon and 

civil law required. The heretics who were named in Gennady's sp-iski were 

tried for all the eres-i^ kliuly i porugan-iya listed by him D and three were 

dismissed from their posts, excommunicated and anathematized. The fourth, 

Gridya Kloch, could not be sentenced because, as the metropolitan was at 

pains to point out, canon law required at least two witnesses against him if 

he was to be found guilty 5 - but even in this case Gennady was given carte 

blanche to deal with Gridya as he thought fit. The same applied to all 

others under suspicion, not named in Gennady 1 s sp-isk-i, and covered by the 

stock phrase svyashchenn-iki,i, dtakony,-i dia'ki,i prostye lyudi. 7

1. IB, p. 138; RD, p. 189.
2. AEDj p. 112; IB3 pp.138-9. Lur'e probably means the 'grand prince with 
the council 1 here, since the condemned practices and beliefs mentioned in the 
grand prince's document as sent to Gennady are identical with those mentioned 
in the document sent by the metropolitan.
3. IB, p. 139. 
A. AED9 pp.31^-5.
5. On these the verdict is every bit as vague as most of the reports written 
by Gennady which have reached us. The fact that even the metropolitan svod 
refers only to the Novgorod priests' blasphemy against icons suggests that 
even in the spi-ski which are unknown to us he did little to substantiate his 
other accusations.
6. It seems that Gennady's case against Gridya, ' chto v podlinnik ne pisan 1 , 
(see above, p. Al) was not properly prepared in time for the Council meeting.
7. cf. Timofey Veniaminov, above, p.



On the basis of contemporary sources we have considered so far there 

is thus no evidence of the grand prince's 'lenient attitude' towards the 

heretics. There is, however, clear evidence to suggest that the grand prince 

and the synod had agreed to treat the heresy as a local Novgorod matter, for 

the final responsibility for eradicating the evil was firmly placed on 

Gennady's shoulders. This may explain the surprising absence of the 

archbishop at the Council meeting in Moscow, to which, in his capacity as a 

member of the iynod and as chief witness against the Novgorod priests, he 

should properly have, been summoned. In fact he was probably kept away from 

Moscow on the express orders of the grand prince, on the same grounds as 

were to be advanced against hi s attendance at a Moscow synod in 1^90, when, as 

Gennady wrote to the newly-appointed metropolitan, Zosima:

Sflece naKbi, rocnoAHHe, Ha«a3 rocyflapa eennKoro KHfisfl o ero o 
eejiMKbix flenex, a senen MH TOCO 6epe«-jn, a K Mocnee exaTM He ee/ie/i
33 CBGMMM fle/lbl . *

In i486, the year in which Novgorod suffered the" harshest, in a 'series " 

of repressions designed to deprive the former republic of all traces of its 

independence deportations and confiscations on a massive scale, 2 - 

Ivan 111 must have required the archbishop to keep an eye on his velikie 

dela.

Gennady was also needed in Novgorod in order to convene a local synod 

for the second trial of the heretics, ordered by the grand prince. 3 There 

can be little doubt that this was to be a show trial, a lesson to the 

• Novgorod ians: for the further investigation of Gridya there was some excuse, 

but in the case of Grigory, Gerasim and Samsonko, excommunicated and 

anathematized, only a solemn public proclamation of the verdict of the 

Moscow synod and the inclusion of an appropriate anathema in the service 

books would normally have been required.

Far from wishing to disguise the appearance of a group of heretics in 

Novgorod, it seems that Ivan III wanted their case to be given maximum

1. AEDf p. 37^-
2. Fennell, Ivan the Great^ pp.59~60.
3. See above, pp.
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publicity. This it certainly received, if we are to believe the evidence 

given by the monk Savva in a work dated USS^hich is headed:

Cun KHura cTa6pana or anocTOJi, M npopOK H CBHTWX 6oroHocHbix oreu. 
TeopeHne MHOKa CaBBbi CeHHoro Ocrpoea - Ha WHAOB n Ha epeiMKn 
nocnaHMe.

and is addressed to one gospodin Dnritrey Vasil'evich. Savva explains his 

reasons for writing thus:

rocnoAHHe, TBOIO nio6oBb nepsyio K HSM u sepy . . . . Cnue 
6yA6T flo6p n yKpaiuen BCCMM Ao6pOAeTeriMM H npMMecuT K HUM 

Mano HCMTO WMAOBCKaro ceweHH, MHO TO see ero wmbe HenorpeGno 
npeA BOTOM n MenoseKH, n Bor He CTepnur eMy M o6nnMMT ero, xwiuce u 
HO68opodu,Kux nonoe, yuenue xudoecKoe npuwwuM. M TW, rocnoAnne 
flMMTpeft, KOJIM 6bin ecu ROCJIOM, n roBopun ecu c Ten WHAOBHHOM c 
Saxapne^i c CKapoio. M fl, rocnoAnne, MOJIKDCP re6e: MTO ecu OT Hero 
c/ibiuia/i cnosa xyAbi, TO no>KanyM, rocnoAHHe, OTJIOWH nx OT 
csoero n OT ycT CBOHX, flKOwe neKOTOpoe

Savva was probably a monk of the Trinity monastery on Senny Island in 

Lake Ladoga 3 - apart from that nothing is known about him. The gospodin 

fatitrey to whom the letter was addressed has been identified as Dmitry 

Vasil'evich Shein, a boyar of the grand" prince, ** sent in October 1487 on an 

embassy K Saxapbe K CKapbe K wMAOBnny5 from which he returned sometime 

after March 1^8?. 6 Zakhar'ya Skara (or Zakhar'ya Guil Gursis) 7 , variously 

described in Muscovite diplomatic documents as zhi-dovin^ Taman'sky knyaz' 

and Cherkasin^ was Zaccaria Ghizolfi, signove di, Matrega (Taman 1 ) in 1^71- 9 

After Taman 1 , a possession of the Genovese Banco di, Sar. Gio?gio3 fell to the 

Turks, Zaccaria evidently contemplated entering the service of Ivan III. 10

1. This work was published by Belokurov from a single manuscript, now lost. 
The unsatisfactory archaeographic introduction and the absence of a control 
manuscript leave no way of testing the accuracy of the date, entered in the 
margin of the original. (Belokurov, 'Poslanie 1 , pp.ll-IV).
2. Belokurov, 'Poslanie 1 , p. 1 - (the i ta>l ics" are mine).
3- ibid., p. V.
k. ibid., p. VI; AEDa p. 110, IB, pp.131-^.
5. ">RI09 vol. 41, No. 19, p. 71.
6. ibid., No. 20, pp.73'4.
7. This was the Russian transliteration of his Latin name.
8. AED3 p. 110, n. 5; IB, pp.130-1.
9. This was a post, a governorship, not a hereditary title. Atti della 
Societa Ligure di Storia Patria, 1872, part I, f. 3, pp.841-8. The Latin 
spelling of Zaccaria 1 s name was Zacharia de Guisulphis.
10. ';/?I0, vol. 41, Np. 10, p. 41.
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Zaccaria's religious affiliation is unimportant to us here. 1 What is 

important is that Savva's belief that Zaccaria was a Jew stimulated him to 

write a polemical work against the Jews , interesting on two scores. Firstly 

because at the time Savva was writ ing, the Novgorod heresy had already gained 

notoriety as the heresy of Novgorod priests who had embraced the Jewish faith, 

in other woras Gennady's epithet zhidovskaya mudr'stvuyushchie had come to be 

accepted as a statement of fact. Secondly, though Savva tells us nothing 

more about the Novgorod heresy itself, he is quite informative on the 

attitude of the Church to heresy in general.

He considers that only Russia is true to the Christian faith, but will 

remain so only if Ivan III rejects contacts (such as diplomatic negotiations) 

with those who are not Orthodox Christians:

. . . Floflo6aeT rocyflapio eennKOMy KHHSIO Meany BacunbesuMio
CO CBOMMH JIIOflMH XpHCTH3Hbl. A Tfl6 60 HblH6 TaKOBa Bepa , flKOKC B

PycKofi seMnn, ame rocyAapb Haw nocneAyer npaflefly cBoeny B
M Ae/ibi Ao6pbiMM, HKOwe BnaAnwep wnn ... aiue ncnepsa 6bin noraH n
6o/iBaHOM

He distinguishes between Christian and Jew not by race but by belief:

... He no nnoTn, HO no Ayxy n no 6/iaroAaTu OT roro AepaaMOBa 
KOJiena MSbiAe McaK . . . 3

- and warns:

... Cero paAn BCHK npmiaraflcfl KO Xpncry BO xpncrnaHCKyio sepy, 
WHAOBHH, ame Tarapun, ame MH KTO nc norancKHfj sepw, npunowMTCfi BO 
XpncTosy sepy, TOM SyAer ce.M« AspaMOBO 6narocnoBeHoe u nac/ieAHMK 

uapcjsa He6ecnaro. Ame JIM KTO npenowMTCfl OT xpncTnan K 
, TOM He TOKMO OTnaAeT OT 6narocnoBeHaro cewenn AspaMOBa,

HO C T6MH

From Savva we learn that the term shidovskaa mudr' stvuyushchie 

signified a renegade from the true faith, and that in the eyes of the Church 

a renegade deserved the harshest of punishments.

This, certainly, was Gennady's view of the treatment due to the 

Novgorod heretics, and his letters written after 1^88 show that he felt the 

Novgorod heresy to have been inadequately dealt with. In February 1^89, a

1. See AED, loc. cit., and IB3 loc. cit. for a discussion of Zaccaria's 
nationality and religion.
2. Belokurov, 'Poslanie', pp.5"6.
3. ibid., p-. 11. 
k. ibid., p. 12.



51 

year after the Novgorod heretics were condemned in Moscow, he wrote to

loasaf, former archbishop of Rostov and Yaroslavl 1 , 1 reminding him of the 

circumstances in which the heresy was first discovered and stressing the 

gravity of the affair. Though the letter to loasaf is largely based on 

Gennady's own letter to Prokhor, his pique at the Moscow Council of 1^88 for 

treating the heresy as a purely Novgorod matter and the archbishop's own 

affai r, prompts him to expand the arguments first mentioned in the letter to 

Prokhor.

Gennady claims that the heresy which he discovered in Novgorod is the 

first to appear in the Orthodox church since the restoration of icons, the 

first in Russia since the conversion of St. Vladimir. 2 Yet in spite of this, 

and in spite of the reports he sent to the grand prince and the bishops as a 

result of the investigations ordered in 1^88:

Bbi nonOKunu TO fleno HM 3a MTO, KaK 6w saM MHMTCH, HoBi>ropofi c 
MOCKBOIO ne eflUHo npasocnaBue; He no6one3HOBann ecre o TOM HH Mana! 3

What is Novgorod's concern should also be Moscow's, for the heretics 

are dangerous. Here Gennady enlarges on the heret ics' wi 1 1 ingness to 

forswear their own beliefs, which first led him to identify them as judaizing 

Marcionites and flessal ians:^

Cmje n CUM epeTnun roBop^T flBbCTBeno, n y<-iaT npasocnaBHoe 
xpncTwaHCTBO CBoetf 3/io6e, n KaK MX cnpocn, n OH TOBOPMT: as, A^M , 
npaBOcnaBHoPi xpncTnaHUH,a TOTO ecero ceoero nnxoso fiena aanpencp. . 5

It is this which made the heretics so difficult to deal with, for even 

under interrogation 6 they refused to call themselves anything but Orthodox 

Christians:

1. AED3 pp.316-20.
2. ibid., p.316. In a letter written just over a year later, however, he 
accused a certain monk Zakhar of holding the beliefs of the Strigol 'niki,, a 
Russian heretical sect of the late XlVth - early XVth centuries. (see below, 
p. 60}
3. ibid., p. 317. 
k. See above, p. 25.
5. AED3 p. 316.
6. This interrogation involved the use of torture; in 1^90 Gennady had to 
defend himself in a letter to the synod of bishops,against the accusation 
that he tortured the priest Samsonko, wi th the words: ... nbiTan ero CWH 
6oapbCKOM se/inKoro KHasfl, a MOM TO.TIKO 6bin CTOPOW. (AED, p. 380)
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... rocyflapb MOM KHflSb se/iMKbiM npMKasa/i CBOMM 6o«pOM, flKOBy 
lOpbio 3axapnnM6M co MHOK) M CBOHM 6oroMormeMb o6biCKajn TO fle.no 
HaKpenKO. M KaK MW iex epeiMKOB eenenn npefl 006010 nocraBHTn, n 
OHM re see CBOMX fletfcTB nosanpe/iMCfl , fla nonariM c 6e3CTpawneMb 

a HasbisaioT CH xpMCTMane npasocnaBHbie. *

By their very claim that they were Christians the men under Gennady's 

interrogation condemned themselves in his eyes. Again he quotes the pravila 

in support of his conclusions, adding another example of the heretics' 

malpractices:

M npnw MX aaBTpoKas M nMB flo o6efla, o6eflHio cnywai. 2 

As in the letter to Prokhor, Gennady does not confine himself to the 

problem of the heresy. He admonishes loasaf for incurring the displeasure 

of the grand prince and losing his archbishopric:

Tbi 6yfleujb HCMTO ocKop6neH OT KOTO B TenecnoM flejie, fla ocraBMn 
apxMeriMCKonbio . . . fla M ce B cnyx MOM ripMiuno, 470, flen, nocbman no 
re6e KHH3b se/iMKbi, M He oflMHosa , M Tbi , fleM , He noexan K HeMy, a 
Morn 6w ecM M iaMO Kpenocrb CBOIO noflpb>KaTM, sa «-ITO 6yfleujb ocjaBMn 
apxenMCKonbK), a rocyflapCKoe 6u ecM cepflue He o>KecTMn. fla He MHM: 
TO Man rpex CTSTBOPMJI

Saddened by the loss of an ally in his struggle against heresy, he entreats 

loasaf to pray that the grand prince will help to protect the church against 

the 'new iconoclasts 1 :

A Hbine 6bi ecM o rocyflape o BCJIMKOM KHJISM Bora MOJIMJI, MTo6bi 
rocyflapio Bor no/iowMii na cepfliie, MTo6bi ynpasMn uepKOBb BO>KMK) . . . OT 
epeTMMbCKaro nanaflanMa, OT Tex CPCTMKOB, >KMflOBbCKa« MyflpbCTBytoiuMX 
... Ronewe o6pasy focnofla naiuero HMcyca XpMCTa M FlpeMMCTbm Ero 
MaTepM

Gennady's disquisition on the Shestokryl and the seventh millenium, 

which takes up the greater part of his letter to loasaf, has been already 

discussed. 5 As we tried to show in our discussion of the Shestokryl , it 

would be erroneous to assume that when speaking of heretics Gennady 

necessarily means the Novgorod heretics. This is particularly important when 

we consider the next matter to which he turns in the letter to loasaf:

1. AED3 p. 316.
2. ibid. Neither a particularly grave nor uncommon misdeed at that time, as 
we can see from the letter of Metropolitan Foty to the Pskovites written 
sometime between 1422 and 1^25: 
A. MTO MM nmueTe, MTO cyTb y sac HCKOTOPMM nonose, flo o6efla nMtoTb B npasflHMKM M
BO MHbl« flHM: MHO KOTOpbIM CBflmeHHMK flO O6efl3 HMCTb, M T3KOBblM RepBOC M BTOpOC M

TpeTMe fla naKaweTCfi, «KO fla nepecTaneTb. M no ceM TOTO aiue nepaflMTM n 
MHO B-bSflepwaHMe OT cs^iueHbCTBa TaKOBOMy AO flHMM. (AED, p. 250).
3. ibid, p. 317. k. ibid., pp.317'8. 5- See above, pp. 35-^0
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fla ecTb nn y sac B KHpmioee, MJIM B Oapa^oHTOBe, MJIM Ha 
KHMTM: CeiiHBecTp nana PHMCKBI, fla A^aHaceti AneKcaHflpetfcKbi, fla CJIOBO 
KosMbi npo3BMTepa Ha HOBOflBJibiuyiocfl epecb na 6oryMkmio, fla flocnaHne 
<l>OTefl narpnapxa KO KHHSIO Bopncy Eo/irapbCKOMy, fla FlpopoMbCTBa, fla 
EbiTHfl, fla UapbCTBa, fla PlpnTMM, fla Menanflp, fla Hcyc Cupaxos, fla 
JlornKa, fla fleonnceM Apenarnr? Sane we re KHMTM y epernKos see ecTb. 1

It is generally accepted that the books 1 i sted here were in the possession of the 

Novgorod heretics, testifying to their 'astounding breadth of cultural 

interests 1 . 2 If these books did indeed belong to the Novgorod heretics ,t is 

surprising that Gennady did not mention them previously, for examp ] e in his 

report to Prokhor on the heretical writings which he had sent to the 

metropol i tan. 3

In view of this we must consider the possibility that Gennady is here 

referring to another group of heretics altogether. Two other alternatives 

offer themselves. He may be speaking of the Latins (th,3 heretics who 'stole 

years' from the Orthodox) 4 or to another group of Judaizers - the Moscow 

group. For, as we learn from two of Gennady's letters written in 1490, he 

discovered the existence of this group during the interrogation of the 

Novgorod heretics mentioned in the letter to loasaf. One of the Novgorod ians 

he interrogated told him:

, flen, ecMfl sasce K ^eflopy K KypmjHHy, flHaKy eennKoro 
a npuxoflMT, flew, K neMy OneKceM nporonon, fla McTOMa, fla 
fla MsaujKO Mpbnoti, MTO KHMTH nuiuej, fla noyMaioTCfl, fleid, Ha

The two letters written by Gennady in 1^90 were written on the occasion 

of a conciliar meeting in Moscow, from which he was excluded on the orders of 

the grand prince. 6 Though unable to attend Gennady nonetheless ensured he 

should not be forgotten by his fellow churchmen, for his letters were 

composed to be read at the Council: one to the metropolitan Zosima7 and one 

to the bishops. 8

1. AEDj p. 320. See below, ch. IV, pp. 150-161 , for a discussion of the books on
2.* jfl/p/197.' this 1ist * 
3- See above, p. 29 
*». See 'above, p. 39
5. AED, pp. 380-1.
6. See above, p. 48
7- AED9 pp. 374-9. Zosima was appointed metropolitan en 26 September 1490.
The council which elected him also condemned the Judaizers, on 17 October 1490.
(PSRLj vol. 25, p. 331). Gennady's letters were written somecime between the
two dates.
8. ibid., pp. 379-82.
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The letter to the metropolitan, a copy of which was probably sent to 

the grand prince, carries a very different emphasis from the letter to the 

bishops, although ultimately it is also directed at them. 1 It opens with the 

first of a series of complaints:

MTO ecu, rocnoflMH MOM, npncnan KO MHC rpaMOiy Aa CDMCKH 3 rpaMOT 
c MMTponoriMMMx 3 PepOHTMeBbix , a Benen MM ecM, rocnoflMHe, no TOMy 
we HartMcaTM rpaMOTbi, KaKOBbi re CHMCKM: MHO TO MM, rocnoflMHe, 
Benumb cBepujeno OT MOCKBBI OTnMCbisaTMCfl ... He MOJIBM TaKo: 
1 ApxMenMCKony 6onujeMy ornMcaTMCfl OT MMTpononMTa M OT snaflbiK 1 ; f\a 
TOW rpaMOTow name CBfiTMTenbCTso noA noraMM nono>KMjiM ! 2

Gennady is aggrieved not only by his enforced isolation from Moscow 3 

but also because he has been required to transmit a second ispovedanie . The 

meaning of this is made clear in the letter:

A MTO MW, rocnoAMHe, ee/iMiub nMcaTM McnoeeflaHMe: MHO, rocnoAnne, 
McnoseAaHMe CCMM no/io>KMJi OTLJV csoeMy TepOHTMio MMTpononMTy A3 sceMy 
6owecTBeHOMy co6opy, apxMenMCKony M enMCKonoM; Aa TO McnoeeAaHMe y 
eac B Kaane. A KaK CCMM McnoeeAancfl npeA BOTOM M npeA M36paHHbiMM 
arrenw, TaK B TOM McnoseAaHMM CTOIO M Tenepeo nenoABMwno. Hw/ce K 
JLanevi nocwicao apoMomw, HU us Jlumeu KO wne nocvisiaKm zp(wom3 HU naKUi 
siwnoecKue cmaesienuKvi cjiyotcam e Moeu apxuencKont>u. 4

Evidently the metropolitan had demanded that Gennady repeat in writing 

the 'confession of faith 1 required of all newly-appointed bishops, as part of 

the ceremony of consecration. Following the break with the Byzantine Church 

over the issue of Union with the Church of Rome, and the establishment of an 

independent metropolitan see of Kiev, this confession included a promise to 

have no dealings with the metropolitan of Kiev or any of his clergy. 5

1. Setting forth his objections to the procedure adopted at the election of 
the bishop of Kolomna in his letter to the bishops, Gennady adds: ... o TOM 
ecMM OTPMcan K senMKOMy KHFISIO Aa H MMTpononMTy, a saM TO 6paTMM naiueM BOAOMO 
we 6yAGT, KaK MMTpono/iMT BCJIMT M6CTM npeA BaMM Ty rpaMOTy. (AED^ p. 379)
2. ibid. p. 37^.
3. This complaint is voiced repeatedly in both letters (see AED9 pp.374, 378 
6 381), though characteristically it is couched in far stronger terms in the 
letter to the bishops (1) than in that to the metropolitan (2):
(1) fla MTo6bi ecTe OTLJK) naiueMy MMTpono/iMTy noroBopM/iM, Aa c HMM seiiMKOMy KHHSIO, 
MTo6w no Mene OAHOJIMMHO npMcnan; a TOJIKO KHfisb Be/iMKMM xoTfl ne XOMCT no Mene 
npMC/iaTM, a BW 6es Mene ne MMeTe Aena AenaTM HMKaKosa. (AED3 p. 38l)
(2) fla MTo6bi ecM, rocnoAnne, cbiny csoeMy senMKOMy KHPSIO norosopM/i naKpenKO, 
MTo6bi M MHe senen GUTM y ce6fl Aa n y Te6« ... (AED3 p. 378)
4. ibid., p. 375 (the italics are mine).
5. See the oath sworn by Bishop Genady of Tver 1 in 1461 before Metropolitan 
Feodosy of Moscow. RIB, VI, No. 93-
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Gennady's protestations reveal his fear of being held responsible for

any contact with Lithuania - the worst treason of all, in the context of 

Ivan's Novogorod policy. And his words show clearly why the grand prince's 

insistence on the participation of his representatives in Gennady's 

investigations into the heresy was not without political motivation. 1

A MTO KOTOpue nMTOBCKne OKaHHbie Aena npo3fl6/in B PycKOM seMnn, B 
BenHKOM HoeerpaAe, B BOTMHHC rocyAapfl BennKoro KHHSH, KOJIH 6bin B 
HoserpaAe KHHSb Mnxafl.no OneHKOBUM, a c HUM 6bin WHAOBHH eperuK, 
OT TOPO wuAOBMHa pacnpocrepnacb epecb B HoyropOAUKoPi aeMiin, a 
Aepwann ee Taflno, Aa HOTOM noMann ypeiOTMCfl BT>nnaHu: n fl3 
nocjibiiunB TO, AO (Aa?) o TOM rpaMOTy nocnan K eennKOMy KHRSIO Aa n KO 
ero TepoHTnto MHTpononHTy. H Ki-msb BennKuPi KO MHe npncnan rpawoTy 
a senen MH TOTO 6epeqn MTo6bi TO nnxo B SCMJIH He pacnpocTepnocb. 2

This, the sole reference in Gennady's correspondence to the origins of 

the heresy, 3 is for several reasons highly suspect. As Lur'e points out, 4 it 

seems hardly likely that the 'Jew-heretic' of the archbishop's story would 

have been in a position to exert much influence during the few months that 

Mikhail Olel'kovich spent in Novgorod. 5 losif of Volokolamsk, who later gave 

the nameless Jew of Gennady's narrative the name of Skharia, stresses that 

Mikhail Olel'kovich was a Christian in every sense:

... xpucTnaHMHy cymy, n xpMCTnanbCKafl MyAPbCTByiomy ... 6

- and it is highly improbable that this Prince, arrested by Casimir in 1^8l 7 

for joining in a conspiracy of the Orthodox Lithuanian nobility, would have 

allowed such an active heretic in his suite. 8 Moreover, the context of this 

vague account casts doubts on its veracity. Clearly, it is there to serve a 

double purpose: on the one hand, to provide solid proof of the archbishop's

1. See above,
2. AED, p. 375.
3. This may have been mentioned in the reports sent by the archbishop to 
Moscow (and which have not been found among the manuscripts relating to the 
heresy), but this is unlikely, since he is usually careful to remind his 
correspondents of any previous references to matters under discussion. 
A, AED, p. 109.
5. Fennel 1, Ivan the Greatj pp. 37*^0.
6. Prosvetitei'j p. 31-
7. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, p. 85.
8. The Jewish heresiarch of Gennady's letter has a famous prototype in a 
Byzantine source. John of Jerusalem, reporting to the Seventh Oecumenical 
Council at Nicea ascribed the introduction of the Iconoclast heresy to 'a 
certain leader of the lawless Jews ... called Forty Cubits High' (Mansij vol. 
13, col. 197)
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anti-Lithuanian zeal, and on the other, to remind the metropolitan and the 

grand prince of the need for further action against the heretics.

To this end, Gennady recalls the events leading up to the first trial 

of the heretics in Moscow - and in so doing shows explicitly that Ivan III 

should be 'cleared 1 of the accusation of sympathy toward the heretics in the 

early stage of the heresy:

M KHFisb senMKMM KO MHe npMcnan rpaMOTy, n eenen MM TOTO 6epeMn, 
MTo6bi TO nMxo B 36MnM He pacnpocTepnocb. H noTOM npMwon o6bicK na 
epeTMKbi, M fls MX Benen MMaTM fla noflasaTM na nopyKy; M Te 
nopyMHMKOB Bbiflas, fla sGewanM K MOCKBC ... M as nocnan K 
KHflsio nepeoro ceoero o6biCKa noflnMHHMK, a flpyroM noflnMHHMK K 
MMTpononMTy nocnan. H KHHSb senMKMM Tex epeTMKOB na MOCKBC

KasHMB MX, npMcnan KO MHe ..- 1 

Having made the point that he had fulfilled the instructions of both 

the grand prince and the metropolitan, 2 and had punished those who had 

repented spiritually - handing over only the unrepentant heretics to the 

grand prince's agents 3 - Gennady then turns to the events following the trial 

of 1^88. The investigation authorized by the grand prince and the metropolitan 

had apparently yielded further evidence, which Gennady sent to Moscow:

M KOTOpwe noKaflnMCb fla CBOM fleMCTsa nMcanM na ce6e caMM CBOMMM 
pyKaMM, M as Tex B noKaaHMe npMHnn ....fla Tex ecMM peMeM nanMcae 
noflnMHHMK, fla nocnan K BenMKOMy KHflsto, a flpyroM CCMM 
nocnan PepOHTMio

In order to disentangle this evidence and the way it was obtained, it 

is necessary to compare Gennady's letters to the metropolitan Zosima (who 

would have had ready access to Geronty's podlinnik) , and to the bishops:

Gennady to Zosima Gennady to bishops

A TO ce, rocnoflMHe, c~bCTana Ta A HS nM TOTO CaMCOHKa MyMMn? Beflb nbiTan
6efla c T^X MCCT, KaK KypMitMH MS ero CWH 6o«pbCKOM senMKoro KHfisfl, a MOM
YropCKMe seMnM npMexan, fla OTcene TonKO 6wn CTOPO>K, MTo6 nocyna HMKTO ne
epeTMUM s6e>KanM Ha MocKsy; a BSfin. A MTO CKasbisan CaMCOHKO, MTO B
nMcano B noflnMHHMKe, MTO npoTonon noflnMHHMKM nMcano, TO 6bino yMeTb nM TaK
OneKceM, fla McTOMa, fla CsepMeK, fla cKasbisaTM, TonKO 6bi TOTO ne flenan caM?
non fleHMC npMxoflMnM K KypMitMHy, fla CnpocMnM MW CaMCOHKa, KDpbM SaxapMM fla as:

...5 'BbinM ecTe na MocKee, c KMM CFI ecTe

1. AED3 p. 375-
2. See above,
3. AED9 p. 375.
k. ibid., p. 375.
5. ibid., p. 377.
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B"bflBOpflnn? BeAaeujb /in, MTO roBop^T Ha 
MocKBe? ' M CaMCOHKO MO/IBMJV. 'BeAaio, flen ? 
rocnoflMHe ... XOAHJIM, ^en, CCME aasce K 
Oeflopy K KypmjHHy, flnaKy BenHKoro Ki-msFi, 
a npnxoAUT, flen, K neny O/ieKcetf npoionon, 
Aa McTOMa , Aa CeepMeK, A3 MsaiuKO MpbHoPi, 
MTO KHurbi nnujer, A3 noynaioTCfl, new, na 
npSBOC/iaBHbix. ' .... 'fla npnexa/i, ASM, c

c KypnuMHbiM us yropcKOtf sen/in 
, MapTbiHKOM aosyj ' : TO OH 
TOTO MapibiHKa, TOJIKO 6bi OH y 

Kypnunna ne BOABOPKJI c«? A noTOMy
HananHHK reM BCBM

A comparison of the two letters shows how Gennady transforms hearsay evidence, 

evidence, moreover, obtained under torture, into a statement of fact. His 

list of heretics active in Moscow (where he had not been for several years) 

was compiled from Samsonko's testimony: of the heretics who visited Fedor 

Kuritsyn, with the possible exception of Aleksey, 2 we hear nothing in 

previous letters, nor was there any mention of Gavrilko and Denis who appear 

for the first time in the letter to Zosima:

M KOTopbie eperuKbi SAecb 6binkf noKaanncfl ... nocnbiiunB TO, MTO na 
MocKBe wnByT epeTHKn BO ocna6e, p,a n B uepKOBb M B onTapb XOAHJIM 
HeBO36paHHo. A HHbie fie M cnywunn TaM: faspmiKO non c MnxaPinoBbi 

TOT, ASH, cnywun na MOCKBC, a flenMc non - TOT B Apxarrene
, A3 na nuTyprun, A^H, aa npecTonoM nrmcan, AS M KpecTy en 

napyran . . . 3

Gennady makes no suggestion that the priests Gavrila and Denis had at any 

time been accused of heresy in Novgorod: 'And it was said that other heretics 

(i.e. other than those who had confessed to Gennady) even officiated there... 1 

Neither is Gennady trying to suggest, when describing the 'dancing 1 and the 

'desecration of the cross 1 , that these are Jewish religious customs any more 

than was the heretical act perpetrated by the subdeacon Alekseyko:

Aa 3Aecb AneKceMKO noAt>fl»-ieM na noMecTue wMEeT A3 HanciBCfl HHHH,
B MHCOBHy, A3 CHHB c /jasMun HKOHy - McneHne PIpeMncTbie, AS Ha

Hee CKBepnyio BOAy cnycKan, a nnwe MKOHW ssepx noraNin nepesopoMan. 4 

He is merely citing more examples of heretical acts. With the exception of 

Alekseyko, al 1 the heretics named for the first time in Gennady 1 s letter, as

1. AED, pp. 380-1.
2. If protopop Aleksey is the same person as the Aleksey whose name is 
subscribed in the lower margin of Gennady 1 s letter to loasaf (see above, p. 
39). He is an altogether shadowy figure, for by the time Gennady wrote to 
Zosima he was dead. (AEDf p. 376) 
3. AED, p. 375. 
k. ibid., p. 380.
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1 i ving proof of the spread of the heresy from Novgorod , are ment ioned because of 

their activities in Moscow. In the letters to Zosima and the bishops 

Gennady transforms the heresy HoeyropOACKux CPCTMKOB, HtnflOBbCKaa MyflpbCTByiomnx 

into JWTOBCKne OKannbie Aena 2 which have spread to Moscow.

The letters to Zosima and the bishops bear an altogether different 

emphasis from Gennady's previous correspondence. The archbishop is no longer 

trying to prove the existence of a heresy in the Russian church, for this was 

confirmed by the Council of 1488. He is no longer appealing for help and 

support from his fellow ecclesiasts - he is demanding it.

The letter to Zosima is marked by an aggressive humility. From a 

criticism of his predecessor in the metropolitan see, 3 Gennady first turns to 

canon law in order to demonstrate the Church's obligation to protect the 

faithful against heresy.*4 With flattering praise:

M HbiHe 6jiaroAapMM Bora, MTO re eperntie or Te6fl npeiuenne 
K3K ywe Tbi, 6naroflaTb(o Ce^Taro flyxa, nocTaeneH 6bicrb Ha TOM 
BbicoKbiM creneHb CBfiTMTejibCTBa BeriMKua MurpononHTa scea PycKua 
seM/ifl ; 5

he introduces a lengthy exhortation to the metropolitan, which ends with a 

programme for a thoroughgoing purge within the church ('nposepKa KaflpOB 1 in 

the words of Klibanov): 5

To6e, rocnoAMHy oruy MoeMy, fla c 706010 naujM 6paiba, apxnenncKonw M 
enncKony, co6op ynnHne, fla rex npoKrmTbio npeAain, Koropbie nc^eann 
or WMTMH cero: AneKcefi nporonon, p,a HcroMa, Aa MsaujKO HepHOM, MTO 
336e>naji 3 3y6oBbiM, Aa n B wMAOBCKyio sepy crariM. fla Koropwe B 
noA/inHHHKex rwcaHbi, rex 6w Bcex npoKJiflTioio npeAarn, Aa n rex, Kb 
KOMy OHH npuxoAnnn B cornaiueHMe, nnn KTO no HUX nopyKy Aepwan, unw 
KTO y HMX ne^annnK, M KTO HH 6yAST nocjieAOBan MX npenecTM; p,a n KO 
MHe 6w ecu, K CBoeMy cwny, o TOM HaKasan, aerm TO yMUHMTM: M «s 
6wx, TBOM CWH, TaKOwe Tex epeTMKOB n MX eAUHOMbicneHMKOB ci>6opHe 
npOK/iaTMio npeAan, TOTO A-n«» MTo6bi JIMXO npecTano. 7

1. AEDj p. 316. This description, which figures in all Gennady's previous 
correspondence on the subject, is conspicuously absent in his letters to 
Zosima and the bishops.
2. ibid., p. 375.
3. ibid., p. 375.
k. ibid., pp. 375~6. Gennady's automatic use of anti-heretical phraseology is 
particularly in evidence when he cites canon law on heresy, and then adds: 
... MHO Te epeTMue ace TO AeMCTBosa/iM, Aa He TOKMO TO, HO xy/iy na caMoro 
XpncTa roBopMJiM ... quite unconcerned that the laws he quotes were directed 
precisely against those who 'blasphemed against Christ himself, i.e. non- 
Christians. (AED9 p. 376)
5. ibid., p. 376.
6. RD3 p. 216.
7. AED, p. 376.
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At this point Gennady makes his first accusation against Kuritsyn, 

which, in the letter to the metropolitan, ends thus:

OH-TO y HMX M ne<-iajiHMK, a o rocyAapCKOM MCCTM none»-ieHna ne

- affording a further opportunity for the author to affirm his vigilance in 

the interests of the grand prince, and at the same time forming a prelude to 

an attack on him:

A HbiHe 6efla ccja/ia seMCKaa Aa ne^ecTb rocyAapcKaa eennKaa: 
crapwe Msse^Hbie BbinoweHbi MS ropOAa BOH, Aa M ManacTbipe crapbie 

nepecjaBJieHbi.

Interestingly, he prefers to stress the dishonour brought upon the 

State rather than upon the Church by the desecration of holy ground, and he 

cites the words of a Lithuanian Jew (condemned both by his citizenship and by 

his race) in illustration of the enormity of this act:

A MTO Bbinecujn ijepKBM, Aa u rpo6bi MepTBbix, Aa Ha TOM MecTe
nocaAMTM, a TO KaKOBa neMecTb yMMnena? OT Bora rpex, a OT

copoM. SAece npnexa/i WMAOBMH HOBOKpemenoM, AannnoM 
a Hbme xpncTnannH, Aa MHB CKasbisan sa CTOJIOM BO see JIKDAH: 

, flen, ecMn us Keesa K MOCKBC, MHO MH, Aen> 
n: "C"b6aKa, ASH, TU cr\ KyAbi Hap^AH-n"? Kn«3b, 

M na MocKBe tjepKBn us rpaAa ace BbiMeTan son."2

The archbishop was not exactly a model diplomat, for he follows up this 

rebuke with an instance that could scarcely have been pleasing to Ivan III, 

then in the midst of preparations for a war against Lithuania - a war that 

was to be waged under the banner of the defence of Orthodoxy:

A TO/IKO rocyAapb Hauib,cbiH TBOM KHfiSb se/iMKHvi, TOTO He o6umeT, a
T6X H6 K33HHT: MHO K3K CMy C CBO6M 36MJ1M T3 COpOMOTa CBCCTM? AHO
Opnsose no CBOCM sepe KaKOBy KpenocTb A^pwaT. CKasbman MM nocon 
uecapes npo lunancKoro Kopon^, KaK OH CBOIO OHMCTMJI seMnio! H as c 
Tex peMeM M CRMCOK K Te6e nocnan. 3

Nor was Gennady likely to win support from the metropolitan with such 

an appeal as this:

1. AED3 p. 377.
2. AED3 p. 377. He is here referring to Ivan Ill's rebuilding scheme on the 
Kremlin territory begun in 1^72 (PSRL, vol. 25, p. 323).
3. AED3 p. 378. The so-cal led PeMM nocna uecapesa'have been found i n only one manu­ 
script, huz. 3271 • The fol lowi nq phrase alone was probably sufficient to condemn the 
rech-i:. . . xsana TOTO iLnaHCkoro Koponfi nomna no Been seMfiFiM nonaTMHCKOM sepe.. . 
(Sedel'nikov, 'Rasskaz 1490', p. 50).
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... TO/IKO we TW, rocnoflMH oreu Hauib, TCX epernKOB HaKpenKO He 
o6bimewb, fla MX He Benumb Kaannrn fla n npOKJiflrmo npeflarki: MHO ywe 
MW KaKMe-ro 6yfleM B/iaAbiKM? MTO JIM naKbi name nacTbipCTBO 3OB6TCF1? 1

Before closing, Gennady repeats his request to the metropolitan to 

persuade the grand prince to allow him to visit Moscow, yet again linking 

the heresy issue with the 'nMioscKMe OKannbie

fla MTo6bi ecM, rocnoflMHe, Cbiny CDoeMy sejiMKOMy KHHSIO noroBOpMji
HanpenKO, MTo6w M Mene sene/i 6birn y ce6« fla M y re6fl ... aanewe
3Aecb KaKMe Aena senMKMe HM ecrb, a TOTO p,ena 6onujM Her; KOJIM en

r\

TO Aeno ynpasMT, MHO MM, SAeuiHbiM eeriMKbiM Ae/iOM yKpenneHMe 6yAer.

A short complaint is added almost as an afterthought:

fla wanyracb re6e, csoeMy oruy, na Saxapa na Mepnbua na 
crpMrojibHMKa .

- who, like the ' judai stical ly philosophizing 1 heretics, had been troubling 

Gennady for more than three years. But whereas in the case of the heretics 

Gennady 's call was always for an attack, here he is appealing for protection. 

Zakhar, it seems, had been sending out letters to the clergy of the sees of 

Novgorod and Moscow accusing him, the archbishop, of heresy:

... a nMiueT B CSOMX rpaMorax: 'nocna/i, A^M, ecMM no BCCM ropoAOM 
na eperMKa rpaMOTbi 1 ; MHO, rocnoAMHe, see Beneno repnerM, onpoMM 
epeTMKa, a as ne epeTMK; Hbine naKbi Moeny crapuy Hone npMcnan na 
Mene c naM6oHD c sejiMKOto,, M ^3 c roe rpaMOTbi CHMCOK Te6e, csoeny 
rocnoAMHy oruy, nocnan, M TW 6es wenfl nowanoBan o6opoHM/i or roro 
Saxapa

What is an afterthought in Gennady 's letter to Zosima becomes a major 

issue in his letter to the bishops, a large part of which is devoted to an 

explanation of his conflict with the monk:

A no Saxapa ecwn nocbman roro A-nn: wanoBanMCb MHB na Hero
nepecrpMm MX OT KHHSH OeAopa OT Be/ibCKoro, p,a npMMacTMa TPM
He A^Ban, a caw, ASH, ne npMMaman we en. 1*

On being given the reason for this refusal, Zakhar apparently replied 

that nojone was worthy of giving communion because the entire hierarchy of 

the Church was tainted with simony. To Gennady this was sufficient proof

1. AED, p. 378.
2. ibid., p. 378.
3« ibid., pp. 378-9. Since Zakhar was condemned by the Council of October
1^90, after the letter to Zosima was written, it is strange that Gennady here
appears to be thanking the metropolitan for having defended him against
Zakhar. Could it be that 6es is a misreading of 6w?
**. ibid., p. 380.
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that the monk was gui 1 ty of the heresy of the Str-igol'niki and he exiled him; 

however, thanks to the intercession of the grand prince Zakhar had been 

enabled to escape to Moscow:

... A eeAb TO o HeM HCXTO nenanoBan CFI : a MCMY TOT cTpnro/ibHMK
BeJIHKOMy KHflSIO? 1

Our information on the Str-igol'n-iki is very limited, but we can be 

reasonably certain that the attack on simony was a crucial aspect of the 

teachings of this late XlVth - early XVth century Novgorod and Pskov heresy. 2 

One of the six known tracts against the heresy criticises the attacks of 

the Strigol'niki on the Orthodox church in these words:

KoePi 60 uepKBH npmiesnTe? HM y6o naTbHbCKa^ ijepKBM . . . TaKO n
we no Mb3/;e CTaBneHHe, Tano n CHH 6bisaeT: noncTMHne 

nana. 3

The practice of simony had been condemned by tne Russian Church 

as early as 12?^ at the Council of Vladimir, 4 but any attempt

to enforce abolition was strongly opposed by the bishops (who 

alone had the power to ordain), since the ordination tax formed a large

contribution to episcopal revenues - just thirteen years after Gennady's letter 

the practice was again declared contrary to canon law, by the Council of 

1503. Zakhar must have been but one of many who campaigned against simony, 

and Gennady was perhaps hoping to gain the sympathy of his colleagues by his 

long disquisition on the monk's heresy.

He must indeed have felt in need of allies, for this letter reveals 

that he had enemies:

A Hbme na Met-m JDKV cwMBaeT {K>T?}, MOCMY o6bicKy sepy He MMYT. A TO 
seflb Mbe ne^anosanbe? EPBTMKOM JIM 6bino o6nbiraTM name
CBflTMTe/lbCTBO? ....A C6 33 CBflTHTCJlb , £3 flBa 6oflpMHa Be/IMKOTO 

KHflSfl, A3 MOM 6OflpHH, RQ OHpOMb TOTO HeKOJlUkO A6T6M GOflpbCKblX

seriMKoro we KHflSfl, Aa K TOMV nrywenbi Aa CBfl^eHHUKbi: HHO TOMy ne 
, Aa MUMO Tex scex, Aa na Mene co

1. AED, p. 380.
2. ibid., pp. 7-73, pp. 230-256. For a summary of the discussion on the 
meaning of the name attached to the heretics by contemporary sources, see 
Poppe, ' Eshche raz 1 .
3. AED, p. 23*4.
b. RIB, vol. VI, col. 86-87.
5. AED, p. 380.
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As we have seen, one of the accusations Gennady had to defend himself against 

was of obtaining his evidence through torture. 1 In answer he laid the blame 

for the torture of Samsonko on the grand prince's representative and turned 

quickly to the results of this interrogation. This allowed him, as in the 

letter to Zosima, to refer to the role of- Fedor Kuritsyn in fostering the 

heresy in Moscow, but in the letter to the Sishops Gennady 1 s attack on the 

grand prince's d'yak is far more direct:

A noTony MHO K/PMLJMH naManHMK TCM BCCM snofleen. 2

The letter to the bishops is altogether more strongly worded than the 

letter to Zosima. It is clear that Gennady, prevented from going to Moscow 

by the grand prince:

MHO 6My KaK no Mene nocnaTM, a AOKone epecb He AOKOHM^ercfl, fla or 
Saxapa wene He o6opoHHT. 3

decided to prove to his fellow bishops that without him the synod could not 

function. His method was simple: he refused to send his 'proxy vote' for the 

election of the bishop of Kolomna until the Council agreed to deal with 

Zakhar and the heretics. 4 To this piece of blackmail Gennady added threats:

A B/iaAbiKM 6bi ecre He cneuinnn craenTb, AOKOJIC epecM He 
A TOJIKO Hbine c jex epeTMijex KOHiia He VMHHUTC, MHO TO ywe 
flBbCTBeno sepe HauieM nonpaHMe; a MHOTO Mero MacTM MTO ronb flonro 
epeTMKOM ynpasb: ne yMMH^T?.... A sauiM apXMManflpMTbi, M MryMenw, M 
npOTononw, M nonw co6opnbie cb eperMKbi cfiywMjiM: MHO seAb 
OT/iyMeHMe, a MKOMy M3Bep>KeHMe nMcano ... 
A OAHoaa BTJCXOT^T co6opy 6biTM o sepe, a BW 6w na TO He 
aanewe M3no>KeHa nan npaBocjiasnaa sepa na npbBOM coSope, AS M na 
BTOPOM o CBHTCM flyce, Aa n HPOMMM co6opM BCM npbBOMy co6opy 

, a na C AMOM co6ope

The second paragraph of the above quotation is most interesting. 

Whether Gennady is reacting to actual moves for a conciliar examination of 

dogma or trying to forestall such moves, it is impossible to say - but among 

the members of the synod there must have been some who would have wished to

1. See above, p. 56.
2. AED, p. 381.
3. ibid., p. 381.
4. ... npMcnan r.-^flSb senMKbiM KO MHC rpanoTy, a MMTpononMT APVryio, o 
nocTas/ieHMM KonoMencKoro BnaA^KM ... a aermT MM OTriMCb ASTM 6e3-oMMflHo ... M 

He Aai T3KOM OTHMCM; (AED. p. 379) -   a AOKOJIC epecb ne AOKOHMaeTCfl , Aa OT 
Saxapa Mene He o6opoH«T, M MHC OTHMCM nenae AaTM (AED, p. 38l).
5. ibid., p. 381.
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examine the grounds for Gennady's doctrinal accusations against Zakhar and 

the heretics. 1 As we have seen, Gennady cites very few concrete instances of 

heretical malpractices and these are almost entirely examples of 

disciplinary rather than doctrinal heresy. Even his interrogation of the 

heretics, from the small fragment quoted in his letter to the bishops, sounds 

like an examination whose motivation was more political - ' Beflaewb JIM, <JTO 

roBopfli Ha MocKBe?' 2 - than doctrinal. 3

Gennady's fellow churchmen may have been 'cH sturbed not only by the 

procedures and reasoning behind his accusations, but also by the punishments 

he demanded for the heretics. For after pointing out that the Iconoclasts

anathematized for trying to alter the tenets of Orthodoxy 

as defined by the Seven Oecumenical Councils, he goes on to say:

MKOHo6opt>ueB npoKfifiTMio npeflawa, raKowe M Hbine nKOHo6opt>u( n 
noflBnnncb: KOJIM menrmei HKOHBI, pewei, Oes^ecTByeT - MHO 

eMy Towe, a nio6o H cyry6o noflo6aei HX

The one thing that Gennady proved by concrete example was that cases of 

desecration of icons had occurred in his See. Thus, condemnation of 

iconoclasts of the day was perfectly appropriate. 5 But Gennady did not want 

the new iconoclasts' to receive the same treatment as the iconoclasts of old

A M Ka3Hb MM He pOBHa we c cymnMn epeTMKbi: nonewe OT epeTMKa 
Me/ioseK 6epewercH, a OT CMX eoernKOB Ka« en y6epe^n? A OHH cfi 
soByr xpMCTMane, fla MenoBeKy pasyMHOMy - M OHM CP He HBHT, a 
rflynoro - M OHM cbe/iM: TOTO fln« MM Kasnb BABOC naflo6e, fla n 
npOKJiflTbe. A o sepe He seneno OPM/IOWMTM MJIM ynowMTM . . . fla eiue 
/iiOflM y nac npocTbie, ne yMetor no o6bi4HbiM KHMraM TOBOPMTM: TaKM 6bi 
o eepe HMKaKMx peqen c HMMM ne nnoAH-HM; TOKMO TOTO flnfl YMMHMTM
CO6OP, <-ITO MX K33HMTM -

With the demand for the severest punishment for the heretics, and an

1. Gennady himself, it must be remembered, had been accused of heresy by 
Zakhar. We do not know the nature of Zakhar 's accusations, but Gennady 
evidently considered them serious enough. It may well be that he found 
himself accused of breaking not only canon law on simony (for this was, indeed, 
given as one reason for his dismissal in 150^; PSRL, vol. 6, p. 36), but also 
canon law on the limits of a bishop's jurisdiction. Gennady had sent Zakhar 
into exile (see above, p. 61) before the monk was officially tried by a Council, 
thus contravening Rule 9 of the Council of Chalcedon which deals with disputes 
between a bishop and his clergy (Merilo pravednoe , f. 100 v.)
2. See above, pp. 56-7-
3- At the examination of Vassian Patrikeev, tried for heresy in 1531 > the
questions were entirely. on religious matters (Kazakovo, I <.,'•.' '<i j~<: 'j','/ . , r_,
p. ^86 et secj . ) .
k. AED3 p. 381.
5. See above, p. 61 .
6. AED, p. 381.



exhortation to the bishops to eradicate the heresy of the 'new iconoclasts' 1 

Gennady closes this, his last known letter on the subject of the Judaizers. 2

His letters to Zosima and the bishops were written after the 26th 

September 1^90. 3 On the 17th October of the same year the Council made its 

decision on the matter of the heresy, 4 publishing its findings in an Edict 5

(Prigovor) and an Instruction^ (Pouchenie} issued in the name of Metropolitan

Zosima and the Council.

The Edict and the Instruction give an identical list of those accused:

SaxapbKD MepHbua, PaBpuna, npoionona HoeoropOACKoro, nona
nona MaKCMMa, nona Bacmiba, Maxapa AHaKOHa, PPHAIO AnaKa, BaciOKa

, CaMyxy AnaKa n MX c'oBeTHMKOB epecTHbix M eAUHOMbicnenuKOB ...

The inclusion of Zakhar in this list is an indication that the evidence 

of both of these documents must be treated with caution. In his letters to 

the metropolitan and the bishops, Gennady had drawn a careful distinction 

between Zakhar and the other heretics: his accusations against the former are 

so specific as to leave no doubt that the monk was under accusation of heresy 

because of his criticism of simony within the Russian Church and his attacks 

on the archbishop. Yet neither the Edict nor the Instruction separate Zakhar 

from the other heretics when enumerating the 'heresies' for which they were

instruction

tried and condemned:

Edict

3.nyio Bawy oKaHHyio n npoKJiflTyro epecb, 
MTO ecre MUHHJIM B BCJIUKOM HoseropoAe 
sjiaa n npoK-rmrafl &ena HenoAoGnaa: 
MHO3H or sac pyra/iHCfl o6pasy 
XpMCToay M flpenMCTbie o6pasy, 
HariMcaHbiM Ha nKOHax, a MHMM OT sac 
pyranHCb Kpecry XpHcrosy, a MHMM OT 
eac Ha MHorna cs«Tbm MKOHW xynnue 

rjiaro.na.nn, a HHHM or sac 
menjiHJiM M OTHCM oKurann, a

MHMM OT B3C KP6CT CMJlOJlOeH 3y6bl

MCKycanH, a HHHH OT sac CBHTWMM

1. AED* p. 382.
2. For a discussion of the authorship of Poslanie neisvestnomu ascribed to 
Gennady by Lur'e (AED9 pp.390-391), see below, Ch. Ill, p.85-6.
3. PSRL, vol. 25, p. 331.
k. ibid., pp.331-2.
5. AED, pp.382-4.
6. ibid., pp.384-6.
7. ibid., pp.383, 385.

CBfliueHHkiun, A3 KpbiKDiuecfl OT 
TaMHo, AS nmuyT M yM^TCH H A^pwaT 
OTMeTHbia, n noxBa/ifliOT B ce6e 

iM BeTxuPi SaKOH, M sepy
xsariflT, H nonouiaflCb PCMMH, 

r na rojuome xyny na PocnoAa naiuero XpncTa 
Cbina Bo>KMa n na Ero HpeMHCTyio 
BoroMaTepb, f\a n CBHTUM MKonaM ne 
K/iaHflioTCfl, a soeyT MKOHW MAony; a 
BenHKbix CBflTMTejieCi pyccKHX fleTpa H 
AneKCMa M JleoHTna M Ceprwa MyAOTsopueB
M HHblX CBflTblX HpenOAOGHblHX OTeUb MHOTUX
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MKOH3MM M KpeCTbl O 36MJ1IO 6miH M

rpflSb Ha HUX Merann, a MHMM or sac
CBHTblfl HKOHbl B JIOXaHIO MCTaJIM ,

fla MHOTO nopyrannfl ecTe MHOTO
MMHMJ1M Hafi CBflTbIMM o6pa3bl

HanMcaHHbix Ha MKonax. 
A MHMM OT sac na caMoro focnofla 
Haiuero MMcyca Xpncra Cbina BowbH M na 
FlpeMncTyio Ero BoroMarepb MHorna xynw 
MSpeKJiM, a MHMM OT sac focnofla Haiuero 
XpMCTa CbiHOM BOWMMM He asann, a MHMM 
OT sac na BeiiMKMx CBflTMTeneM n 
MiOflOTBOpuee f\a M na MHOTMX 
npenoAo6Hbix OTei^b xynnue 
nanocunn, a MHMH OT sac BCIO 
coGopos CBflTbix OTeub noxynniua , a
MHMM OT B3C BO BCfl rOBCHUa 6J1H MflCO

n cbipu n finna n MiieKO, n Mew roeennfl
B CpeAy H B HflTHUL^IO TaKOWb eJIH MflCO

n Cbip n flni4a H MneKO. A ECU ecTe 
MUM cy6oTy naMe B"bCKpeceHna XpncTOBa.
A MHMM OT B3C B"bCKpeCeHbK3 XpMCTOBy H

ero CBHTOMy B~b3HeceHbio He BepywT. 
MHO see TO MUHMJIM ecTe no o6biMaio

P6MMM Xy/lHblMM, MX nOHOUJaiOT M HC

This list of heretical beliefs and practices must have been based 

almost entirely on Gennady's letters and reports, for such witnesses as were 

present at the Council's examination of the heretics, testified only to their 

iconoclasm:

... M rocnoAHH MOM ... KHflSb sennKbiM Usan Bacmibeskm seen Pycn M c 
apxnenncKonoM, n c sceMM enMCKonbi, Aa n co 5C6M CBHiuenbiM co6opOM,
M C MHOTblMM CBOMMM 6Oflpbl M AbflKbl, BblCfiyiljaB rpaMOT A3 H CnMCKOB

PenaAna apxnenncKona HosoropoACKaro, Aa o saiunx snwx epecTHbix 
flenex cnpaujMBanM ecMfi sac, a BW c« nepeA naMM sanpenn, a na 
FenaAna apxnenncKona MHorna ecTe xynw roBOpMHM. A MTO nepeA HaMM 
B co6ope 3AeniHne JIIOAH . .   CBMAeTenbCTBOBann na sac na jiMiie o saiueM 
6e3MMHMM n o nopyraHMM n o xyiie na CB^Tbm MKOHW, a BW TOTO scero 
nosanpenncfl ecTe, MHO TO ecTe cyiuMM npenecTHMUM M oTCTynHMiiM sepw
XpMCTOBbl . . . 3

The accused men, as we can see, again resolutely refused to admit to 

the heresies ascribed to them1? Was this simply because they feared the 

consequences of such an admission (though, in canon law, confession and 

recantation might have improved their chances of a more lenient treatment 5 ), 

or because they were, indeed, not guilty? This question cannot be resolved 

from the evidence available to us, but certain aspects of the Council's

findings suggest that they should not be accepted without reservation.

1. AED, p. 380.
2. ibid., pp. 7-73, pp. 230-256. For a summary of the discussion on the 
meaning of the name attached to the heretics by contemporary sources, see 
Poppe, 'Eshche raz' .
3. AEDf p. 23^.
*». RIB, vol . VI , col. 86-87-
5. AED* p. 380.
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The heretical malpractices listed in the Edict and the Instruction are 

of two types: disciplinary and doctrinal. Desecration of icons and of the 

cross, non-observation of fasts, use of uncanonical books and observation of 

the Jewish sabbath belong to the first type. 1 That cases of descration of 

icons and of the cross did occur in Novgorod cannot be doubted (they were 

condemned already by the Council of 1^88), but the only man actually named as 

committing such acts in Novgorod in Gennady's known letters, the subdeacon 

Alekseyko, is not listed among those tried by the Council of 1^90- On the 

other hand the Council's list of heretics does include the d'yak Gridya, 

whose only crime, as far as we can establish from Gennady's evidence, was a 

family relationship with a d'yak who carved a heretical cross. 2 Another man 

named by Gennady as a desecrator of the cross, this time in Moscow, was the 

priest Denis. He is not only listed among the accused at the Council of 

1^90, but is given special mention in the Instruction. It is interesting to 

compare the reports on Denis in Gennady's letter to Zosima and in the 

Instruction:

non - TOT B Apxarrene cnywmi, ... Ty B xpane o6peTecfl non 
Ha jiMTyprnu, flen, 3a np^CTonoM HOBoropofleub, CTOflwe B pn3ax, XOTH ... 

ruiflcaji, Aa n KpecTy ca Hapyra/i ... 3 cnywMTM. M pewa eny OT scex eriMCKonoB
cnoBO noHOCHO, PKVUJM eny: 'MawAH, 
MenoseMe, nso onTapa, HeAocTonn ecu
CO6OPH6 C/iy>KMTM C CBflTbIMM enMCKOHbl :

HO. eac pe^n peMn HeAo6pw eu;e npn
MMTpononnTe scefl Pycn, a n He 

Ha OAHOTO Te6e, Aa n COMCKH A^n saujMx n 
rpaMOTbi OT TenaAna ... npmunn na

Gennady wrote about Denis for the first and only time to report the heretical 

acts he was supposed to have committed in Moscow, yet these are not mentioned 

In the Instruction, which instead vaguely refers to the archbishop's reports 

from Novgorod, na vas.

Though iconoclastic acts were committed in Novgorod, they were not

1. Several other malpractices of this type listed in Gennady's reports, such 
as false swearing, are ommitted in the Edict and Instruction.
2. AED, p. 313.
3- See above, p. 57-
k. AED> p. 38*4 (the ital ics are mine.)
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necessarily committed by the men who appeared before the Council. Yet all 

were accused of iconoclasm - even Zakhar, as can be seen from the report of 

the Council's examination of the monk:

(Saxapue) VipecrynaeujM aaKOH BOKMM n He eejimiin en KjiaH^TM MKOHaM 
CBHTbiM?' OH we OTBeuias Mapene xyny na focnofla naujero Mucyca Xpncra 
M Ha Ero FlpeMMCTyio BoroMajepb ... Herpa M AneKcua M Jleonjua
MIOAOTBOpLjeB, M ... MHOTMX CBflTblX npeOOflO6HblX OTCUb ... BCK) C6£Mb

co6opOB

It is unlikely that the Instruction is here quoting Zakhar 's own response: 

this is not an answer to a question, but a deduction from an answer. 2

The accusation that heretics wrote and used heretical books and the 

uncanonical books of the Old Testament does find some support in Gennady's 

letters. 3 But in the case of the two remaining disciplinary malpractices 

listed by the Edict and the Instruction we are once again faced with the 

problem of separating fact and deduction, for in Gennady's known letters there 

is no reference to the heretics' non-observance of fast^ or observance of the 

Jewish Sabbath. As we have seen from the archbishop's correspondence, Gennady 

did, wherever possible, support his accusations against the heretics with 

concrete and detailed descriptions of their malpractices (e.g. Alekseyko's 

desecration of icons). Non-observance of fasts and observance of the Jewish 

Sabbath were serious disciplinary offences. It seems unlikely that, if 

Gennady did have concrete evidence that these had been committed, he would 

have failed to cite it in his letters. In the case of observation of the 

Jewish Sabbath, especially, we are probably dealing with a 'deduced'

1. AEDj p. 385- Zakhar' s views, as reported here, are ascribed to all those 
condemned by the Council (see above, p. 6k).
2. Since khula against the Russian miracle-workers Petr and Aleksey 
(metropolitans of Moscow) and Leonty (bishop of Rostov) is given as a 
corollary of Zakhar' s answer we can make a conjecture as to what this answer 
actually was. For if he returned to a defence of his refusal to take 
communion in a simoniac church, a deduced accusation could be that hi s atti tude 
towards the act of Communion i mp 1 led blasphemy against Chr i st , hence al so aga i nst the 
Virgin, and against the Seven Councils which established the Creed; while his 
attitude towards his own church implied khula against the saintly hierarchy 
of that church.
3. Gennady does refer, if only once, to heretical Psalms - hence the 
uncanonical Old Testament (see above, p. 29) and to the heretics' study of 
books to use against the Orthodox (see above, p. 57). It is unlikely that 
this accusation refers to the books 'which the heretics have' (see above, 
P- 53) » since had any of them been considered heretical, Gennady would not 
have asked loasaf whether the northern monasteries possessed them (AED,
p. 320).
k. The nearest to this is Gennady's claim 'M nonw MX aaBTpoKae u HUB AO o6eAa ,
o6eAHK> cnywar' (see above, p. 52).
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accusation, an identifying characteristic of 'judaizing 1 heretics. 1

The difficulty of separating fact and deduction is even greater when 

considering the doctrinal accusations against the heretics. There is little 

evidence that Gennady enquired into the beliefs of the heretics; he was 

content to deduce them from observed ni.tua 1 malpractices. Nor is there 

any evidence that the Council questioned the heretics on the beliefs 

ascribed to them by Gennady in any but the most perfunctory manner. We 

cannot say that the heretics were not guilty of denial of the Resurrection, 

of blasphemy against the Virgin, or any of the other doctrinal errors for 

which they were condemned. However, we can say that all the doctrinal 

accusations could have been deduced from two disciplinary offences of which 

some of the heretics were guilty. Desecration of icons and denial of the 

effectiveness of communion in a simoniac church would provide sufficient 

grounds for all the doctrinal accusations listed in the Edict and the 

Instruction. 2

The Council, headed by the grand prince and the metropolitan, went a 

long way to satisfy the demands made by Gennady. It condemned the heretics 

on the evidence provided by him, but only for:

3/iyio eaujy OKaHHyio M npOKiiflTyio epecb, MTO ecre MMHMJM B BennKOM 
Hoeeropofle ana* H npOKrmjafl fiena Henofio6Ha« ... 3

stressing, as in 1^88, that the heresy was a Novgorod matter.

While willing to endorse Gennady 1 s opinions regarding the punishment 

deserved by heretics guilty of blasphemy against Christ and the Virgin, and 

other such heresies, the metropolitan and the Council did not apply such 

punishment (i.e. anathematization) to the heretics who appeared before them:

BbicjiyiuaB cnncKti, fla M rpaMOTbi, #a n MOCKOBbCKMX jiKDAe, Aa n 
ceameHHMKOB cBQAejerfcTBa Ha rex epecHMKOB, M sejien KHH3b 
CBoeMy OTLJIO SocuMe MMTpononnjy B-b3pern B cBHTbrn npasmia o HX 
epecex, MTO o HHX nutuer.
M rocnoAMH SocuMa, MUTpononuT scea Pycn c BCCM 6on<ecTBeHbiM coSopOM 
BT>3pn/i B npasuna CBflTbix oreu,b: n BowecTBeHan npasuna raKOBbix

1. Whereas all other accusations in the Edict are prefaced by 'some of you 1 , 
'others', or 'many of you', observation of Saturday as holy day is ascribed 
to 'all of you' .
2. See above, pp. 6*4-65.
3. AED, p. 383.



69

epernKOB noBeJieeaioT us cany H3Bpemn n or uepKBM oTnyMHTM n 
npOKrmThio npeflarn, a ijapCKaa npasujia n rpaflCKbitf 3aKOH noeeneBaioT 
raKOBbix epecHMKOB KasHnTM M B saTOMeHMe nocnaTM n KOHeMHen Myue 
noBMHHM cyrb. TocnoflMH we 3ocnMa MUTpononuT Bce« Pycn H co BCCM
BoweCTBeHbIM M CBfUljeHblM CO6opOM HO HpaBHJlOM CBflTblX AnOCTO/1 M CBflTblX 

OT6l4b T6X epeCHMKOB... H3 C3Ha H3B6prOUJa M OT CBflTblfl BOWHFI L|epKBM

The Council's members, it seems, felt : that the case against the 

heretics who appeared before them was insufficiently grave 

to merit a reiteration of the anathema already imposed in 1^88. 2

Canon law punishment - removal from office and excommunication - could 

be imposed upon the heretics by the metropolitan and the Council. On civil 

law punishments they could only make recommendations by reference to 

precedent: ' imperial and civil law dec re.e_s that such heretics should be 

punished and imprisoned and have deserved the capital penalty. 1 In order to 

see what civil law penalties were imposed by the grand prince we must 

examine the chronicle accounts of the Council of 1^90.

There are four different versions of these. In the first the 

announcement of the election of Zosima as metropolitan under the year ]k3 r 

is accompanied by the following account:

Toe we oceHM OKTfl6pfl B 17 noseneHneM sennKoro Ki-m3fl
see* Pycn apxnenwcKon THXOH POCTOBCKWM, ermcKon 

Cysfla/ibCKbin, CeMMOH PflsaHbCKbiM, Backian TsepbCKbin, flpoxoo 
CapbCKbin r Onno0en flepMCKbin, apxuMaHflpurn, nryMCHu M secb 
co6op PyccKbiH MHTpononnH co6opoBauja Ha Saxapua HepntLia M na 
HosropOflCKoro nporonona faspmia n na fleonncua nona ApxarrenbCKaro 
M Ha MaKCMMa nona MoaHOBi>CKoro ki na Bacmibfl nona FlOKpoB'bCKaro H na 
MaKapa flbfiKona HnKonbCKoro n na TpMflio AbflKa Bopncorne6^CKoro n na 
BacwKa SflTfl flenncbesa M na Canyxy AbflKa HnKonbCKoro. M MMrpononuT 
3ocnMa M coGop o6bicKas HX epecH no apxnenncKonoBbiM no 

noflnnnnbiM cnMCKOM, ewe npncbinan K FepoHTmo
M or CBflTbm uepKBM OTjiyMMiija, H B saTOMeHbe nx pasoc/iauja . 3 

This version appears in the official contemporary (Moscow ;/:>, -^ \ave. \5tUc.) 

chronicle compilation, 4 and in many derivative versions.

1. AEDa p. 385.
2. Lur'e (AED^ p. 130) suggests that the heretics were anathematized, but 
this was not mentioned in either the Edict or the Instruction because of a 
'certain reticence 1 on the part of the authors. It seems unlikely that such 
official documents as the Edict and the Instruction, whose purpose was to 
ensure that the findings of the council of Moscow were put into effect 
throughout the Church, would omit mention of the gravest punishment in canon 
law, if it had been enacted, c.f. IB3 p. 139-
3. PSRL, vol. 25, pp. 331-2.
k. Shakhmatov, Obozrenie^ Ch. 21.
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The second account found, for example, in the Khronograf MS. of the 

Novgorod IVth chronicle, mentions Zosima's election by the Council and 

enumerates the Council members (adding the names of Nil Sorsky and Paisy 

Yaroslavov to the list as given in the first version). It goes on to 

list the accusations raised against the heretics:

... xoTjqujMx paaspaTMTM MMCTyio M HenopOMHyio npasocjiaBHyio eepy ex<e 
B Xpncra Bora naiuero, B TpoMubi cnasuMaro, n nory6njn XPMCTOFJO 
craflo ... fnaronioinMM we HM npo Pocnofla Hawero Hwcyca Cbina Bowna:
'K3KO MOKCT Bor H3 3eMJ1K) CHMTM M OT fleBbl pOflMTMCfl flKO ^enOB K?

HO HH ecib raKo; PKO npopoK 6e noAo6en Monceio, a He pasen Bory 
Oruy' ; n ne seposaxy ewe OT npe^HCTbm flesbm Boropoflnua powflecrBy 
en, HM B"bCKpeceHMio Ero, HH Ha HKOHax nanMcanoNty o6pasy no 

y PocnoAa Hawero MMcyca Xpncra Cbina Bowna ne 
, HH FlpeMncTbm o6pasy, HM CBHTbiM ero YroflHMKOM, HO 

M pyraiounecH rnaronaxy: 'TO cyTb Rer^ pyK MenoseMbCKbix, 
ycTa MMyTb M ne rnaroniOTb M npo^ee, noAo6nM MM fla 6yflyT TBOpflmen M 
ecu naAeiomeMCfl na HH ' ; M TaKOwe M 6o>KecTBehyiO cnyw6y HenofloGno 
CT>Bpii'aK3iue FiAwe M nMBiue, M Teno XPMCTOBO H^eoMTO/Ke BMen^iome FIKO 
npocT xne6 M Kposb XpHCTosy JRKO npocTo BMHO, M MHWC epecM MHOfbi
TBOpfiLUe npOTMBHO npaBMJlOM CSflTblX AnOCTOJl M Cs^TblX OTeUb, HO 6OJ1UJM

BeTxaro Sanona Aepwaxycw, no HyAeMCKbi 0acxy npaaAHOBaxy, B cpeAy n 
n^TOK Mflco M MneKo HAflxy n MHbie Aena HenoAo6nbia epeTMMecKan 
TBOpflxy, Mxwe ne MOIUHO M nucaHMto npeAaTu ... M na c~b6ope . . . Tex 
CBOMX epeceM CKBepnbix p,e.n aanpeujacw M 6biuja «KO BO MCTynneHMM yMa.

The verdict of the Council is here expanded:

BnaroBepHbiM we M xpMCTonio6MBbiM MCTMHHWM npasoc/iasKio no6opHMK . . . 
KHHSb BenMKbiM MsaH BacMDbesMMb, rocyAapb seen PycM caMOAepweu, co
OTI46M CBOMM H3OCMMOKD . . . o6blCKaB MX CKBepHblR epeCM HO

apxMenMCKonoBbiM PenaAneBbiM noA-nnHHMKOM M no MOCKOBCKWM 
CBMfleTencTBOM, Tex epeTMKOB ... oTnyMMiua, M MS cany MSBeprowa M 
npoKrmTMK) npeAaiua, M B aaTOMenMe nocnaiua MX, a MMCTyio M nenopOMHyio 
npaBOcnaBHyio KpecTManbCKyio sepy «cne yTsepAMtua ...-1

The third version of the 1490 Council, found only in the Novgorod llnd 

chronicle (Arkhivsky MS.) and entered there under the year 7993, follows the 

announcement of Gennady's appointment to the archbishopric of Novgorod with 

this account:

Cen y6o EnaA^M apxMenMCKon JICTO 6999 epeTMKOB MSbiCKa M o6/iMMM B 
BejiMKOM HoseropoAe M noBeneHMeM senMKoro KHFIS^ Usana BacMJibeBMMa 
ecefl PycM M no 6naroc.no Be HMIO npecsHiMenaro MMTpononMTa SOCMMW 
TeHaAen snaAtiKa OAHMX Benen WCMM na flyxoBCKOM none, MHWX Toprosbie 
K33HM npeAaJin, a HHBIX B aaTOMeHMe nocna, a MHbie B JlMTsy 36en<anM, a 
MHbie B

2 
The fourth account is found in the Stepennaya Kniga and in the Nikon

4 
chronicle (Shumi lov version). This need not be considered here,

1. PSRL, vol. 4, (1848 ed.), pp. 158-9
2. ibid., vol. 30, pp. 175, 200. The year 7993 should read 6993 (loc.ci t . ,n .d)
3. ibid. , vol. 21 , p. 567
5. ibid. , vol. 12, p. 224
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since it is not based directly on sources connected with the Council of 1^90,

but on a much later source, Joseph's Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya eresi, 1 and 

merges information about the Councils of 1^90 and 1504.

The first version of the chronicle account adds little to our 

information about the Council except confirmation, from an 'offical 1 source, 

that the heretics were not anathematized by the Council in Moscow. Neither 

were they given the severest civil law punishment; imprisonment was evidently 

considered sufficient.

The second version of the account is contained in a Novgorod chronicle 

probably written at Gennady's court. 2 It expands the nst of accusations in 

the Edict and the Instruction.

The accusations listed stress doctrinal error and present a picture of 

a grave anti-Christian heresy; evidently the account in Gennady's chronicle 

was intended as a reference work on the heresy of Zakha*", Gavrila and their 

associates, in the manner of the pravita to which Gennady turned when he 

first 'discovered' the heresy. 3 The account gives not only the 'identifying 

characteristics' of the heresy but also indicates the treatment proper to 

its adherents - anathematization, altering, for this purpose, the official 

verdict of the Moscow Council.

The intention behind this account explains the difference between the 

evidence of the Novgorod IVth chronicle and other contemporary sources on the 

heresy. 1* Gennady's letters written before the Moscow Council of 1^90 

concentrated, as we have seen, on evidence of disciplinary errors in order 

to prove the existence of a grave heresy in the Russian church. When the 

existence of such a heresy was officially established and its adherents

1. See below, Ch. Ill, pp.132-3-
2. AED, p. 117; IB» p. 1^0, n. 216. 
3- See above, p. 26 et seq.
k. Lur'e suggests that the conciseness of the 'official 1 chronicle account, 
as compared with the detailed account in the Khronograf MS. of the Novgorod 
IVth chronicle, reflects the grand prince's reluctance to deal with the 
heretics in the manner advocated by Gennady. (IB3 p. 140, n. 216). But there 
is nothing unusual about the 'official' entry for 1^90 (cf. chronicle 
accounts of the 1504 Council against heretics, equally concise). What is 
unusual is the detailed entry in the Novgorod IVth chronicle.



condemned, al 1 that was necessary was to provide the appropriate account of 

the heresy and measures taken against it for the guidance of future 

generations.

The reason for the appearance of this account solely in a source based 

on Gennady's archiepi scopal chronicle can be seen if we consider reasons 

behind the apparent contradiction between the two contemporary versions (the 

first and second version) of the chronicle account as regards the 

anathematization of the heretics in

The Novgorod IVth chronicle is not the only source to mention 

anathematization of the heretics in 1^90. The ' Skazanie o ere&i naugorodstey 

kak sluch-isya o ney urazumeti, ' 1 tells us how Gennady discovered in Novgorod: 

epeiMKM, Mecann{ai-i}cKafl MyAPbCTBywiUMe f\B M wMflOBCKyio epecb
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who escaped from him to Moscow, where:

MMTpononuT SocMMa ecea Pycn» c noeeneHneM rocyAapfl ... ee/iMKaro 
KHfl3fl MeaHa BacmibeenMa scefl PycM cosaKynn ca6oo ... M MX cany 
M3Beprowe M npOKJifljuio MX npeAawe . . . nocnauje K feHaAHio 
apxMenMCKon B Hosropafl, fla {n}MaTb snacTb KasHMTM MX n B 
aaTOMeHMe nocnaTM. A 3 Saxapa MepHbua coApaiue n/iarbe 
M nocrjauje M B 3aTo<-«eHMe snaAbiue HnOonry cy3AanbCKOMy, a
nona nojaMMiua B Ta/iMM, M rawo 6ecaM o6/iaAaH 6biCTb, sne 
CKBepHasato CBOIO f\yuno.

Though the Skazanie o eresi naugorodstey is found in a relatively late 

MS. it was probably written soon after the Council of 1^90. 3 Though this 

source also contradicts the verdict of the Moscow Council as recorded in the 

Edict and the Instruction^ it confirms the evidence of the Novgorod llnd 

chronicle 1* on the fate of several of the heretics after their trial in 

Moscow. It appears that, as in 1^88, the grand prince and the Council were 

willing to give conciliar support to Gennady's findings, but sent the 

heretics back to Novgorod for another trial, leaving their fate in Gennady's 

hands.

What this fate was we can judge not only from the Novgorod llnd

1. RIB, vol. 6, No. 116, col. 787-8, n.2. This ' skazanie 1 was found in a
MS of the mid-XVIth century.
2. ibid., vol. 6, No. 116, cols. 787~8, n.2.
3. AED, p. 116; IB, p. 155, n. 275.
k. The Novgorod llnd Chronicle is a late work, but the fairly detailed
account of the punishment of the heretics in Novgorod is probably reliable.
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chronicle, which shows that Gennady had the heretics publicly burnt at the

stake 1 on Dukhovskoye pole t 2 but also from two XVIth century MSS. of the 

Synodicon y which contain the following anathema:

epeTMijM HOBoropOflLjn H maroniomMM xyny Ha focnofla 
Hauiero Mkicyca XpMCTa M npeMncryio Ero Marepb M na CBHTMH 

: Saxap MepHeu, Co0eMCKHM nporoncn l~aBpn.no
non AeHuc ApxaHrejibCKkiPi, non MaKCMM MsaHOBCKuPi. non

BaCMJlb FlOKpOBCKMki, MaKap flMaK HHKOJlbCKOtf, PpHflfl flM3K

5opncorJie6cKOM, BacroK nonos, 3flTb flenncoB, Canyxa fluaK
, UsaiuKO MaKCHMOB CWH nonoB H c MX no6opHMKM fla 6y£yr 
M BCM epeTMUbi Aa 6yAYT

It has been suggested that this anathema was pronounced by the Moscow 

Council of 1^90. ** Muscovite evidence on the Council makes this unlikely, as 

does the list of heretics named in the anathema, which includes Ivashko 

Maksimov (presumably the son of priest Maksim Ivanovsky) , not named in any 

other source connected with the Moscow Council of 1490. 5 This anathema may 

have been entered in the Synodiki, after the Moscow Council of 1504 or even 

later, but as this is the only version to condemn the 'newly appeared 

Novgorod heretics' rather than just newly appeared heretics' 6 and is found 

in the Synodiki of the Novgorod and Vologda-Perm' 7 eparchies it is probable 

that this anathema was pronounced by a Council convened by Gennady in 

Novgorod soon after October 1^90.

The Khronograf MS. of the Novgorod IVth chronicle thus only partially 

altered the facts in recording the anathematization of che heretics tried in 

1490. They were anathematized: not by members of the Moscow Council, who

1. Much has been made of Gennady's 'Spanish methods', primarily because of 
the descript ionsof this execution in the Prosvetitel ' . This late, and in 
our view fanci ful, account by losif of Volokolamsk will be discussed later, but it
should be noted that execution by fire was not uncommon in Russia. Thus in 
1493 Prince Lukomsky and one 'Mathias the Pole 1 were burned in a cage, 
presumably for treason (Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, pp. 146-?) and in 1508/9 the 
sexton of the Trinity Cathedral in Pskov was burned to death for the 
expropriation of 400 roubles from the cathedral treasury (PL, vol. 1, p. 92; 
see also RFA, vol. 2. p. 171).
2. Probably the field lying between the Pokrov and Dukhov 
Monasteries on the Sof-iyskaya storona.
3. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 215. The older of the two MSS. is dated 
1534-6.
4. ibid., p. 217.
5. He was condemned for heresy by the Moscow Council of 1504. See below, 
Ch. Ill, p. 79.
6. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 215.
7. ibid., pp. 215, 218.



considered it unnecessary to renew the anathematization of the adherents of 

an already proklyataya eres', but by the Novgorod Council.

The Novgorod Council imposed far harsher punishments than the Council 

in Moscow, but it should not be assumed that this was done in defiance of 

the 'grand prince's policy' 1 or against the wishes of Metropolitan Zosima. 2 

None of the sources connected with the Council of 1^90, including the 

Khronograf MS. of the Novgorod IVth chronicle, provide any evidence that the 

grand prince or the metropolitan were in any way opposed to the condemnation 

and punishment of the heretics tried by that Council. The retrial and 

execution in Novgorod was carried out, as the Novgorod llnd chronicle clearly 

states, on orders from Moscow.

This is not to say that Ivan III and the Council did all that Gennady 

wanted. Though the condemnation of Zakhar removed one serious obstacle to 

Gennady's attendance in Moscow, he was still not allowed out of Novgorod. 

In 1^88, he was required to convene a local Council there and in November 

1^*90 the Bishop of Kolomna was inducted in Moscow without the consent of 

Gennady. 3 As we have seen, the Moscow Council did not, as Gennady had 

demanded in his letters to Zosima and the bishops, inquire into the case of 

the grand prince's d'yak Fedor Kuritsyn and his associates, nor did it 

carry out a 'purge' of the church hierarchy.

It may well be that the Council did not deal with Fedor Kuritsyn 

because of the intercession of the grand prince. But it must be remembered 

that Gennady had given little proof that Kuritsyn was a heretic: his 

evidence only made him (like the members of the church whom Gennady wanted 

dismissed) guilty by association. The Council was willing to rely on the 

archbishop's reports on the proklyataya eres': MTO ecre MMHM/IM B eennKOM 

HoseropOAe: this heresy it condemned, but no more. Whether Gennady was

1. AED, p. 131; IB, p. 1^0; RD, pp.201-2.
2. cf. IB, pp.150-1.
3. PSRL, vol. k, p. 159.
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satisfied with this decision we do not know, but after 1490 references to any

'judaistically philosophizing 1 heretics are conspicuously absent from his 

correspondence. 1

The final list of those who, by 1490, had been accused of heresy 

consists of twenty-two names:

1. Priest Naum: provided the evidence for Gennady's first report; no 

further information.

2. Priest Grigory: one of the heretics on Gennady's original list;

punished in 1488, further fate not mentioned. Priest of St. Simeon's, 

a small church in the Pokrov Monastery.

3. Priest Gerasim (Eresa, Eresim): also on Gennady's original list;

punished in 1488, further fate not mentioned. Priest of St. Nicholas. 

Several insti tut ions consecrated to thi s saint are known to have existed 

in XVth century Novgorod - the Monastery of St. Nicholas; the Church 

of St. Nicholas Bely, in the f^okrov Monastery; and the St. 

Nicholas Cathedral in Yaroslavovo dvorishche.

4. Archpriest Aleksey: little is known except his rank; by 1490 he was no 

longer alive.

5. Priest Gavrtla: Gennady probably learnt of his presence in Moscow from 

Samsonko in 1488. Described as Priest Gavrila of St. Michael's Street, 

and as archpriest of St. Sofia. Condemned 1490.

6. Priest Denis: first mentionnd in 1490 as a Novgorod cleric who became a 

priest of the Cathedral of Archangel Michael in Moscow. Information 

about him probably obtained from Samsonko in i486. Condemned, 1490.

7. Priest Maksim: first mentioned among those condemned for heresy by the 

Moscow Council of 1490. Priest of the Church of St. John. Three 

churches consecrated to St. John known to have existed in XVth century 

Novgorod - St. John '/l/a Opokakh* , owned by the congregation of the 

poshlye, the hereditary guild of merchants; St. John 'next to the 

Nemetsky dvor-, and the Church of St. John the Merciful x na Myachine* .

1. See below, Ch. Ill, passim.
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8. Ivashko Maksimov: son of priest Maksim. First mentioned in the

Novgorod anathema.

9. Priest Vasily: first mentioned in the verdict of 1490. Priest of the 

Pokrov Church, Zverin Monastery.

10. Deacon Makary: first mentioned in the verdict of 1490. Deacon of a

Church of St. Nicholas. 

U. D'yak Gridya Kloch: first mentioned in Gennady's letter to Nifont and

Filofey. Tried in Moscow, 1488, but found not guilty owing to

Insufficient evidence. Tried again the same year by Gennady;

condemned for heresy, Moscow 1490. D'yak of the Church of SS. Boris

and Gleb. 

12. D ryak from Oyat': name unknown. Nephew of above-named Gridya. Fate

unknown. 

13- Priest from Oyat 1 : name unknown, fate unknown.

14. D'yak Samsonko: son of Grigory (see No. 2). Interrogated by Gennady, 

1488. Possibly identical with d'yak Samukha of the Church of St. 

Nicholas. Condemned for heresy, 1490.

15. D'j/afcVasyuk: condemned, 1490.

16. Pod'yachiy Alekseyko: desecrated icons, 1490. No further information.

17. Monk Zakhar: condemned, 1490. Monk of the Assumption Monastery at 

Nemchinovo, in the Novgorod diocese.

18. D'yak Istoma: in Moscow in 1488. Information about him obtained from 

Samsonko.

19. D'yak Sverchok: in Moscow in 1488. Information about him obtained from 

Samsonko.

20. Ivan (Ivashko) Cherny: information about him obtained probably in 1488. 

Gennady reported in 1490 that he escaped in company with Zubov, but 

does not state where.

21. Zubov.

22. Fedor Kuritsyn.
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As we can see from this list, 'heresy of the Novgorod priests' 1 is the

most appropriate description for the heresy condemned in 1^90. All the 

Novgorodians named here were members of the clergy: nine priests, one deacon, 

four d'yakij one pod'yaehy 2 and one monk.

How accurate, on the basis of sources written before and during the 

year 1^90, 3 was the 'judaizing 1 label attached to the beliefs of these ;?en? 

The reasoning behind the choice of this term and the lack of concrete 

evidence for 'Jewish malpractices' suggests that this was a label dictated 

by anti-heretical convention. Neither is there solid evidence that two other 

heretical doctrines condemned in 1^90, anti-trinitarianism and iconoclasm, 

were characteristic of the beliefs of the 'Novgorod priests', as has been 

generally accepted by modern historians. 4

Gennady was appointed to the Novgorod archbishopric with a specific 

brief from Ivan Mi: to watch for and report any signs of departure from 

orthodoxy, whether political or religious. The atmosphere of the period also 

prompted the archbishop, who was concerned with the problem of the seventh 

millenium, to expect signs of the 'coming of Antichrist'. It was not 

difficult to find such signs in the Novgorod see, where, as his early letters 

show, djscipj i nary rralpract ices were not uncommon. The cases cited by Gennady 

cannot, however, be seen as evidence of a conscious denial of dogma, nor do 

they present a consistent picture of an identifiable heretical movement.

It is the inconsistency of the evidence presented by Gennady which 

makes his correspondence such a valuable source on the 'heresy of the 

Novgorod priests'. At first Gennady described the heresy 'discovered' by him

1. See above.
2. Five of the Novgorod heretics are quite likely to have officiated in
churches of the Pokrov and Zverin Monasteries. This may explain
Gennady 1 s choice of Dukhovskoe pole as the execution ground in 1^90 (see
above, p. 73)
3- Lur'e includes the Poslanie -ikonopi-stsu and the three 'discourses'
on the worship of icons appended to it among the sources written before the
Council of 1^90. In our view these could not have been written by
losif of Volokolamsk before 1503 (see below, Ch. Ill, pp. 83-90)
*». AED3 pp.120-3; IB, pp.158-60; Begunov, 'Sobornye prigovory 1 , p. 211;
Smirnov, 'Tserkov' i obrazovanie 1 , p. 81; RD, pp. 191, 202.
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as Messalianism and Marcionism. When he saw that this label was insufficient

to persuade his fellow churchmen of the gravity of the heresy (possibly 

because they failed to understand the reasoning behind this description) he 

switched to iconoclasm and *litovsk-ie okannye dela 1 , each time carefully 

altering his evidence to support his case. Most of his accusations and 

deductions were incorporated in the verdicts of the Moscow and Novgorod 

Councils of 1^90 and applied to all the heretics condemned by them. Among 

these was Zakhar, who found himself on trial because of his opposition to 

simony; there is little proof that the other heretics condemned in 1^90 were 

any more guilty of propounding the heretical doctrines attributed to them 

than was Zakhar. But be fere, we draw any conclusions about the reasons which 

brought the 'Novgorod priests' to trial for heresy, we must consider the 

evidence of later sources.
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CHAPTER 111- THE EVIDENCE OF THE ACCUSERS : 1*190-150**

If we accept the evidence of those sources closest to the Council 

of H90, it follows that Gennady's opinions regarding the treatment proper 

to the 'judaistical ly philosophizing 1 heretics were not wholly endorsed by 

the Council of the Church in Moscow. Although the distinction between 

death by public execution and death in prison may have seemed unimportant 

to Denis and Zakhar, who both suffered the latter fete , the Moscow Council's

unwillingness to anathematize the Novgorod heretics or to condemn them to

2 death was indeed proof that Novgorod and Moscow were 'not one Orthodoxy' .

Only in 150*4, ten years after the removal of Zosima from office and a 

year after the arrest and imprisonment of Gennady himself, did the grand 

prince Ivan Vasil'evich, together with his son and heir Vasily, convene a 

Counci 1 which:

o6biCKaiua epeTHKOB ... n cowrowa B KneTKe fluaxa Bo/iKa KypnuMHa, 
MUTK) KoHonnesa, fla MeauiKa MaKCHMOBa, fle«a6pfl 27, a HeKpacy 
PyKaeoey noseneuja fl3biKa ypeaarn n B Hoeeropofle B BennKOM cowrowa 
ero ... apxunaHAPUTa KacMana (OpbescKoro cowrowa, fla Spara ero 
Msauma CanoMepHoro, Aa PPHAIO KBauiHio, fia MMTKD HycTocenoBa, n MHUX
epeTMKOB co>Kroiua, a HHWX B saTOMeHne paaocnaiua, a HHWX no
MOHaCTblpCM.

The argument concerning the relationship between the persons condemned 

in 150*4 and the Novgorod heretics who 'philosophized judaistical ly 1 is one 

of the most contentious in the historiography of the heresy. The distinc­

tion drawn between the so-called Moscow and Novgorod groups of heretics is

4 most commonly a social one. Thus, Smi rnov and Klibanov see the Moscow

group as a sort of 'moderate wing' of the Judaizers, sharing the ideas of 

the Novgorod group as regards dogma but, because of their involvement in 

the social and political concerns of the court, less radical in their 

criticism of the church hierarchy (which, these authors suggest, would have 

implied criticism of feudal society as a whole). Lur'e sees the social 

distinctions between the Novgorod and Moscow groups as giving rise to

1. RIB, vol.6, No. 116; AED, p. 520
2. AED, p. 317
3. PSRL, vol.6, p. 2*4*4
4. Smi rnov, N. A , 'Tserkov'iobrazovanie' , pp. 80-83; RD t pp. 20*4-5
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differences in ideology: while the Novgorod heretics were opposed to such 

basic tenets of Christian belief as the dogma of the Trinity, the outlook

of the Moscow group was characterized by a 'criticism of the Christian

2 3 
post-evangelical tradition 1 , and especially of monasticism. But even so,

the Moscow heresy is regarded by Lur'e as a continuation of the Novgorod

heretical movement.

4 
Zimin, on the other hand, considers that the social standing and the

ideas of the Moscow heretics (who in his view were more, not less, radical 

in their criticism of dogma and of the Church), divides them and the Novgorod 

heretics into two distinct groups. Stb'kl is even more categorical: 'The 

distinction between the Moscow and Novgorod heresies is so clear that one 

can speak of two different neresies with different origins'. And in two

recent studies of the work of Fedor Kuritsyn (whom Gennady described as a

7 nachal'nik of the Moscow heretics ), it is suggested that the accusations

levelled against the members of the Moscow group may have been prompted "by 

the Church's distrust and incomprehension of certain of the ideas that such 

men as Kuritsyn had brought to Russia from the West.

These differences of opinion as to the nature of the heresies in Novgorod 

and Moscow may in part be due to the great variety of sources originating 

after 1490; they range from official condemnations in the form of chronicles, 

anathemas and polemical works, to writings ascribable to those who found 

themselves among the accused. This chapter re-examines the sources for the 

campaign against heresy after 1490, with the aim of establishing the atti­ 

tude of the Church subsequent to that year; we may thus hope to understand 

why the Moscow Council of 1504 was prepared to impose the spiritual and 

corporal penalties decreed by the tsarsfaya prawila i gradsky zakon, as
o

quoted and disregarded by Zosima's Instruction.

1. AED t pp.122-6 ,169-203; IB, pp.178-81
2. IB, p.178
3. cf. Fennell, Ivan the Great, p.332
4. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', pp.221-4
5- St6kl,'Das Echo von Renaissance und Reformation im Moskauer Russland 1 , 

	p.418
6. Haney.'The Laodicean Epistle 1 , p.841 ; von Lilienfeld, 'Uber einige Zuge 1 ,p.4
7. AED, p.381
8. See above, ch.ll, pp.68-69
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Although the volume and variety of sources available to us is much 

greater for the later than for the earlier stage of the heresy, it is the 

works of losif of Volokolamsk that form the bulk of the anti-heretical 

writings. Chronicle entries covering the Council of 150*t are uninformati ve 

on the beliefs of the heretics and we possess no documents, such as the Edict 

and Instruction of 1**90, giving any account of the accusations raised at the 

later Council. Whatever the shortcomings of Gennady's correspondence as a 

source for the ideas of the Novgorod heretics, the fact that it provides a 

fairly continuous picture of the campaign renders it extremely valuable as 

evidence of the attitude of the Church towards heresy.

Apart from the writings of losif of Volokolamsk, the dating and rele­ 

vance of which will be discussed below, evidence of the continuing campaign

against the Judaizers is hard to find in sources originating in the decade

2 
after 1^90. Metropolitan Zosima's Index (1490-9*0 contains several caution­

ary references to heresy and heretical writing:

. . . cyjb we n MYMeHm-iecKafl c/ioeeca KPMBO CKTia^ena . . . jio>KHbm 
nMcaHMfl y nonce no MOjinrseHMKOM . . . eperfiub1 6biJin ncKasanbi 
npeflaHHH anocTonbCKa n yMeHUfl oTMecKaa, Horn CoSop oGbiCKae
OKyCHJl M M3MMCTH/1 ...3

... a ewe 6eayMHMn nonw neMfliariH c HapoAow flsepM uapCKne B senep
cy6oTbi Be/iMKHfl, ywe noa/je cyme, noAoGacfl WMAOM, cero He noAo6aeT
TBOPMTM ...

It is clear that the errors mentioned here had b^en the subject of con­ 

demnation and that anyone perpetrating them would be dismissed from office. 

Indeed, a work such as the Index, with its warnings against uncanonical books 

and practices, would seem to be a particularly suitable vehicle for an allu­ 

sion to the instructive example of the heretics of Novgorod, and the absence 

of any specific mention of the Judaizers is noteworthy. Even more surprising, 

if we accept the view that 'millenarian heresy 1 was a crucial aspect of the 

ideology of the Novgorod and Moscow heretics, is the lack of precise refer­ 

ence to the Judaizers in the works of various churchmen concerned with the

1. See below, pp. 121-2.
2. RIB, vol.6, No. 117, cols. 792-^f
3. ibid., col. 792 
k. ibid., col. 79*4
5. Zhmakin, Mitropolit Daniil , p. 36; AED, pp. 156-9; RD, pp. 206-10; 

IB, pp. 164-8, 383
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compilation of new Paschal tables after the end of the 7th millenium, in 

the year 1^92.

From the pen of Gennady we receive the earliest evidence of work on the 

new tables. It was the Archbishop of Novgorod, as we have seen, who first 

voiced concern over contradictions in 'writings' on the question of the end

of the world, and by the time the Metropolitan Zosima requested him to pro-

n 
vide new Paschal tables (sometime between 1^90 and 1^92 ), Gennady had in

fact been working on the problem for several years.

However, on 27th November, 1^92, at the annual Council of the Church, 

it was not Gennady 1 s but Zosima's own Paschal tables that were adopted 

together with his Izveshchenie o pas'khal'H and sent out to all the eparchies. 

And since Zosima became the target of some of the most virulent attacks in

iosif's writings and was himself accused of denying the possibility of the

4 
Second Coming and of life after death, his Izveshclien'ie must be examined

carefully for evidence of ideas or sympathies which might have attracted 

these attacks.

Lur'e finds such evidence in two passages of the Izveshchenie. The 

first of these is Zosima's homage to Ivan III, in which Ivan is' likened to 

the Emperor Constantine of Constantinople, the New Rome, and to Grand Prince

Vladimir. The aim of this comparison is not, however, to glorify Muscovy,
/^ 

or the Grand Prince in his capacity as secular ruler, but to stress his role

as protector of the Faith, through whom God

eepy npasocjiaBHyio, ewe B Xpncra Bora, yjsepAn, epbTHMbCTsyiomnx we 
Ha npasocnaBHyio sepy Xpncjosy ojrna, HKO BonKbi.7

The second of the passages cited by Lur'e was evidently considered 

uncanonical by Zosima's contemporaries, for in all but one of the MSS. the 

words:

Tpyflo.nio6MBo normaBCfl Hanncarn nacxanmo Ha ocMyw Tbicamy nef, B Hen 
we MaeM sceMnpnaro npwiuecTBHfl XpncTOBa°

1. See above, ch.ll, pp.35 et seq.
2. RIB, vol.6, No.119, cols. 802-6
3. Vologda-Perm' chronicle, PSRL, vol.26, p.288
k. AED, p. kll, see below, p. 99
5. RIB, vol.6, No.118, cols. 797-9
6. IB, p.379
7. RIB t vol.6, No.118, col. 799
8. ibid. , col. 800
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are altered to:

noHewe naen BceMHpnaro npuwecTBkm XpncioBa Ha BCBKO Bpenfl 

Lur'e suggests (and he stresses that this can be no more than a hypothesis)

C
that in his ideas Zosima was close to the western ch i 1 lasts. On the basis

of available evidence this is not easy to prove or disprove; what is clear

3 is that Zosima is here being no more heretical than was Dmitry Trakhaniotes

in his pursuit of the sedmorichnoe ch-islo which was to define the Second 

Coming. Zosima may quite possibly have been a chiliast, but the chiliast

belief in the imminence of the end of the world was diametrically opposed

4 to the heretical ideas attributed to him by losif of Volokolamsk.

In our view, neither the two passages quoted above, nor Zosima's invoca­ 

tion:

ynoBaHne MMen B"b3Jio>KH Ha focnofla Bora n Ha npenncTyio Ero 
BoroMarepb M ... MOJiMTsaMn CBFUBIX oreu ceflbMaro c~b6opa ... n 

B CBHTbix oreu nawnx HOBWX MiOAOTBopeLj npecB«iueH~bHbix
MHTpononuT Bcefl PycH, flerpa n A/ieKCnw, M npenoflo6Haro ori;a

permit us to deduce evidence of heresy in the Izveshchen-ie o paskhalH. 

Nevertheless, there is little doubt that this work, and especially its closing 

sentence:

n ame rfle o6pflmy~rcfl unbm cnorw ... CUM we nec^rnacHbi n paaspaTHbi, 
o6pajflTCfl n ne npneM/iKDTCfl, n OT CBPTbm c~b6opHbm n 

ornyMarcfl raKosaa MyflpisCTByioutue ...°

must have seemed to Gennady a denigration of his own podvig, for less than a 

month after the meeting of the Council of Moscow the archbishop convened his

Council in Novgorod and there decreed that his eparchy should receive not

7 only Zosima's but also his own redaction of the Paschal tables.

1. RIB , col. 800
2. IS, p. 380 et seq.
3. See above, ch.ll, p. 36
A. See below, p. 99
5. RIB, vol.6, No. 118, cols. 799-800
6. ibid., No.l 18, cols. 801-2
7. ibid. , No. 119, col. 803



84

Gennady was perturbed because Zosima's tables gave calculations for 

twenty years only:

... erAa M30MA6T ja 20 JICT a Bor 6naroBonnT eiue Mupy CTOHTH 

... n nonewe BBK ceAwepMMHbiM MMCJIOM MCHMTaeM ecib M MU roro 
nocTaBMJiH TaKO Ha 70

Although the archbishop announced that he was circulating both versions 

of the Paschal tables, he left no doubt as to which of them he considered more 

correct, for he ordered that his version be copied by all priests and all 

Christians :

... fla6w HM o TOM MflTewa He 6b\no.*

Gennady's decree is followed by an Introduction and by the tables them­ 

selves. The Introduction opens with an explanation of the reasons why people 

had come to believe that the end of the world would occur in the year 7000, 

and why Gennady's tables had been compiled kolovratno , in a circle 'which

7

has no end 1 . Then after giving instructions for the use of his Paschal 

tables, Gennady continues with an admonition against doubts, such as those 

created by uncertainty ever the date of the Second Coming:

. . . nonewe ce^Mb Tbicfliunoe BPCMH npen^e ... a HCLJH MHeiua HKO 
CKOHMasaeMe CCAMOM Tbicftiun 6birn CKOHManne Mupy . . . HHO o TOM 
MOJisa 6bma B jiiOAex He TOKMO npocTbix HO n B npenMymnx o ceM 
MHOTHM cyMHen^fl 6biCTb . . . Cue ycTasjieno KonospaTHO a Konua He
MM3T TOTO P3AM ^TO CKOHMaHHC MMpy 6yA6T 6e3B6CTHO . . .^

Again, all reference to the Judaizers is notably absent - and this 

despite Gennady's warnings against those who hold to the heresy of the 

Sadduccees by denying belief in the Resurrection, angels or the Holy Spirit. 

The mention here of heretical dangers serves primarily as a preamble to an 

exhortation to the priests to carry out their duties conscientiously, in 

order that their congregations should not dwell upon worldly matters. Then, 

having favourably compared the Pharisees with the Sadduccees, the archbishop 

warns that, if the priest does not take proper care, some members of the 

congregation will not only corrupt their fellow-worshippers:

1. RIB, vol.6, No. 119, col. 803-4
2. ibid., col. 805
3. ibid., col. 806
4. ibid., col. 810
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... HO M 0apMceMCTByioT, GpaTbio yKapniome (cue we OHOTO 
ecTb), HO M na Bora xynoio eoopywaiomecfl.

The danger of zhidovskaa mudr' stvuyushchie was replaced by the danger from 

those who criticise their brethren.

There is another Introduction to the Pasehal tables of the late XVth

century wh'ch also omits any mention of the Judaizers - a short piece in

2 
a Lenin Library MS., BIL, Muz. 3271. This, too, may possibly have been the

3 4 
work of Gennady, but its style (and humility) make such authorship unlikely.

The same MS. contains a further work written after 1^92 and concerned with 

the problem of the 7th millenium - an anonymous fragment described by Sedel '-. 

nikov as a 'special redaction of the corresponding passage from Gennady's

Q
letters to Prokhor and loasaf 1 . Lur'e considers that this redaction is 

Gennady's, but the argumentation and fondness for opprobrious epithets 

suggest that the Poslanie neizvestnorm , as the fragment is called, is by 

another hand.

The very first paragraph of the fragment so contradicts Gennady's words 

that it coul d almost be an attack on the archbishop himself:

i"locnaHne MoacaQy

A MTO o nerex epeTMijM cMymaiOT fla n TO MM en MHUT: OAHoaa 6yflyr 
npocTbix jiHDfleM, MTO ywe nameM epeTMu,n y nac yxpanM neT. Sanewe 
ceAMbm TbicfliuM neTa M3ownn, a MHUX y naTbinu nawero 6oniiJM OCMHIO neTbi .... 
eep eiue neTa ne HSOLUJIM - n OHM TO A TaTapoee CKasbisaioT: eme y HMX 
JiwyT, a .neTa scex sep posno npMiunM, CKOHManMa MMpy ... 100 neT p,a 
a TO nesepHbm 3 co6oio

Gennady had expressed certain doubts about the prophecies of Enoch con­ 

cerning the end of the world. The Poslanie neizvestnorm defends them:

1. RIB, vol.6, No. 119, col. 817
2. Full text published by Sedel'nikov, 'Rasskaz 1^90 ob inkvizi tsi i ' , p. 46
3. ibid. , p. 46
4. Although BIL, Muz. 3271 is a sbornik of works mostly of Novgorod origin, 
it also contains one item 'close to the Vologda-Perm 1 Chronicle tradition' 
(Lur'e, 'The London and L'vov MSS. of the Vologda-Perm 1 Chronicle 1 , p. 89). 
Since we know that, in addition to Gennady, at least one other bishop, Filofey 
of Perm 1 , was instructed by Zosima to investigate the matter of the Paschal 
tables (PSRL, vol.20, p. 288), this Introduction may have been written by 
Fi lofey.
5. AED, pp. 390-1
6. Sedel'nikov, op.cit., p. 37
7. AED, p. 390
8. ibid., pp. 319-20
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HeMaeecTHOMy nocnaHne Moacafly

nHcan ecTb EHOX npaseAHbiM :'.... MHO MHMT MH c« no Enoxy BCK pa6oraeT
n Aa paayneer MenoeeK speMen npeMeny MenoseMbCTBy, a ce/jMb Tbic^mb nei
M MTCT cBoefl >KM3HM KOHeub . ' To/iKO MejiOBCMbCKa paAH npeMCHeHMa
TO n Aano pasyMCTH, MTO KoeMywAO nojiowena . A no Boryc/iosy v\ nan Ha
Me/iOBCKy snaTM csoen WHSHM Koneub- BCHK Mac WABTM CKOHManna.2
CMpeMb KOJ1KO J16T >KHJ1 H KOTOpaTO

Jiera

The argument used in defence of the 7000-year arrangement of the 

Paschal tables suggests that the author of the Poslanie neizvestnomu 

may have been losif of Volokolamsk: 

RocnaHne nenssecTHOMy CxasaHMfl o

A TO neya ycTasjieHbi na ceAMb Tbicfliub . . . OT HaMnna Mupa cero
neT, AS HM 6onnie HM MeHiue TOTO He MHC.TIO Bor naMe scex MHcen
Mor/iM yMUHMTH, Tore paAH noHewe Toro paAH ceAMOpMMen BCK
BHaMane caMeM BOTOM ycTasjieno MMeHOBacn: B luecrb 60 AHCM ... Mupa

MMCJIO - B ujecb 60 ASH cero COTBOPMB n B ceAMbiM A^Hb OT
C"bTBOpM BOT, a B CCAMblM nOMM nOMHBaeT ... 

OT BC6X A6J1 CBOHX.3

The style of the attack on archpriestAleksey lends colour to such a 

suggestion :

A MTO AneKcetf npojonon, APMCB no6opnnK, n>Ke pascedecb JRKO we 
APMM, TOM rnarona: 'TonKO HSO^AyT JieTa, n MW ACH 6yA6M 
H3Ao6Hbi, ' - MHO OH He Rowfian Toro! Bor ero npeAaii caTane, 
ero neo6paTHy

Gennady mentions Arius only once in his letters, in his survey of
/» 

heresies in the Byzantine church, whereas in losif's writings references

to this heretic are very frequent. Thus he uses the example of Arius to 

support his demand for severe punishment for heretics:

M CBflTbitf AneKcaHAP, riaTpnapx KOHCTHHTMHH rpaAa, MOJIMTBOIO 
CBoew coTsopM ApMio poscecmucsi . ?

Only once does Gennady compare a specific 'Novgorod heretic 1 with a 

'heretic of old 1 , when he describes Zakhar as a strigoVni'k', however, this 

is intended not only as a term of opprobrium but as a direct pointer to

1. ibid., p. 390
2. ibid., p. 319
3. AED, p. 390
Jf. ibid., p. 396. The Skazaniya have been attributed to Dmitry Trakhaniotes . 
Though they do quote from the latter's Poslanie , there is no proof that they 
were not written by losif (see below, pp. 91-2).
5. AED, p. 390. cf. Gennady's references to Aleksey quoted above (ch.ll, p. 38, 
n.3; p. 58)
6. AED, p. 316
7. ibid., p.^95 (the italics are mine). Cf. AED, pp. W and 519
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Zakhar's beliefs. losif, on the other hand, frequently likens the 'newly- 

appeared 1 Russian heretics to their odious Byzantine antecedents, as in this 

attack on Metropolitan Zosima:

... 3MMM TMornaBHbitf, OTHIO reoHbCKOMy rmma, Apue HOQWA., ManeHTa 
, caraHUH nepeeneu, SocuMa npecKBepHbitf .^

As we have seen, with the exception of the Poslcmie neizvestnorrru 

and works from the pen of losif of Volokolamsk, none of the writings that 

appeared after the introduction of the new Paschal tables in 1^92 make any 

connection between the Judaizers and doubts about the 8th millenium or about

the Second Coming of Christ.

2 
The view that 'rationalist critique of Christian dogma 1 was an iden­

tifying feature of the heresy in Novgorod owes much to the evidence of losif 

of Volokolamsk, and we are also heavily dependent on his writings for informa­ 

tion about the Judaizers 1 heresy after 1^90. Thus a problem central to the 

present study is the question of the reliability of losif's works as a

source.

3 1 I os i f wrote much and willingly 1 , as I .P. Eremi n says - but he also

borrowed willingly, from his own works and those of others. This makes 

evaluation of his evidence an extremely complicated matter, especially as 

it comes down to us mainly in writings directed at a very wide audience. 

Even a cursory comparison between losif's 'private 1 letters (such as the 

letter to Ivan III concerning the heretic Klenov ) and his 'epistles', 

loaded with erudite polemic (e.g. Poslanie ikonop-istsu ), indicates how 

much easier it is to extract and evaluate information from writings in the 

former category. Not only are the 'private' letters more lucid; they are 

usually more easily dated.

Although widespread use has been made of losif's evidence, the dating 

of his works has, in fact, received little attention. Yet this is a matter 

that we have to consider with great care in assessing their value as sources

1. AED, p. 473 (the italics are mine)
2. AED, p. 126
3. PIV, p.l
k. PIV, pp. 178-9
5. AED, pp. 323-73



for the history of the Judaizers. In this respect the work of Ya.S. Lur'e 

on the Prosvet-itel* and its sources has been particularly valuable, though 

certain of his conclusions as to dating need to be re-examined. This, as we 

shall see, applies especially in regard to losif's writings on the subject 

of the 7th mi 1 leni urn.

Lur'e has shown that of the two major redactions of the Prosvetitel * a 

the so-called short redaction, consisting of the Skazanie o novoyawivsheysya. 

evesi (hereinafter referred to as S) , and ten or eleven Slova, or chapters 

(hereinafter P,, P-, etc.) represents the original version, while the 

so-called expanded redaction (S and sixteen Slova) is a later re-working.

His archeograph ic research has demonstrated that both redactions were compiled

2 
by losif from his own and others' epistles and tracts which he incorporated,

2 
with minor alterations, in the 'book against Novgorod heretics', as Lur'e

te rms i t .

The sources of the short redaction of the Prosvet-itel r have been iden-

4 
tified by Lur'e as follows :

Prosvetttel ' Source

S Gennady's letters to Prokhor and loasaf; 's letters to

Nifont of Suzdal 1 and to Vassian Sanin. 

P. - P, No known prototype. Probably specially written for the

Prosvetitel' , though P. is close to losif's letter to Archi­

mandrite Vassian. 

P - P losif's Poslanie ikonopistsu with three Discourses on the

worship of icons 

PS - PI O losif's(?)^ three Skazaniya on the 7th mil leni urn.

1. AED; p. 4^2; IB, pp. 97-8. For a detailed schema of the manuscripts of 
the short and expanded redactions , see AED, p.^59-
2. IB, pp. 111-21
3. AED, p. 438
k. For a schematic representation see IB, p. 119
5. AED, p.W2
6. Klibanov considers that the three Skazaniya may have been written by 
Gennady or by Dmitry Trakhaniotes (PD, p. 206). Lur'e does not exclude this 
possibility (AED, p. 393)
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PJJ This consists of four chapters, the second of which is

based on losif's Reflection on monastic life. Lur'e 

postulates a common source for P,. and the Reflection, 

which he calls a Tract in defence of monastic life. 

Lur'e considers the original version of the Prosvetitel* to have been

written between 1502 and 1504, prior to the Council which finally pronounced

2 
sentence of death on the leaders of the heresy, 'following the fall in

7

1502 of those who protected the heretics at the court of Ivan III 1 . The

'protectors' here referred to were Elena, daughter-in-law of Ivan III, who

4 
was arrested in April 1502, and Fedor Kuritsyn, who is commonly thought to

have 'disappeared from the historical scene' around the year 1500. The

question of Elena's involvement in the heresy, based as it is entirely on
/» 

the evidence of losif, will be discussed later; here we may query the dating

of Fedor Kuri tsyn ! s ' disappearance' , for in an account of an embassy from 

Ivan III to Alexander of Lithuania, written sometime between 7th May and 

27 September 1503, it is stated:

... nocnaH B noAbHMMx A/ieKcetfKO Ma/iotf FpnflHH CWH UJenKHHa, 
OeoflopoecKOM noflbfmeM KypMLibma.

It seems unlikely that an official diplomatic record would refer thus 

to an individual whose activities had ceased more than two years earlier.

Further objections to the ante-quern date proposed by Lur'e are based on

o

the Poslanie ikonopistsu and the three Discourses, which appear in the
Q

Prosvetitel ' as its 5th, 6th and 7th Slova. That the independent redaction 

of these works pre-dated the Prosvetitel' cannot be doubted, but were they- 

as Lur'e maintains - written nearer to 1490 than to 1504?

1. AED, p. 416; IB, p. 117
2. see AED, p. 442 for his arguments against an earlier dating of the work.
3. AED, p. 443; IB, p. 104-5
4. AED, p. 205
5. AED, p. 204; IB, p. 407; Zimin, 'D'yachesky apparat' , p. 248
6. AED, p. 436
7. RIO, vol.35, No. 76, p. 413. Among the members of this embassy was Mitya 

Konoplev, one of the heretics executed after the Council of 1504.
8. AED 9 pp. 323-73
9. Prosvetitel', pp. 170-333

10. Lur'e does not assign a specific date, but in both AED (pp. 323-73) and IB 
(pp.216, 239-41) he places the Epistle earlier than works written in 1490.
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The introductory epistle is based on Nil Sorsky's Poslanie nekoerrru 

bratu, to which losif added references to 'Novgorod heretics' and an intro­ 

duction to the three tracts which follow. This may enable us to establish 

an ante-quern date, for the letter is addressed to:

caMOMy TH HaMano-xyflowHUKy cymy GowecTseHbix M Mecrnbix MKOH

Such phraseology indicates that Nil's letter was probably addressed to

2 
the famous painter Dionisy. The writer's reference to the proximity of death

may be hyperbole:

Tbi we CMfl GnaropasyMHe npoMHTafi n o Moefi xyflocrn
XpMcry noMO.nncfl ... n no cMeprn Moeti He 3a6yAM, HKO nera ywe
K crapocTM npn6jin>KHiijacfl u CMepjnaa Mama 6bmna pacTsopena

- but may equally be a statement of fact, as Nil died sometime around 1508. 

But perhaps the most useful pointer to the date of this letter is the very 

practical reason that prompted it:

06aMe EowecTBeHbix FlucaHuft na6pax, n B nanex MHoraa c~bBOKynnB, 
re6e nocnax. BeM 60, HKO He uMaiun TW y ce6e MHOTMX KHMT.

Bearing in mind that Gennady had discovered in 1489 that the northern

7 
monasteries we<e short of books, and that among these was the Kirillo-

Q

Belozersk monastery where Dionisy was working between August 1502 and

gSeptember 1503, Nil's letter was most probably written between those dates. 

It is thus unlikely that losif could have made his redaction of the letter 

before 1503.

1. AED, p. 321; IB, pp. 215-6
2. AED, p. 323
3. Popov, Zhivop-is' i miniatyura , p. 81 
*f. AED, p. 324
5. cf. losif 's own dukhovnaya gramota written because: snwy y6o HKO 
nera ywe K crapocTn npn6/in>Kmuacfl (AI , vol . 1 jNo.288, p. 524)
6. AED, p. 324
7. AED, pp.128, 320
8. The monastery where Nil himself had been tonsured, and at which he remained 
until the seventies or eighties of the fifteenth century. IB, pp.235, 305.
9. Popov, Zhivopis' i nriniatyura , pp. 75-6
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Although only minor 'editorial work 1 was done by losif on the Poslanie 

and the three Discourses prior to their incorporation in the Prosvetitel ' , and 

although the 5th~7th Slova could conceivably have been written before the 

first execution of heretics in December of that year, the same could hardly 

be true of the entire work. Yet there can be no doubt that the Prosvetitel ' 

in its original form - Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya eresi (hereinafter 

Skasan-ie) , together with eleven Slova - post-dates all its component 

elements: the Skazanie, as Lur'e has already noted, could only have been

written after completion of all the Slova.

2The Skazani-ya o skonchanii sed'moy tysyach-i (8th- 10th Slova of

2 Prosvetitel* ) also suggest that the dating of losif's work should be re-

4 
considered. Lur'e dates the Skazaniya to 1495, on the evidence of a

reference to the author of the Dioptra, who wrote ' in the year 6603 - four 

hundred years ago . But on the matter of dates the first Skazan-ie (in 

which the reference to the Dioptra is found) is self-contradictory, for it

concludes :

6w Ha ceAMb
nero

ner n Merwpe
"

ner cnowena nacxannfl CB^THMH OTUBI, TO B
6bi MHpOTBOpHbitf Kpyr: nune eme 

MMpoTBOpHaro Kpyra, a Jiero

The krug mirotvorny ̂ described by Gennady as the only correct instrument

7 8 
for calendrical calculations, consisted of cycles of 532 years each. These

were reckoned from the date of the Creation; in the year 6916 the 13th cycle 

had passed, and the Skazanie was written, according to this quotation, in

1. AED t p.W2. The list of the heretical vechi does not correspond quite 
as exactly to the final order of the Slova as Lur'-e suggests, for the accusa­ 
tion that the heretics say:

He noAo6aeT noKnoHHTMCfi pyKOTBOpenmo

precedes the claim that they say:
HKO He noAo6aer nMcarb Ha csflTbix 
CeflTyio Tpomjy

(6th Slovo)

(5th Slovo}(AED, p.470)

2. AED, pp.
3. ProsveHtel' , pp. 333-^04
4. AED, p. 392
5. ibid., p. 400
6. ibid., p. 401
7. RIB, vol.6, No. 119, col. 806
8. AED t p. 400
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the year 6916 + Sk = 7000, or H92. The author of the Skazanie evidently 

did not understand the contradiction between the calculations he cites; it 

seems, therefore, that he was drawing on two sources written in 1^92 and 

1^94, and the Skazanie post-dates them both.

If the MS. on which Kazan's edition of Prosvetitel 1 Fs faithful to 

losif's original, losif was probably not the author of the original Skazaniya, 

since a comparison of the passage cited above with the conclusion of 8th 

Slovo of Prosvetitel' shows an utter incomprehension of the meaning of its source

Atue 6bi Ha CCAMB Tbicymb ner cnowena nacxann« CBflTbiMM OTUM, TO 
BceflMbTbicyiMHoe nejo CKOH^an6bi MnpoTBopHbin «pyr: Hbme we euje 80 
Jier M k y wodeu MnpoTBopnaro Kpyra, a nero 7 Tbicymnoe

Before considering the evidence of the Prosvetitel 1 we must therefore 

consider the evi dence of its sources, as well as that of other works having 

a bearing upon the heresy and written before 150^ .

The earliest of these is losif's letter to Archimandrite Vassian,

dating from before 1^78. As already noted, there is little reason to suppose

3 that this is anything other than a treatise on the dogma of the Trinity;

4 
a comparison with P, confirms this view, for the differences between the two

are far greater than the similarities. If losif did make use of his letter 

to Vassian in composing the 1st Slovo of the Prosvetitel' it must have been 

for purposes of reference, for apart from Biblical quotations there are few 

textu coincidences.

The same cannot be said of the Poslanie ikonopistsu and the three

Discourses on the worship of icons appended to it, for the Discourses were
& 

incorporated almost word for word in the Prosvetitel'

1. This is the date suggested by another passage in the first Skazanie: 
Toro paAH ycTpeMMiuacfl neubiM peiun ... HKO no Xpncroee BOCKpeceHMn 1000 ner 
AO AHTMxpncTosa npuxoAa .... Aiue nn we 6bi Tano 6bino . . . orcene aa 500 ner 
He noKJianfleM 6bi 6bm ... Xpncroc Bor naiu. 
5500 + 1000 + 500 r 7000, AED, p. 39&.
2. Prosvetitel', p. 356. For further discussion of the dating of Prosvetitel' , 
see below, pp. 125~7.
3. see above, ch. I I ,pp.22-4
4. Prosvetitel', pp.55~93
5. AED t pp. 323-73
6. Prosvetitel' , pp. 170-333
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The letter is a very important example of that 'editorial style 1 which 

permitted the insertion of references to heretics into a gentle, brotherly 

context, thus transforming it into an anti-heretical tract. It is an indi­ 

cation thaf the original purpose of a work thus utilised by losif could have 

been very different from that which he gave it.

The three Discourses which follow the introductory Poslanie are most

probably the work of losif himself. They are not, however, original writings,

2 but 'original compilations' from the Bible, from John of Damascus, Kozma

gPrezviter, Zlat'oust-Margarit and other sources. To what extent are the
4 Discourses a polemic against the 'newly-appeared heresy of Novgorod heretics',

as suggested by two of cheir headings? It is interesting that throughout the 

entire voluminous text there are only three passages in which a specific 

group of heretics is named. The first of these occurs immediately below the 

heading of the first Discourse , forming its introduction:

MHOSH y6o or epernMbCTByioiMnx, naMe we HbiHe B POAG 
npejibCTMBuiHMCfl HOBoropoAUKbix epeTMKOB, Mwe 6esyMHe v\ nencroBHe 
HeMano 6o>KecTseHyiG n anocTO/ibCKyio uepKOBb CMyTHiua, n MHora 

wnfloecKan yMenna ... ma TOJIIOT b , HKO He noAo6aei
... o6pasy TocnoAa Haiuero MMcyca Xpncra, n FlpeMncTafl 

n ecex CBflTwx, n MecTHOMy n wMBOTBOpnmeMy Kpecry ... 
Ho 6e3MecTsyiome anoHpaeHbiMM cnosecbi n CKBepHbiwn pyKann, FIKO M new 
6ecHnn n sy6bi Kycaiome M B CKsepnaa Mecra noMerarome wecrHbm KpecTbi 
H GowecTBeHbiF MKOHbi . . . n rnaroniolue - ne noAoGaer pyKOTsopeHnio

The accusations set out here are clearly based on the Edict of the

Counci 1 of 1490:

MHO3M or sac pyranncfl o6paay XpHcrosy n FlpeMncrbie o6pasy ... a 
MHMM or sac na MHorna cBflTbm MKOHbi xynHbie PCMH rjiarona/in . . . 
KpecT cunonoen 3y6bi ncKycanw, a HHMM or sac csflTbiMM nKonaMH n 
Kpecrann o seM/iio 6nnn M rpflSb Ha HMX Merann, a MHUM OT sac
CBflTblfl MKOHbi B JlOXaHMK) MCTariM ...^

1. AED, p.322; IB, pp.239-^1
2. Prosvetitel', ?•«• .-.- . ••
3. For this information I am indebted to an anonymous reader in the Library 
of the Academy of Sciences in Leningrad, who made careful annotations in the 
Library's copy of AED, giving the sources and references, cf. IB, pp.261-3. 
k. AED, pp.325, 360. The term novoyawLvshayasya eres' is common in anti- 
heretical literature (see above, Ch. I I , s/.. ,V).The wording of two of the 
headings is also close to John of Damascus Aoycu. ... airoAoynTiKo; irpoc 
TOU^ 6iaSaAAovTa<r Ta\ Syia-;, eiKc'vac   (MPG, vol.9^, col. 1231/
5. AED, p. 325
6. AED t p. 383
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There then follows a discourse on icons based on John of Damascus'

2 2
De imaginibus orationes and De fide Orthodoxa , in which references to

heretics, alternating with vague allusions to 'some who say ...' provide a

starting point for a new line of argument:

c 3 
EperuK we, wMflOBCKaa Myflp-bCTByn, rnaro/ieTb ...
To KaKO rnaro/iioTb eperuijn, HKO He noAo6aer
PyKOTBOpeHbIM BeiUCM? . . .

Auje JIM we KTO maroneTb : ' HOMTC He MHOSM CBeAeienbCTByioT ocen 
HKO He nofloGaer noKJioHjqjucfl pyKOTBOpenbiM ...
flaKbi wnfloBCKaa Myflp-bCTByn rnaroneTb eperuK ... 

epeiMK rnaro/ieTb . . .

The second of the Discourses contains no direct reference at all to the

o
Novgorod heretics. It is the most derivative of the three, and gives general 

instruction concerning icons, the relationship between sacred and secular 

authority, and the qualities of a true Christian. As Lur'e points out, this 

second Discourse is very close to losif's monastic Ustav (1st redaction), 

and from this he concludes that the Ustav, like the Discourse, is anti-

Q
heretical. But in the whole of the second Discourse there appears only a 

single reference to heretics:

Cser we M Ayx CENTUM, MCTMHHbitf n WMBOTBOPJRU;MM Bor, c^sepujeH n
n Cuny ... n or Orua ucxoflfl, a He OT Cbina, 

we JiarbiHCKaa MyflpisCTByiomeM epernun rnaro/iKDTb. ^

1. MPG, vol. 9^, cols. 1231-1420
2. ibid., vol.94, cols. 789-1228
3. AED, p. 326
4. ibid. , p. 331
5. ibid., p. 332
6. ibid., p. 334. This phrase and the entire paragraph which follows is an 
almost literal rendering of the XlVth paragraph of the 1st logos of John of 

Damascus' defence of icons (MPG, vol.94, col. 1243).
7. As Lur'e shows, the independent redactions of the Epistle and Discourses 
(D,,D2 ,D 3 ) ante-dated the Prosvetitel' , when they became P^,?^,?^ respectively 
(AED, p. 321). But as we have already pointed out, (see above, p. 91, n. 1 ) the 
list of heretical rechi given in the Introduction suggests a different order 
for the Discourses: 01,03,02- Since the headings of D] and 03 describe both 
as l slova l , while D£ is described as a 'skazanie* and provides a kind of syn­ 
thesis of all that has been said in Dj and D 3 , there may have been yet another 

separate redaction of the Discourses.
8. IB, p. 262
9. ibid. , pp. 266-6 

10. AED, p. 348
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- and it is noteworthy that this, unlike the reference to the Novgorod 

heretics in the opening passage of the first Discourse, is very much an 

integral part of the text, of the instructive purpose of the work as a whole. 

In our view, the second Discourse may only be considered anti-heretical 

insofar as it is an exhortation to a true Christian life.

The opening paragraph of the third Discourse is an almost literal quota­ 

tion from Yozma Prezviter, used to introduce a reference to the Novgorod 

heretics :

floflo6aeT Beflarn, HKO BCH y6o aanoBeflM Bca y6o aanoeeAn focnofla Hauiero 
focnoAa Hawero Hkicyca XpwcTa AUBHB cyrb Mucyca Xpucra AHBHN cyrb M nio6bi 
M nojieana, noinewe cnacenna paAn Hawero noMMTaioiuMM H, noHewe cnacenna 
peMena cyTb . . . Bpar we Haujb Atfleo/i ne paAn Hawero 6eceAOBanbi cyib . . . 
npecraeTb scerAa MCKbiPi KOTO nornoTMTM n Ce BMAWM MCKOHH spar Haiub 
OT npasaro nyrn OTBCCTH ... flKO we n AHason He noMMBaejb, 6na3HFi 
Hbme ce MHO3M nocjpaAaiua ... MB MHorw pOAa HenoBeHCKaaro.3 
epecu BnaAoiua, n6o paaspameHHo 
npoT/VbKOBaiiia wnora or BowecTBHbix 
rincaHMM, Toro paAn OT HenopOMHbm
XpMCTMflHCKbia Bepbl B >KHAOB1>CTBO

OTcrynmija: AneKcew rnaronK) npoyonona n 
nwe 6AHHOMyAP"bCTByiomnx c HUM, nwe 
B BenmjeM HoseropoAe, HOTOM we B 

n MecTa pasceesiue

The rest of this Discourse is no more polemical than is the second; the 

nearest losif comes to an attack upon heretics is when he writes:

flaKbi CTsnpoTMBHaa MyAPcrsyflM rnaroneTb . . . 

In neither content nor style do the Epistle and Discourses, written 

more than a decade after the condemnation of the Novgorod heretics, add 

anything to our knowledge of their beliefs. The primary purpose of the 

work is not polemical but instructive, and to this end it refers, in time- 

honoured tradition, to heretical errors merely in order to point a contrast 

with Orthodox belief. Nor can it be regarded as evidence of losif 's campaign

1. see be low, pp.1 33-5, for a discussion of the purpose behind Prosvetitel '.
2. AED t pp. 360-1
3. Begunov, Kozma Prezvit**, pp.297~9; cf. ibid., p. 78
k. AED t p. 372
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against the Judaizers 1 heresy in Moscow. To suggest that a defence of

Orthodox views against heresy necessarily implies that they were being 

threatened is to ignore the Orthodox theological tradition which permitted

the Patriarch Photios to attack iconoclasm well after the liquidation of
2 

the heresy, John of Damascus to write, in the century, a tract against

the fifth century Nestorian heresy, and, in the Russian Church, prompted the

Metropolitan Daniil to write a work in the late 1530's attacking the heresy
4 of the Judaizers.

This should not, however, be taken to mean that losif did not conduct 

a campaign against heresy. But the reasons for, and objects of, this cam­ 

paign must first be sought in his 'private' correspondence- and even here 

there are problems of dating and interpretation, as can be seen in the con­ 

troversy over losif's letter to bishop Nifont of Suzdal 1 , a letter that comes
/» 

down to us in numerous MSS.in two major redactions. The principal difference

7 between the two (apart from length) is that in the snort redaction the growth

of the evil of the 'Novgorod heretics' in Moscow is simply lamented, whereas
O

the expanded redaction attributes this evil to the occupant of the metro­ 

politan's throne:

Ha npecTone CE^TCM ... Hbine CCAHT cKBepHbiCi 3uo6ecHbifi BOJIK ... 
nwe ocKBepHM n CBflTMTejibCKntf BennKMM npecTOJi, osex y6o _ 

y«-m, MHCX we COAOMCKWHMM CKBepnaMU CKBepHfl ...

1. It is difficult to determine to what extent losif's discussion of the 
relationship between sacred and secular authority constitutes a specific 
attack on Ivan III, as suggested by Lur'e (IB, pp.239-41). Contrary to Lur'e's 
opinion (IB, p.240), losif's insistence that 'evil rulers' should not be obeyed 
does have a precedent in John of Damascus: 'Imperial decrees which seek to 
overthrow ancient custom must not be obeyed. Those kings who destroy the 
church by penalties are not truly pious and they do not know the piety of our 
fathers. They who act by force and not by persuasion are robbers'. (t>3PG, 
vol.94, col. 1281) cf. ibid., col. 1295: 'The political commonwealth is the 
King's business; the ecclesiastical organisation belongs to pastors and teachers 
To invade it is an act of a robber 1 .
2. Mango, 'The liquidation of iconoclasm and the Patriarch Photios 1 (summary), 
9th Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, p. 37
3. MPG, vol.95, cols. 187-224
4. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil 1 , pp.342-61
5. AED, pp.420-4; PIV, pp.251-4; RD, pp.212-5; IB, p.217
6. AED, pp.419-20
7. AED, pp.424-7
8. AED, pp.427-33
9. AED, p.428
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In Zimin's view, the short redaction antedates the expanded redaction; 

he considers that it was written after 1488 (when the Novgorod heretics were 

first anathematized), during the interregnum which followed the death of 

Metropolitan Geronty in May 1489; his successor, Zosima, was appointed in 

September 1490. Zimin bases this view on losif's appeal to Nifont:

HbiHe, zocnodune, OTOM cjarn nanpenKo HeKOwy, onpoue me6ns 
eocydapn ncaueeo ... rnaea 60 ecu seen ...^

- and he considers that the attacks on the metropolitan (aimed at Zosima), 

were inserted into the expanded redaction only after 1504, as a result of

losif's campaign against the 'Non-Possessors', to whose cause Zosima had

2 
been sympathetic.

Lur'e points to the frequent illogicalities in the text of the short 

redaction, evidently the result of bad editing of the expanded redaction. 

In his view the expanded redaction was written sometime between 1492 and 

1494, having as its aim the removal of Zosima. After the latter year, when 

Zosima vacated the metropolitan's throne, the short redaction of the letter 

to Nifont was written.

There is little reason to disagree with Lur'e that the expanded redaction 

represents the original version; to his argument we could perhaps add that, 

of the two, the expanded redaction makes it far more evident that losif's 

letter was written in response to one from Nifont:

A CKaabiean TM n caMOMy rocyaapio Moeny 6par MOM BacbflH ... 
A MTO ecu, rocnoAUHe, KO MHC nucan ...^

- and not simply as an anti-heretical tract directed at a wider audience.

£

It is the expanded redaction, therefore, that shall be considered here.

Both redactions, in fact, clearly constitute an attack upon the metro­ 

politan - the expanded redaction explicitly, the short by implication:

1. AED, p.425 (short red.) and p.428 (expanded red.). The words in italics 
are in the expanded redaction only.
2. AED, pp.421-2
3. AED, pp.423-4; PIV, pp.251-4; IB, pp.148-50
4. AED, pp.428, 430.
5. Klibanov may be right in suggesting that the short and expanded redactions 
are contemporary works whose textual differences can be explained by a differ­ 
ence of purpose. (RD, pp.211-2)
6. AED, pp.428-33
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BeflOMO re6e, rocyflapro Moeny, Hbmewi-mfl ee/iHKaa 6e,qa , 

PycKyio aeMnio n ece npaeocnaBHoe xpncTbflHCTBo: B BejiHLiePi y6o 

Flpe^ncTbie BoropoAnuw ... n Ha npecjone ceflieM . . .1

It does indeed seem strange that losif should have addressed Bishop 

Nifont as glava vsem with the Metropolitan's throne not yet vacant, and 

even more curious that he should have appealed to Nifont:

... Monio, flKO fla HaKaayewn n yqnujM see npaeocnaBHoe XPHCTB^HCTBO,
erne He DPHXOAMTM K CKBepHMTento oHOMy n ojcrynHUKy, HU 6naro-

or Hero ne npnnMarn, HM HCTM, HM HMTM c HUM.

With the metropolitan still in office Nifont could hardly have been

expected to exhort the metropolitan's flock to obey the canon law on rela-

? 
tions with Jews, as quoted here by losif. Zimin is therefore probably

correct in claiming that the letter to Nifont was wri cten during an inter­ 

regnum - though not before, but following Zosima's term as metropolitan. 

We learn from the chronicles that Zosima ostavi vritropol-iyu on l?th

May 1^9^ for the Simonov Monastery in Moscow, from which he then went on to 

the Trinity Monastery. His successor, Simon (the former abbot of Trinity) 

was appointed more than a year later, on 20th September

Zosima may have chosen the Simonov Monastery because this was the 

institution of which he had been archimandrite before his elevation. But 

it is interesting to note that in 1^82 Zosima's predecessor, Metropolitan 

Geronty, had made the Simonov Monastery a retreat during his quarrel with

Ivan III. In that year Geronty 's threat of resignation had brought an
/» 

apology from the Grand Prince: perhaps Zosima was trying the same tactic

7 
in 1^94. Before formally resigning office sometime in 1^95 Zosima may

have retired to Simonov in the hope of being recalled; only when this hope 

was not realised did he move away from Moscow to the Trinity Monastery.

In our view, losif's letter to Nifont was written between May 1^9^ and

January 1495. 5 With Zosima in the Simonov Monastery, though still formally

1. AED, p. 322; IB , pp. 239-41
2. Prosvetitel ' , ?•«• .- .- . •• -e.xfc
3. For this information I am indebted to an anonymous reader in the Library 
of the Academy of Sciences in Leningrad, who made careful annotations in the 
Library's copy of AED, giving the sources and references, cf. IB, pp. 261-3. 
k. AED, pp.325, 360. The term novoyavivshayasya eres' is common in anti- 
heretical 1 i terature (see above , Ch . I I , i/ . ,Y).The wording of two of the 
headings is also close to John of Damascus AOYCH. ... airoAoYnTiKo; 7rpo<- 
TOU^ 6ia3aAAovrac Ta\ Syia<;, eiKc'vac . (MPG , vol. 9*4, col. 1231/

5. AED, p. 325
6. AED, p. 383
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na preside svyakem, it would hove been quite appropriate for losif to 

address Nifont (probably a strong candidate for the office of metropolitan) 

in the terms he did.

It would also have been quite safe to attack Zosima as:

3/io6eCHbiM BOJIK, oSojiKHMCfl D nacTbipbCKyio oflewy, M>ue
UUHOM cextfiitincsib., a npouzGOsienueM HioAa npedamesib H npunacmnuK 
6ecoM , n>ne OCKBCPHM n CDfiTHTe/ibCKUki BCJIUKHM npecTon, oeex y6o
>KHflOBCTBy yMfl, MH6X )KG COflOMCKblHMH CKBCpHaMM CKBepHfl ; 3MUU

na^ll6nuu. Mpvsocmu 3 any erne nue na^iecme cesimoM3 omcm.yn.HUK 
Xpucmoe , Mwe He TOMMIO can oTCjynn OT XpMCTa H flkiaBony npnneriMCfl,
HO Mnex yMn yMMT. oTBpeoiMCH-' Xpncra , nepeuu omcmynnuK e ceemumesiex ^ a a b -, -» a be naiueu seMJiUy anmuxpucmoG npedme^^ lace aumuxpucma otcoemb.,
CQUHbCKW-i 3 cun lu CM OKUGoiu., CbiH norn6ejibHbiki , nwe Cbina EowMfl nonpa, n 
FlpeMMCTyio BoropoAMUiK) noxynn, M ecn csnTbia YHMMMWM, n HKony FocnoAa 
Hamero Hucyca Xpncia n RpeMHCTbia Ero Marepe n scex cBHTbix 6ojiBaHbi 
HapHLikin, M BCflKo He^ecTMe n npeTbiKaHne n c^6jiasn na nenopOMHyio 
xpncTbPHCKyro sepy nonaraer, H eyanrenbCKaB npeAaHHa n 
anocTonbCKbia ycraBbi H BCCX CBHTWX nucaHHa OTMema : Her, A^, 
Bioparo npHujecTBHa XpHciosa, Her, ASM, uapcTBa He6ecnaro CBfirbiM! 
Ywep, ASH, HH, TO ynep, - no ia Mecra M 6bin. HH BO APSBHHX 
epeTHitex M oiciynHMuex TaKOB snoAen He 6biBan! A CKaSbiean TH M 
caMOMy rocyAapio MoeMy, 6par MOM Bacb^H.^

How much credit can be given to accusations suggesting that the head of

the Russian Church rejected the basic tenets of Christian dogma? Most his-

2 
torians have accepted losif's claim that Zosima was a heretic, and even Lur'e

though wary of so 'denunciatory 1 a source as the letter to Nifont - assumes it 

to be evidence for Zosima's heresy, for his negation of the dogma of eternal

1 ' r *) 
i fe.

In his textual analysis Lur'e notes that several of the epithets applied 

to Zosima in the passage cited above (a - a) are derived from a Byzantine 

anti- Iconoclast tract, the Epistola ad Theoph-ilwn Imperatorem. Looking 

closely at the letter, we find not only these epithets but the entire style

1. AED, p
2. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', p. ^8; Golubinsky, Istoriya russkoy tserkvi , 
p. 567 et seq.; Stokl, 'Das Echo 1 , p. ^25; RD , pp. 211-7. But see Fennell, 'The 
Attitude of the Joseph i ans ', SEEP, p. ^93, n.29, for arguments against this view.
3. AED, pp. 151-3; IB, pp.l**3~53. See above, pp.82~3,for a discussion of 
Zosima's views as expressed in the introduction to his Paschal tables. Regard­ 
ing the hypothesis of Zosima's chiliasm as having inspired losif's attack, it 
is interesting that in the letter to Nifont it is losif who lays himself open 
to such a charge:

cero paAH noAo6aer o CCM (defence of Orthodoxy) naMe nwne p.awe AO
noABHsaiMCfl, B nocncAHww CMFI nera M BO BpeMena ... o HUX we pe^e
"AnocTOJi flaBon: 'B nocneAHnfi A H H HOCianyT Bp-bMCHo /iioia , npmiAGT npew
OTciynneHHe M TorAa WBHTCfi CWH nornGcni>nbiM . ' (A^D ^2°)

**. PIV, p. 25?- The l';p'i.i; lol-a ad Tlicoi r,1 // u"i is a spurious work (Vn^ilicv, ' 1 he

Life 1 , pp. 3^5-85) knov;n in Russian MSS. as the Ih
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and content lean heavily on the ant i- Iconoclast writings of Theodore of 

Studio^, to whom the Epistola ad Theophilum is sometimes attributed.

Theodore, too, had exhorted his correspondents to rejoice in the perse-

2 cution they suffered for Christ, when the Son of God was denied, the Mother

3 of God and the saints blasphemed against and their iccns destroyed, when the
d

Church of God suffered great indignitiec ' and even the 'great altar' was
C /J

defiled, and when the Holy inspired writings were rejected by the Judaizing

7 Iconoclasts, who denied the doctrines of redemption and eternal life and
Q

bred many blasphemies and insults against the Christian faith.

The one accusation that appears to lack a prototype in Theodore's 

denunciations is that Zosima 'defiled some with sodomite filth 1 - a seemingly 

superfluous addition to an already grave catalogue of charges. losif's 

evident determination to heap every possible evil upon Zosima renders the 

whole of his evidence suspect. However hard he tries to link Zosima with the 

'accursed' Novgorod heretics:

... ecu o eepe ribiraioT . . . OT epernKoe n OT oTCTyrtHMKOB XPMCTOBHX, 
n or npOKiiflTbix na co6ope, or nporononoBbix Aejetf, n ero sflTfi, n
OT MX yM6HMKOB, H C HMMM flpywaTbCfl, H nMIOT H flAHTb, H yMflTCfl OT

HMX >KMfiOBCTBy, H OT caMoro Tore caTaHHHa cocyAa M 
MMTpononnTa, He BWXOAHT n cn«T y

- the connection between them remains tenuous in the extreme, for the only 

definite claim that losif is able to make is that many who had contact with 

the Judaizers were also given hospitality by Zosima.

As we have tried to show, there is little evidence in contemporary 

sources that Zosima in any way obstructed the prosecution of the Novgorod 

heretics in 1^90. And it is clear that even in 1^9^ there were many who

1. A'PS, vol.95, cols. 3^5-6; MPG, vol.99, p. 8
2. 'Theodorus ubique dispersis fratevnitatibus', MPG, vol.99, col. 1231
3. 'Theodorus omnibus ubique disperses fraternitatibus' 3 MPG, vol.99, col. 1230
k. \b\d.; rE'pistola ad Theophilwn', MPG, vol.95, col. 365
5. ibid., col. 375
6. ibid. , col . 362
7. l Praeposito l , MPG, vol.99, col. 1190
8. 'Stephano o Secretis' MPG, vol.99, col. 1310. Phrases (b - b) in the 
passage cited above are all found in this letter.
9. AED, p. 429
10. see above, ch. I I , p.
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did not consider Zosima's orthodoxy to be in doubt:

A MHbie, rocnoAHHe, roeopwr: 'Mbi y Hero He cjibixann HMMero ... 

The ostensible occasion for losif's letter was Nifont's question whether 

an anathema pronounced by a heretic could be effective. The reply, in which 

it is suggested that those of true faith were in danger not only of spiritual 

but also of physical persecution, gave Icsif the opportunity to conclude with 

a challenge, of which the metropolitan is the target:

flew:TBeHHo 60 ecrb, HKO erfla nac npoKjinnaiOT epejmjH, rorAa 
OT Bora SjiarocjioeeHu ... Ce ecTb parb M HOW: er/ja oTeijb, HJIH 
Main, Mnn CWH n Amu CbBpaTMTCfl OT npaebia sepw, noflo6aej 

ux ...^

The letter to Nifont offers little information as to the dogmatic fail­ 

ings of Zosima. Nor do we learn anything of his beliefs from an attack made

on him in another work of losif's, the Easter epistle to his brother Vassian

2 Sanin. It is thus impossible to prove the case against Zosima on the basis

of sources originating during his term of office; therefore, in the absence

of any definite link between the Judaizers and the metropolitan, we should per­

haps consider if there could have been other reasons for losif's hostility.

Most chronicle accounts of Zosima's deposition are not very illumina-

4 ting: Zosima ostavi mttropol-iyu ne svoey voleyu on the orders of Ivan III.

Only in sources associated with the see of Novgorod are more details given. 

Archbishop Gennady's letter of consent to the appointment of Simon as the new 

metropolitan states that Zosima left svoeya radi nemoshch^ , and the khronograph 

MS. of the Novgorod 4th Chronicle explains this nemoshch as follows:

MurpononuT 3ocnMa ocTaen MUTPOHOJIHIO He ceoeio eoneio, HO nenoMepno 
Ap~b>t<aiuecfl M o LjepKBM BOWHM He

1. AED, p. ^30. It is an interesting point that in a mid-l6th century MS. 
of the letter, from losif's own monastery in Volokolamsk, this sentence opens 
with the words :

A M Hb,e, rocnoAMHe, net footee ...

2. AED, p. 433
3. AED, pp. 433-5
4. Lur'e, Obshoherussk-ie letoptsnue svody y p. 251 , n.17
5. RIB, vol.6, No. 121, col. 835
6. PSRL, vol.4 (1848 ed.), p. 164
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Gennady, at whose court this chronicle redaction was probably written,

had good reason for satisfaction at Zosima's disgrace, for the sources -

2beginning with his letter to Zosima in 1^90 - indicate a steady deteriora­ 

tion in relations between the two. Shortly after the Council of 1^90

Gennady refused his assent to the appointment of Avraam to the bishopric of

2 Kolomna - presumably out of pique at the grand prince's continuing refusal

to allow him to visit Moscow. In 1^92 Zosima consented to the removal of

Vologda from Gennady's jurisdiction (with consequent loss of prestige and

4 revenue), transferring it to the Perm 1 eparchy. And later that same year,

as we have seen, Gennady made an oblique attack on Zosima in his Introduction 

to the Paschal tables.

Up until 1503 Gennady pleaded in vain for permission to journey to 

Moscow: prevented from attending the annual Church Council , he had little 

chance of making his views felt among fellow churchmen. So it is not 

unlikely that in these circumstances he decided to enrol the abbot of the 

Volokolamsk Monastery (which belonged to the Novgorod eparchy) as his ally 

and spokesman. And while there is small evidence that losif played any 

notable part in church affairs before 1503, his organisational and theologi­ 

cal capabilities were well-proved (prior to founding his own monastery at 

Volokolamsk in 1479, he had been abbot of the influential Pafnuty-Borovsk 

Monastery where he probably wrote the first of his many works, the Poslanie
o

o troitse ). That Gennady was a good patron to losif's monastery, and that
J7

the two men were very friendly is certain - but this, admittedly, is not 

sufficient evidence that they collaborated in the campaign against Zosima. 

Such evidence must be sought in the letter to Nifont - at least one MS.
o

of it clearly shows it was written from the 'Novgorod versus Moscow 1 position

1. AED, p. 117; Lur'e, Obshcherusskie letopisnye svody, p.250, n.16
2. see above, ch.ll, pp.31-42
3. PSRL, vol.26, p.285
4. ibid. , pp.287-8
5. see above, p;84.
6. PIV, p.243. See above, ch.M, pp.22-4
7. IB t p.48
8. see above, p.101 , n.l
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so typical of Gennady's attitude. The exhortation to Nifont to be zealous

In applying the anti-heretical measures decreed by canon law is a restatement

2 3 of similar passages in the archbishop's letters to Zosima and the bishops.

Finally, there is the sentence that tells us that many now learn

4 OT npOKJiHTbix Ha co6ope, OT nporononoBbix

Before 1504, as we have tried to show, the archpriest's disciples' ard his 

son-in-law Ivashko Maksimov could have been anathematized only in Novgorod. 

losif Is here obviously referring to the Novgorod Council which, unlike 

Zosima's Moscow Council, did anathematize and punish the heretics.

Whether or not the letter to Nifont was written at Gennady's instigation

(and it was Nifont to whom Gennady himself had turned with an appeal for help
/j 

in his anti-heretical campaign in 1488 ), it is certainly written from a

Novgorod standpoint. losif does not claim first-hand knowledge of Zosima's

heresy: involved as he was in I49*t with the affairs of his newly-founded

7 
monastery and its patron, Boris of Volokolamsk, it is unlikely that he, any

o
more than Gennady, would have had any direct knowledge of events in Moscow. 

It would seem that losif 's contemporaries were not prepared to accept
gthe testimony of 'two or three witnesses' (one of whom was losif's brother 

Vassian) against Zosima. The metropolitan's reti rement was 'honourable'

1. AED, p. 429
2. AED, pp. 375-6
3. AED, p. 381
4. AED, p. 429
5. see above, p. 98.
6. AED, pp. 312-3; see above, ch.ll, p. 40
7. PIV, pp. 248-51; IB, pp. 217-8
8. According to the anonymous Zhitie of St losif of Volokolamsk, he never 
left his monastery unti 1 summoned by Ivan III and his son Vasily to a Council 
convened on the initiative of Gennady:

OnoMy we ame v\ HMKorAa we Mawefliuy OT ManacTbipa ceoero, HO yTeepwenna paflu 
6/iaroMecTna ... npMfle B rpaA MocKBy.

This must have been the Moscow Council of 1503.
('Zhitie prep. losifa Volokolamskogo, sostavlennoe neizvestnym' , ChOIDR, 1903,
vol.3, part I I , p. 3*0
9. AED , p. 430 

10. IB, p. 153
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and, moreover, we know that in 1496

6biBuiy MMTponoiiMTy Socune y TpomjH B Cepreese ManacTbipn,
BowecTBeHbix ranH Ha op/ieue B sceM CBflTujenbCKOM

Zosima would hardly have been allowed to take Communion in the Trinity 

Monastery, let alone v vsem svyatitel'skom chinu, had Josif s accusations 

found support within the Church.

That losif saw in Zosima the fulfilment of the millenarian prophecy

that Antichrist would reign before the Second Coming, there seems little
2 

doubt: Zosima himself was perhaps guilty of little more than of having

i be dismissed.

;if, the appearance of heresy in Russia was, like the appeal 

st, ' a sign of the times'. Unlike Gennady, losif was not

been elected Metropolitan during the 'last year'. The hypothesis that 

he was a heretic cannot be disproved, but the available evidence suggests 

that it can be dismissed.

To losif, the appearance of heresy in Russia was, like the appearance 

of Antichrist, ' a sign of the times'. Unlike Gennady, losif was not con­ 

cerned, in his earliest references to the Judaizers, with describing the 

characteristics of a heresy already condemned: he tells us nothing new 

about the beliefs of activities of the heretics. But the letter to Nifont 

shows that from the very beginning he viewed the heresy with the fear that 

had been voiced by Gennady: that any discussion of questions of faith would 

undermine the authority of the Church as sole custodian of the immutable

tradition, as sole arbiter in religious matters.
4 As a source for the heresy of the Judaizers, losif's letter to Vassian

is even less informative than that to Nifont, with which it is probably 

contemporary. Closely modelled on Theodore of Studio exhortations to the 

'brethren in exile 1 , it is little more than an example of losif's consummate 

rhetorical skill. But it would be wrong to assume that the vaguene^ of his 

references to the zhidovskaya burya is merely a matter of style: as is shown

1. PSRL, vol.15, col.503
2. see above, p. 99 , n.3
3. AED, p.429
4. AED, pp.434-5
5. ibid., p.434
6. ibid., p.435
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by his letter to Mitrofan, the grand prince's confessor, when losif had 

concrete information to convey he did so in a concise and direct manner. 

This letter, addressed to

focyflapfi Haiuero sejinKoro KHflSfl Meana BacmibesuMa scea Pycn 
rocnoflUHy anxuMaHb^pHTy AHflpOHMKoea ManacTbipfl MnTpo<J)aHy .2

opens with an account of a private conversation between Ivan III and losif - 

a conversation which started with a discussion of church matters in general. 

But soon the grand prince

roBopnTM o HoeropoflUKMx epernKex, #a MOJIBMJI MHC raK: ' M fl3, 
HOBTOPOAUKMX epeTHKOB, n TW MH npociM B TOM, a
M BJiaflblKH npOCTHJIM

losif's response was uncompromising:

focyflapb! TonbKO cf\ noABnrneujb o HbmeuiHux epeTMKex, MHO n B 
npewHUx Te6e Bor

Unfortunately, he was unable to take this matter further because the

4 
grand prince sent him na delo. This delo commissioned by Ivan III was, as

r /*

shown by Zimin and Cherepnin, the willof Prince Ivan Borisovich of Ruza , 

who fell ill in November 1503» died shortly after and was buried in losif's 

monastery at Volokolamsk. By this will, witnessed by losif alone, Ivan 

Borisovich's appanage (Ruza and half of Rzhev) was bequeathed to Ivan ill. 

The will was evidently drafted in Moscow at the grand prince's chancellery 

and it was losif's task to ensure that the final document was a faithful repro­ 

duction of the draft.

Some time following the death of Ivan Borisovich, losif was again

7 
summoned by the grand prince, this time to discuss dukhovnye dela. Not

long after his wife Sofia died, in April 1503, 8 Ivan III himself fell ill, as 

the Sofiysky 1st Chronicle so unsympathetical ly records:

Toro we JieTa Ki-m3b BennKUM UsaH BacmibeBHMb, Q rocyflapb scea
^7

HSHeMoraTMj ero we Bor nto6nT naKasyer.

1. AED . DD. 436-8
2. ibid., p. 436
3. ibid., p. 436
k. ibid., p. 436
5. Zimin, ' Kh-«zheskie dukhovnye gramoty', pp. 270-3
6. RFA, vol.f, pp. 217-8
7. PSPL, vol. 6, p. 48
8. PRSL, p. 49
9. ibid., p. 49



106

On 21st September 1503 Ivan left Moscow with his son Vasily for a 

short visit to the Trinity Monastery, Pereyas lavl ' , Rostov and Yaroslavl 1 . 

It was probably his illness which prompted the grand prince to undertake 

this pilgrimage and to summon losif for a discussion of spiritual matters. 

losif seized the opportunity to persuade the grand prince of the need for 

another campaign against heresy:

M fl3 eny noMfln 6mn nenoM, MTo6bi nocnan B BeiinKHM HoeropoA, Aa n 
B HHbie ropOAbi, Aa senen 6bi o6biCKayn epeTMKOB.

Ivan readily agreed, and even reiterated his confession of guilt:

"... M «3 Aen, eeAan epecM HX.' f\a H CKasan MH, Koropyio 
A/ieKcetf npojonon epecb, n Koropyio epecb AP~b>xa.n OeoAop KypmiMH. - 
'A MeaH, Aen, MaKCUMOB n cHoxy y Mene MOID B MWAOBCTBO cse/i ...'

Nonetheless, it seemed to losif that the grand prince, despite his 

willingness to renew investigations into the activities of heretics, feared 

that further executions would only add to his sins. losif attempted to 

reassure him, quoting the Scriptures:

M S3 noMfln roBopMjn, >^TO anocTon riasen K ti^eM nucan: 'Aiue XTO 
OTBpi>>KeTCfi saKona Monceesa ... yMHpaer; KOJIMM naMe, nwe Cbina 
5o>KMfl nonpas n Ayx 6naroA3TM

Like his patron Gennady, losif considered that ends justified means in 

the struggle against heresy. Eradication of the evil was a fairly simple 

matter:

M To/ibKO 6bi rocyAapb socxoTen MX ncKopennTn, HH 6w B"bCKope 
un, nonMas Asy HDM jpex epeTHKOB, a one scex

In the eyes of those historians who see Ivan III as at first sympathe­ 

tic and protective toward the heretics, 6 the letter to Mitrofan affords

1. PSRL, vol.6, p. ^9
2. AED, p. 436
3. ibid., p. 436
k. ibid., p. 437. losif subtly twists the meaning of St Paul's words by 
citing only verses 28 and 29 of ch.X of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Verses 
30 and 31 show that St Paul was speaking of God's vengeance, not of man's. 
Of this losif was well aware, for he quotes verse 31 at the end of the letter 
to Mi trofan:

CrpaiiJHO 60 ecTb ewe enacrn spyue Bora wnsa!

- though this time without attribution (AED, p.
5. AED, p.A38
6. see above, ch.ll, p. 46
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evidence of a turning-point in his attitude - evidence of his readiness 

to make concessions to the oblioh-itel-i in the hope of gaining support 

among the church leaders for the plans for secularization that he laid 

before the Moscow Council of 1503.

That Council,and the dispute between the two factions who respectively 

defended and attacked the right of the Church to own property in general and 

land in particular (the so-called Possessors and Non-Possessors), has

attracted as much attention from historians of late XVth - early XVIth

2 century Russia as has the heresy of the Judaizers. Many share the view

expressed by N.A. Kazakova, that the Possessors, as representatives of the 

'church militant', were able to turn their energies co the defence of

Church property only after 1503, since, until then, their main preoccupa-

3 tion had been the struggle against heresy.

In letters written before 1503 losif's references to the Judaizer's 

heresy are extremely vague: his early writings are in no way comparable 

with the letters sent out by Gennady from Novgorod before 1490 - persistent, 

and filled with reports and complaints against the heretics. losif's 

pre-1503 correspondence does not provide sufficient indication of a con­ 

tinuous campaign against the Judaizers, and before reverting to the informa­ 

tion contained in the letter to Mitrofan we should consider whether evidence 

of such a campaign between 1490 and 1503 is to be found in other contemporary 

sources.

On 7th March 1490 Ivan Ivanovich, the grand prince's eldest son and

4 heir, died after being attended by a Jewish doctor, who had staked his

life on the successful outcome of the treatment. In October the same year 

the Moscow Council condemned the 'judaizing heretics', who were anathematized 

at Novgorod soon afterwards. It would seem that the militant churchmen 

were in a strong position to pursue their anti-heretical campaign to a

1. AED, pp.205-6; IB, pp.408-9, 419-20; RD, p.220
2. see Fennell and Stokes, Early Russian Literature, pp.144-73, for a 
summary of the discussion
3. Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev i ego sochineniya , p. 34
4. Master Leon, brought to Moscow from Venice by Sofia's brother Andrew 
Palaeologue. PSPL, vol.20, pp.354-5
5. see above, ch.ll, pp.73~**
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victorious conclusion. Yet there is little evidence that they were 

aiming to do so - and in this connection Gennady's activities in Novgorod 

are of particular -interest.

The work of Gennady's 'circle 1 - scholars invited to execute commissions 

for the archbishop - is well known. This included translated and original 

tracts on various subjects related to the life of the Church, and transla­ 

tions of Scriptures and of scriptural exegesis for the first complete codex 

of the books of the Bible to be compiled in Russia.

In about 1491 Dmitry Gerasimov reported to Gennady on the results of

his enquiries in Rome as to the relative merits of the double and triple

o 
alleluia. These were not very conclusive:

... Sflecb B KHwrax He noKasano, KaK roeopnTb - Tpery6no MJIH 
cyry6HO ... y Hac o TOM cnop Susan MewAy eennKMMn nioAbMH M OHM 

, MTO TO u APVroe OAnnaKOso ...3

In the years immediately before and after 1492, Gennady and his scholars 

were preoccupied with the compilation of new Paschal tables and the trans-
A

lation of texts to aid calandri cal calculations.

In 1497, Vc-'niamin, a Dominican friar in Gennady's service, wrote a 

work enti tied:

CJIOBO KpaTKO npoTMBy Tex Hwe B semn CBflmeHHbm, noABMWHbm n 
, co6opnbie uepKBM BCTynaiOTCfl.5

a "manual for the secular ruler' s wh ich , as its title indicates, sought to 

defend the Church's immutable right to property7 long before the Sdborny otvet
o

of 1503 attributed to losif of Volokolamsk. The Slovo kratko stresses the

1. cf. IB, pp. 266-84
2. Klibanov dates Gerasimov's letter somewhat earlier, RD, p. 196. The 
Stoglav report would suggest that Gennady chose the triple alleluia (Stoglav
p. 149)
3. BIL, Troits. 730/304, f.485. **• see above, Ch. II, p. 35 et seq.
5. ChOIDR, 1902, vol.2, part 2
6. Sedel'nikov, 'K izucheniyu "SI ova kratka 1 " , p. 215
7. IB, pp. 225-7; 244-6
8. cf. Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev , p. 34. Lur'e suggests that the Slovo kratko 
possesses 'anti-heretical 1 tendencies, which, however, he ooes not discuss (IB, 
p. 270). Apart from its dedication to Gennady, na vragi tserkowye i eretiky 
ratovatelyu krepchayshemu, the Slovo kratko shows few signs of such tendencies 
except in the most general sense: defence of the established Church is indeed 
anti-heretical .
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obligations of temporal to spiritual power, of the State to the Church - 

an ethos that permeates another work written, in part at least, at 

Gennady's court: the Povest' o [novgorodskom^belom klobuke. This legend 

concerning the origins of the head-dress worn on ceremonial occasions by 

the archbishop of Novgorod is a fascinating mixture of history, polemic 

and invention.

The story begins in the reign of Emperor Constantine 1, when the bely 

klobuk belonged to Pope Silvester. Because of the disrespect shown by 

'Karul and Formos 1 - who, according to legend, were instrumental in the
o

departure of the Church of Rome from the true faith^ - the klobuk is 

miraculously translated to Constantinople, and from there is sent by the 

Byzantine emperor John VI Cantacuzenus to Russia. There at last it finds 

a worthy resting-place in Novgorod. The Povest' wonderfully combines 

anti-Catholic polemic with propaganda for the superior authority of spiri­ 

tual power in general and of the Novgorod archbishopric in particular.

The list of commissions executed at Gennady's court closes with the

3 
1499 Bible and related works. Compilation of the Bible began sometime

4 
before 1493 and was a monumental task: those Books available in Slavonic

1. Rozov, 'Povest 1 o novgorodskom belom klobuke 1 , pp.181-203. Lur'e (IB, 
pp.229-34) has serious objections to Rozov's dating, but concedes that the 
Povest T , the earliest MSS. of which are of the mid-XVIth century, may be 
based on a written or oral legend originating from Gennady's court (IB, p.234)
2. Rozov, op.cit., p.195. It is interesting thatthe Povest' , in spite of its 
anti-Catholic bias, makes great use of the Donatio Constantini legend (Rozov, 
op.cit., pp.185-93). According to this, Constantine I granted Pope Silvester 
the right to rule over Italy (the Donatio became one of the most important 
weapons in papal claims to sovereignty). The Donatio Constantini was 
also made use of by the author of the Slovo kratko to demonstrate that the 
Church's claims to property rights were based on authoritative precedent 
(ChOIDR, 1902, vol.3, part 2, pp.30-1). This use, in Gennady's circle, of 
works originally produced for the Church of Rome (as well as the activities 
of Veniamin the Dominican) has given rise to the suspicion that Gennady may 
not have been as anti-Catholic as his sovereign. But even Ivan IN, while 
justifying his aggressive policy towards Lithuania by the need to defend Ortho­ 
doxy against Catholicism, recruited specialists in Italy for Muscovite service 
(The Lubeck chronicle of Reymar Kokk even recorded that Ivan III promised to 
embrace Catholicism, and that only the greed of the pope prevented this from 
happening; Raab, 'Novye svedeniya 1 , pp.339-40). It is as if an unspoken dis­ 
tinction existed between the neighbouring and dangerous Catholics of Lithuania 
and the distant, and often useful, Catholics of Rome (cf. 15, pp.276-7; 281-4; 
Lur'e, 'Kvoprosu 1 , pp.68-77)
3. GN, vol.1, pp.1-137
4. IB, pp.273-4
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translation were copied, while others had to be translated from the German

and Latin versions of the Vulgate; the annotations included commentary also

2 
translated from the Latin.

The 1499 Bible was not the only fruit of the scriptural labours of 

Gennady's scholars and scribes: several of the translations of scriptures 

and exegesis made during preparation of the Codex were copied and survive

as separate works. Among these was the Protiv iudeystva, one of the dis-

? 
courses in the annotated Bible of Nicholas of Lyra. Translated in 15Q1 by

4 
Dmitry Gerasimov, it is one of the few known writings produced by Gennady's circle

which could be seen as an indirect attack on the 'judaizing heretics'.

In the archbishop's own post-1490 writings there is even less evidence 

of any preoccupation with the Judaizers. The absence of any reference to 

the heresy is especially conspicuous in two letters written sometime after 

1499 to Metropolitan Simon. Like so much of Gennady's correspondence, the 

first of these letters open with a complaint:

npHwon KO MHe AHHK BennKoro Khmafl MsaH CYMOPOK, CKasbieaer: 
npnc/ian K neny KHasb BCJIUKM BacuneM UsaHOBKiMb sees Pycn rpaMory o 
AHfwe o ABOweHite; a B rpaMore nuiuej, MTO nocbman K Te6e 
BennKM BacujiePii B~bcnpawaTn, AOCTOMT JIM fln«Ky flBowenuy y 
nern, n Tbi ASH OTKaaan BennKOMy KH^SIO BacmibKD, MTO

AOCTOMT y tjepKBM nern; a Bep,b TOT CMepfl eme 6bin n
HecTaBJien fluaK, p,a KBK y nero yMepna wena, M OH noHan Apyryio 
weny, BAOBy we ...

1. Probably from a Bible printed at Cologne and supplied to Gennady by the 
Lubeck printer and book dealer Gotan (Raab, ' Germano-slawisches im Ostseeraum 1 , 
p. 58)
2. Gorsky and Nevostruev identified the source of two of the commentaries as 
the Bible 'with discourses' by Nicholas of Lyra (1270-13^0). This Bible was 
first printed in Venice in 1481. GN 9 vol.1, pp.79 and 129; IPT t p. 605, n.2; 
Deanesly, A History of the Medieval Church, p. 158
3. see above, n.2
i. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura 1 , p. 191
5. Only two other known tracts against the Jews were translated during Gennady's 
reign in Novgorod: the Vera i protivlenie krestivskikhsya iudey , translated ca. 

1 by Dmitry Gerasimov and the Styazcmie byvshee vkratse ... o vere khristicn'by Dmitry
stey -I zakone evreyskom (Begunov, Kozma Preswiter, p. 90). Another anti-Jewish 
tract, Uohitelya Samoila Evreina na bogootmetnye zhidove , translated in 1504, 
is commonly thought to have been commissioned by Gennady. However, as he was 
removed from his see in that year, such a provenance is doubtful. 
6. AI t vol.1, No. 101, pp. 144-5. The editors date this 1490-1494 because in the 
XVIth-century MS. on which the published letter is based, Gennady addresses him­ 
self to 'Metropolitan Zosima 1 . This would appear to be the result of a copyist's 
error, since Zosirra's name occurs only once, while there are three references to 
Grand Prince Vasily Ivanovich. Vasily was given the title of grand prince of 
Novgorod and Pskov in 1499 (PSRL, vol.20, p. 368), the year in which we find the 
first reference to I van Sumorok, d'yak of Grand Prince Ivan Ml in Novgorod from 
8th December 1499 to 30th May 1501. (Bernadsky, Novgorod i Novgorodskaya zemlya, 
pp.332 and 335; Veselovsky, D'yaki i pod'yachie, p. 102)
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The archbishop makes it quite clear that he considers Simon's decision 

to be uncanoni cal :

y LjepKBM Be/ieHo craeneHbie flp^wajn, npocroMy HM
HH

and that he has not given up hope of being summoned to attend a Council in 

Mos cow :

M Tbi 6bi, rocnoAHH Oieub, OT rex Henoflo6Hbix flen nawMX 6eacMepTHbix 
Aym noGepern, sanewe eeneHO c^ewflaTHCfl Ha BCHK rofl K re6e csoeny 
O'ruy, Aa co6opHe McnpasneHMe ymtHMw HeAOBeAOMbiM semeM c naMM c
CBOMMM A6TMH H COCJTy>Ke6HMKM . . . ^

In the first known report on the heresy in Novgorod, i.e. his letter to 

Prokhor, Gennady has stressed that the evil had been spread throughout the
7

Novgorod see by the priests appointed - apparently without his consent - by 

heretics. Yet, neither in this nor in the next letter to Simon does he make 

any use of this example of the dangers of leaving nestavlennye to officiate 

in church.

Evidently Simon's response to his first letter only partially satisfied 

Gennady. He wanted- far more than the rectification of one mistake: he wanted 

a reform of the whole system of education and appointment of the white clergy:

MTO, rocnoAUHe, rosopun ecu o noAbflMecKOM CTaeneHMe, Koropwe 
noAbflKbi Ma/ibi cTaeneHb!, HewenaTbi, n KOTOpwe o6emaK)TCfl AescTBOBaTM
T6M OCJ1o6o>KeHO H AHfiKOHCKMki M epeMCKUM C3H ... a riOAbflKbl B6Ab

po6flra rnynbie, naA co6ow roro He seAann ... A nyu^M roro 
6e33aKOHne B BCCM PycKow seM/ie seAeTCfl, MywuKbi oaopHbie na Kpbinoce 
noior, M napewbto n anocjon na anGone MryT, Aa eme M B oruapb XOAHT;
MHO 6b! TO 6e33aKOHb6 BblBeCTH. A fl3, TBOM CblH, HblH6 y Ce6fl CTaBJlK)

AUHKbi Aa n rpaMOTbi HM crasneHbie Aaw, sanewe M3o6pen ecMM B 
HoseropOAe Ha Kpbinoce HOIOT AH^KU ABoeweHLjn; fid n K To6e ecMH o 
OeAKe o ABoewenue nocbman rpaMOry, H TW, rocnoAHH Oreub naujb, KO 
MHe o TOM n OTnucan ... fla 6nn ecMM MenoM FocyAapio BenMKOMy

, MTo6w senen yMnnmua yMUHMTn .... a MOM COBCT o TOM, MTO 
BO yMM/imue, nepsoe as6yKa rpaHMua MCTOJiKOBana COBCCM, p>a n

c/iosa, Aa ncanTbipn c cneAosaHMeM .... A MTo6bi M nonos 
CTaBJienbix senen yMMTM .... A Hbine y MCHP noGewariM cTaeneHUKbi 
MeTbipe, MaKCMMKO, Aa KyseMKa, AO OOOHOCKO, Aa OMenbfiHKO MHCHHK, a
TOT c HeAenro.ne noyMUBcn cTynmi npoMb c HMMM >K; a M npasocjiaBHbi 
JIM Te 6yAyT?

1. AI 9 vol.1, No. 101, p.l^; cf. Golubinsky, I/T, vol.2, part 2, pp. 85-90, 
for a discussion of the difference between stavlennye and nestavlennye d'yaki.
2. AI, vol.1 , No. 101 , p. 145
3. see above, ch.M, p. 32
k. AI, vol.1, No. 104, pp. 146-7. The editors date this letter 1498-1504, since 
it is addressed to Metropolitan Simon. But is must have been written after 
1499 (see above, p.lK.n.6) and before the 1503 Council which dealt with the 
question of widowed priests.
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Gennady's campaign did have some effect on the decision of the Council 

of 1503. We do not know how the grand prince responded to the suggestion for 

the establishment of schools, but we do know that within his own see Gennady 

took steps to improve standards among the lower clergy. He tried to ensure 

that all who officiated in the churches of his diocese applied to him for 

stavlente , which they were awarded only after they had passed a test of their 

moral and educational fitness for the cloth. He even seems to have prepared

candidates for the test, along the lines advocated in his letter to Simon.

2 Dmitry Gerasimov's translation of a German glossed Psalter may have been

commissioned for this purpose, and it appears that Gennady himself may have

3 been the author of the Pouchgnie svyashchennosluzh-itelyam for this anonymous

work on the qualities and duties of a good cleric contains the following 

words :

As CMnpeHbitf ApxnenMCKon BCH CM peKox eaM .... a KTO BT>cnpTMBMTCfl 
saweMy npaBoeepnio, MHe nosewflbTe, «3 o6-nnMto ero M OT

1. Some schools may have been established, either by Ivan I I I or his son 
Vasily, for in chapter 25 of Stoglav , dealing with the education of d'ydk-i 
for the priesthood, it is stated:

A npewe cero yMMnnma 6uBann B POCMMCKOM uapcTBMM Ha MOCKBC M B BennKOM 
Hoserpafle . . .

(Stoglav , pp. 9 1-2)
2. IB, p. 272
3. AI t vol.1, No. 109, pp. 159-164. The editors date this a. 1499.
4. ibid., p. 160. That this was probably Archbishop Gennady can be seen from 
a comparison of two passages, one from the Pouchgn-ie svyashchenno slush-it ely am, 
the other from Gennady's first letter to Metropolitan Simon: 
Pouchen-ie svyashchennosluzhitelyam First letter to Simon

o/irapb 60 TOKMO nonoM M AMHKOHOM, a oruapb 60 TOKMO nonoM n
M6T14OM M nesuoM npeflonrapue; npn- MerijeM npefl onrapeM H nesiieM,

pyKononoweHMe or EnncKona sepx eMiuMM pyKononoweHMe OT EnwcKona, sepx
HOC« KpaTKMM $e.noHb, nocrpuwen, HOC« KpaTKUM 0enone,

M6CTM MTeHMfl M anOCTOJI ... MCCTM MTCHMfl, anOCTO/1 ...

(AI 9 vol.1, No. 101, pp. 144-5) (AT, vol.1, No. 109, p. 162)
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The Pouehenie, Gennady's Okozritel'ny Ustav, and the so-called 

Seal of Solomon

rieMarb uapfl CojioMOHa fiMcana c nepeeoAa feHHaA^a apxnenncKona ...

C A T 0 P

A P E Fl 0

T E H E T

0 n E P A

P 0 T A C 2

conclude this brief review of the work of Gennady and his circle after the 

year 1490. The suggestion that the literary activities of Gennady's court 

were a response to the Judaizers 1 heresy - and that works such as the 1^99
•7

Bible owed their existence to the fact that 'heretics used the scriptures' - 

appears to be an underestimation of Gennady's aims and achievements. The 

cleansing of the Church of heretical beliefs and practices was but one aspect 

of the archbishop's programme of reform.

Prior to 1^90 the campaign against heresy dominated Gennady's activities, 

but after the conciliar trial of the heretics he turned his attention to wider 

issues. His pre-1^90 correspondence evinces an awareness of the role of the 

Russian Church as inheritor of the Byzantine theological tradition. The fall

of Constantinople, however, and the grand prince's distrustful attitude

4 
toward the captive patriarchate meant that the Russian Church was no longer

able to draw on the experience of Byzantium: that it would have to develop its 

own theological resources must have become particularly clear on the eve of 

the eighth millenium and this was the task to which Gennady applied himself 

with such zeal. As a good administrator he did not forget the practical aspect 

of reform and the need for a consistent policy on matters of ritual (e.g. the 

double or triple alleluia) and church government (e.g. rules for the induction

of d'ydki and priests).

Gennady's attempts at reform did not always go unresisted; his second

letter to Simon shows that his priests thought i11 of his desire to educate

1. Bychkov, Katalog , p.35
2. Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya literatura, p.226

£ Se4 ?4??lr of Ivan I I I to lona, archbishop of Novgorod (PJE, vol.6, Ho.100 
cols.707-12)
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them:

. . . fla TCM-TO Ha M6HH 6paHb 6bieaeT OT nx Hepaflennfl, a
H6T, MTO MM MX H6 yMMB

In 1499 there even occurred something like a revolt among this flock. The 

Novgorod II chronicle (Arkhivsky MS.) gives a detailed description of a

procession led by Gennady around the new fortifications of the city, on

2 8th December 1499- It 'S recorded in the chronicle that the archimandrite

3 of Yur'ev Monastery and the abbots of many other Novgorod monasteries did

4 ' 5 
not participate in the procession. Ivan Sumorok may have been among those

who declined to attend (the wording of the chronicle entry is not clear). 

On 15th December the archbishop headed another procession, this time round
o

the old city walls, attended by the archimandrite and the 'entire Synod 1 . 

Unfortunately the chronicler does not tell us why the first procession was 

boycotted.

The route taken by the procession and described in such detail in the 

chronicle may be the answer, for it followed an east-west direction, posolon'. 

In 1481 Ivan III had been in dispute with Metropolitan Geronty over the 

question of the proper direction to be taken by sacred processions, and in 

insisting on posolon* he was supported only by Gennady and the archbishop

of Rostov. At the time the grand prince was obliged to give way to Geronty

7 
and the majority of the churchmen, but it seems that in 1499 Gennady decided

to reintroduce this change in ritual, again in the face of opposition.

But all this is necessari hypothesis. The refusal of the abbots of 

the Novgorod monasteries to participate in the procession around the new 

fortifications, which were built on the orders of Ivan III (with one third 

of the cost paid by the archbishop - and therefore, presumably, also the 

Synod, of Novgorod) may have been politically motivated.

1. AT, vol.1, No. 104, p. 148
2. PSRL 9 vol.30, pp. 152-4
3. see below, pp. 130-1 .
4. PSHL, vol.30, p. 152
5. see above, p.
6. PSRL, vol.30, p. 153
7. PSRL, vol.6, pp. 233-4
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Since the works of Gennady and his circle after 1490 contain no 

specific reference to the Judaizers, and do not even cite the example of 

the heresy as proof of the need for reform, perhaps to Gennady at least, 

the heresy ceased to be an important issue after the executions of 1490.

Nor docs anyone, apart from losif of Volokolamsk, make any further

2 
mention of the Judaizers before 1504. In fact, if losif's letter to

2 
Mitrofan is to be credited, it was Ivan III himself who revived the issue

of the heresy, for it was obviously he who raised the subject in his first

4 
conversation with losif. The grand prince had asked losif to grant him

1. It seems unlikely that Gennady, apparently on good terms with Ivan III 
(see the account of the visit of the grand princes Ivan and Dmitry, in 
PSRL, vol.24, p. 213) whose cause in the Novgorod see he served so faithfully 
both before and after 1490 (see above, ch. I I, passim PL, vol.1, p. 83; PSRL, 
vol.30, pp. 153~4), should have failed to try to stem the 'revival of the 
Novgorod heretical centre 1 postulated by Klibanov (RD t p. 218).
2. There is one work at least in wh i ch a reference to the opprobrious 
example of the Novgorod heretics would have seemed apposite. In August 
1501, Metropolitan Simon addressed two letters to the Permian Eparchy, the 
first of which reproaches the clergy of Perm 1 with lax performance of their 
duties and with certain malpractices, among them:

o CBoeM cnaceHMM Hepa^MTe, n o CBOMX flerex flyxoBHbix He6pex<eTe . . . 
caMH flen HflMTe H nbere He B noflo6Ho epeMfl, flo o6eAa ....

(AT, vol.1 , No. 112, pp. 166-7)

The second letter, addressed to the Permian congregation, criticizes them 
for improper observance of Christian customs and reminds them:

A BO BCfl 6bi ecre roeem/m nocTMnncfl, n MHCHWX 6paweH M MneKa H HHLJI He 
ejin; TaKwe-tf Mew roseHMee, B cpefly n B rmroK, Mflca M MJieKa u HHLIB He 
flcie.

(ibid., p. 168)

Eating and drinking ne v podobno vremya and non-observance of fasts were 
among the evils mentioned as characteristic of the heresy of the 'judaizing' 
Novgorod priests. (AED , pp. 316 and 383; see above, ch . I I , p. 52).
3. see above, pp. 105-7-
4. .The date of this conversation (and of the letter to Nifont) has not been 
discussed (cf. PIV, p. 256; JOT, p. 574, n.2). It seems that Golubinsky's dating 
of the letter to 1505 is the more probable since in spring 1503 (the date of 
the conversation according to Lur'e)
a) Fedor Kuritsyn was still active (see above, p. 89)
b) Ivan III told losif he had been forgiven for knowing the heresy of Aleksey 
and Fedor Kuritsyn. It is unlikely that such an absolution could have been 
granted for an as yet uncondemned heresy.
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absolution (already granted by the metropolitan and the bishops) because 

'he knew the Novgorod heretics' and 'their heresies'. This should not 

necessarily be seen as an admission of heretical sympathies. Ivan had had 

contact with the Novgorod heretics; the Edict of the Moscow Council of 1490 

accused the Novgorod priests:

... M Bbi naKH, npMexae Ha MocKey aflece 6nnn ecie MCJIOM rocyAapio
KHfl3K> Ha TenaAna apxnenncKona o TOM, MTO, peKiun, OH sac 

M Koea/i M MYMH/I M3O HMenna, Aa rpa6nn WHBOTBI

It is also very probable that Ivan III would have attended services at 

the Archangel Cathedral, where the heretic Denis officiated until his expul­ 

sion; any contact with heretics - and especially participation in a service 

at which a heretic officiated - was considered a taint requiring confession 

and absolution.

That the grand prince was familiar with the beliefs of the Novgorod

heretics and of Aleksey and Fedor Kuritsyn is not surprising, since he had

2 been informed of them before 1490 by Gennady's podlinniki . And judging by

4 loslf's list of these heresies in the letter to Mitrofan, Ivan had not

told him anything new, for the list is a paraphrase of the accusations con­ 

tained in the Edict of the Moscow Council of 1490.

losif spoke to Ivan I I I of the need to investigate and eradicate the

£ 
Novgorod heresy, but what the grand prince wished to talk about was heresy

in Moscow, and he turned the discussion to the heresy of his daughter-in-law:

n
A Mean, ACM, MaKCMMoe n cHoxy y Mene B WMAOBCTBO ceen. 

And here, perhaps, was the real reason for his desire to discuss the 

subject of heresy with losif: the unnamed daughter-in-law seduced into heresy 

by Ivan Maksimov was Elena, widow of Ivan Ivanovich and daughter of Stephen IV 

of Moldavia.

1. AED, p. 383
2. Beve ridge, Synodicon, pp. 466-7
3. AED, p. 377
4. ibid. , pp. 436-7
5. ibid., p. 383
6. see above, p. 106.
7. AED, p. 436
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When Elena, daughter of an Orthodox ruler, became the wife of Ivan's 

eldest son and heir in 1483, the marriage set the seal on the alliance 

between Muscovy and Moldavia, 'the most fruitful of Ivan's Western alliances'. 

And when Ivan Ivanovich died, in March 1490, there were two candidates for 

the succession to the throne of Muscovy: Elena's son, Dmitry, and Vasily, 

Ivan's eldest son by his second marriage to Sofia Palaeologa. It seemed that

Jvan III had made his choice when Dmitry was ceremonially crowned Grand Prince

2 
of Vladimir, Moscow and all Russia, in February 1498. But on 11 April 1503,

after some skilful manoeuvreing on the part of Sofia and Vasily, Dmitry and

Elena were arrested and imprisoned; three days later Vasily became 'autocrat

3 
of all Russia 1 , and was assured of the succession. The fall of Dmitry and

Elena has never been satisfactorily explained: they were probably the victims

4 
of circumstance and of their rivals' superior powers of intrigue.

When Ivan III told losif about Elena's heresy she was already in prison, 

where she was to die in December 1504. Under these circumstances, it is 

surprising that historians have so unhesitatingly accepted that the Orthodox

daughter of an Orthodox monarch should have embraced a 'judaizing 1 heresy on
» 

the sole evidence of one sentence in losif's letter to Mitrofan; Elena's

'heresy 1 provided a perfect excuse for Ivan's treatment of her, and ensured 

that he would not have to ask forgiveness for killing her svoim

nestorozheyu , as he had been obliged to do in 1498 after the death of his

7 brother An drey.

1. Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, p. 107
2. PSRL, vol.20, pp. 366-8
3. ibid. , vol .6, p. 48
4. see Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, pp. 334-52, for aspects of the 'dynastic 
crisis', such as the virtual uselessness to Ivan I I I of the Moldavian alliance 
after 1500. Ske.
5. PSRL, vol.20, p. 375, According to the Tipografsky Chroniclefwas murdered. 
Like Sofia, she was interred in the burial place of the female members of 
the royal families of Moscow: the Cathedral of the Assumption (PSRL, vol. 2k,
p. 215).
6. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', p. 48; IRT, p. 574; AED, pp. 148-9; Smirnov, 
'Tserkov' i obrazovanie' , p. 82; Fine, 'Fedor Kuritsyn's Laodi ki jskoye 
Poslaniye', p. 504; Stokl , 'Das Echo', p. 428; Fennel 1, Ivan the Great, p. 324; 
IB, p. 181.
7. PSRL, vol.24, p. 213. Andrey died in November 1493.
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Since losif's letter to Mitrofan was written for the express purpose 

of reminding the grand prince that over a year had passed since their con­ 

versation, during which Ivan had not fulfilled his promise to renew investi­ 

gations into the heresy, it is to be doubted whether this promise was made 

in good faith. We have to ask whether there was, in fact, a heresy to 

investi gate.

Without doubt, if the grand prince had followed losif's prescription 

and had 'arrested two or three heretics', it would not have been difficult 

to amass sufficient evidence for a trial and execution - as Gennady demon­ 

strated so well before 1430. But if the Church really considered the 

'judaizing heretics' to be still a potent threat in 1503, it is strange that, 

as far as can be judged from contemporary sources, the subject of heresy was

not discussed at all at the Moscow Council of that year.

2
Contemporary chronicles carry a similar laconic account of the proceed­ 

ings of thi s Counci 1 :

Toro we nera 6bin apxnenncKon HOBTOPOAUKHM fena/jeu Ha MOCKBC, M 
co6opoBaiua c CnManoM MUTPOROJIHTOM ecefl Pyc*in n co enncKynbi, n 
noBenewa BAOBWM nonoM n AMHKOHOM He neTM, HM CBfimeHbCTBy Kacajncfl. 
Toro we nera ynownwa n OT cTaBJienna y nonoB n y AUHKOHOB n OT 
MecT LtepKOBHbix no npasunoM cBHTbix oreub M3flbi He UMaTM ...

4 
The two Ed-lots issued in the names of the grand princes Ivan and

Vasily, Metropolitan Simon, Archbishop Gennady, the bishops of Suzdal', 

Ryazan 1 , Tver', Kolomna, Saray and Perm' and the entire Holy Synod, provide 

more details of the Council's decision. These

1. AED, p.438
2. Early sixteenth century
3. PSRLj vol.28 (£«%? 1518). The same account is used in the Sofiysky llnd 
and L'vov Chronicles (PSRL, vol.6, p.244; vol.20, p.374; for the relationship 
between these three chronicles see Lur'e, Obshcherusskie letopisi, p.232). 
The date of the Council is not given, but the account is found between entries 
for May and September. The date given by the Novgorod llnd (Arkhivsky) 
Chronicle (PSRL, vol.30, p.175) - 1 September 1503 - is contradicted by the 
dating of the Council's Edicts (see below)
4. ME, vol.1, Nos.382-3, pp.484-8. The first Edict is dated 6 August 1503; 
the second, September 1503.
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1 ) outlaw all simony;

2) declare that priests and deacons should cease to perform the duties 

of their office should they become widowed (disregard of this regula­ 

tion to be punished by state, not church, authorities);

3) regulate the rights of, and payments due to, widowed priests and

deacons ; 

k) outlaw habitation of monks and nuns in mixed monasteries;

5) declare that priestly duties in men's monasteries be performed by the 

abbot, and in convents by white clergy;

6) forbid any priest who gets drunk to officiate or, the following day.

Little is known of the Council's discussion of the rights of the Church 

to land and other property; according to available sources the question of 

heresy did not enter into it.

Consideration of the dispute supposed to have taken place between Nil 

Sorsky and losif of Volokolamsk at th'e Council of 15C3 does not have any

1. This, like the condemnation of simony, was a reminder of an old prohibi­ 
tion; cf. Metropolitan Foty's letter to the Pskovites, reproaching them for 
allowing widowed clergy to of f i ci ate (AED, p. 25). The reaction of the lower 
clergy to this piece of legislation can be judged from the Foslani-e of the 
widowed priest Georgy Skripitsa of Rostov, which appeals to the leaders of 
the Church:

He ocKop6rmMTe M He ocywaMie cB«meHHHKOB Kpone SorocposHbix BMH:
RMcano ocywaTM rpecM MX, a He co6oio M He CBOMM pasyMCM. Bw we, rocnofla,
ocyflnjnn ecje scex epees M AMHKOHOB nacTo^mMx M 6yflymnx CMeprmo wen MX;
rioJio>KmiM ecre B UepKBM spawy Mewfly co6oio, co CB*meHMKM, BO BBKM, M Kano
cawM Aepaaere BXOAMTM BO CENTUM onrap? .... M B JlaTMHCKOM sepe MHO epeoM
MX 6biTM seen Sea wen , OHM 60 , KpOMe BowMfi FlMcaHMfl M3o6pe/in ce6e epecb
CBOCM

- and reproaches them for administering the church:

uapfl Gormpu M ABOPCUKMMM, neAenbiuMKM, TMynbi M AOBOA^HKM, CBOMX 
npM6biTKOB, a HC no flocTOHHMio cBflTMTenbCKOMy ...

(ChOIDR, 18^8, vol.6, pp.
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direct bearing upon the subject under discussion. However, some objections 

to the accepted view of this dispute may be mentioned here:

a) The hypothesis that the dispute occurred in 1503 is based largely on one 

passage in Vassian Patrikeev's Prenie-,

b) Recent studies of autograph MSS. of works by Nil Sorsky and losif of 

Volokolamsk suggest that their views were not as divergent as has been 

supposed;

c) Soborny otvet, thought to be the response of the Council to the idea of
3 secularization, is addressed to Grand Prince Ivan Vasil'evich alone; all

dated sources on the Council of 1503 make it clear that the Council was 

headed by both Ivan III and his son Vasily;

d) By 1503 Ivan III had confiscated a considerable amount of Church land." 

He may even have introduced legislation to limit further acquisition of land 

by monasteries. Why he should have felt impelled to obtain the consent of 

the Church in 1503 for measures in which he had been apparently successful 

is not clear. It Is interesting to note that Slovo inoe (published by
e*

Begunov and dated by him 1506-9) alleges that Archbishop Gennady, when 

reproached for not speaking out against Ivan's plans, retorted: 

l~jiaro.neTe y6o caMU, as 60 orpa6neH ywe npewfle cero.

As has been mentioned, in spite of the known participation of Archbishop
o

Gennady and the presumed participation of losif of Volokolamsk - the two

most celebrated scourges of the Judaizers - the Council of 1503 did not

attempt to deal with the heresy.

1. Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev , p. 279; cf. IB, p. 4 10, n.14
2. IB, pp. 312-4; Kloss, 'Nil Sorsky i Nil Polev 1 , pp. 150-67
3. Its authorship has been attributed to losif by Moiseeva, Valaamskaya 
beseda, p. 30, n.76
4. IKT, p. 631; Bernadsky , Novgorod i Novgorodskaya zemlya, pp. 316-7
5. AAE, vol.1 , No. 227, p. 218
6. Begunov, 'Slovo 1 , pp. 361-4
7. ibid., p. 352
8. piv, pp. 371-4
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It was only after Ivan III removed Gennady from his see and imprisoned 

him in the Chudov Monastery that a Council was convened for the purpose of 

dealing with the heretics. According to the chronicles, Gennady fell 

victim to a law promulgated by the same Council which had brought him 

victory in his campaign against widowed clergy:

Toro we nera, moi-m, PeHaAeH, apxnenncKon PennKoro Hoearoporq^ ^ 
FlbCKoea, ocraBH npecron CBOM sa HeMomb, Heeoneio: noHewe 60 npnexa
C MoCKBbl M H3MflT M3fly MMaTM y CBflmeHHMKOB OT CTaBJieHMH H3 CbOM

npecTon Hosropofl BenHKMM HannaMe nepsaro, upea csoe o6emaHne ...
M o6blCKaB TO KHfl3b Be/lMKHM M MMTpOnOJlMT, M CBeflOWa 6TO CO

npecTona Ha MocKBy, n npe6bicTb B Manacrbipe y MnxannoBa Miofla na 
MOCKBC nonrpeTfl rofly, Ty H

2 The heretical priests had accused Gennady of robbing them, and the

^ Pskov 1st chronicle suggests that the archbishop was avaricious: Gennady

was probably in the habit of taking payment for ordination, continuing an
4 old Novgorod tradition, and trying, no doubt, to compensate the archbishop's

treasury for the losses resulting from the demands cf Ivan III. However, 

as the proceedings of the Stoglav Council show, the removal of Gennady did 

nothing to stop the practice of payment of an ordination tax in the see of 

Novgorod. His contravention of the Council's decree does not satisfactorily 

explain his deposition just before the conciliar trial and execution of 

heretics (several of whom were from Novgorod), which took place in December 

1504.

This is one of the few items of knowledge we have concerning the trial 

of the heretics in 1504. The chronicles confine themselves to stating that 

such a trial took place, and to listing the names of some of those found 

gui 1 ty :

1. PSRL, vol.28, p. 337. Gennady was removed from office on 12th June 1504 
(PL, vol.1, p. 89)
2. ASD, p. 383.
3. PL, vol.1, p. 83
4. Stoglav, pp. 134- 5
5. Stoglav, pp. 134-5. According to Golubinsky the prohibition of an ordina­ 
tion tax only remained in force for just over two years, until the death of 
Ivan 1 1 I (lPT t p. 617)
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M<e SMMbl KHfl3b B6J1MKMM MB3H BaCMJICBMMb M KHfl3b B6J1MKMM

BCefl PyCMM CO OTUCM C CBOHM C CUMOHOM MMTpORO/lMTOM , M C

erwcKonbi, M c BCCM co6opOM M, o6bicKaiua epeTMKOB, noBeneiua MX JIMXMX
CMCpTHoio KasHMio K33HMTMJ M coKTouja B KfieTKe fluaKa BonKa KypMUMHa,
Aa MMTIO KoHonnesa, fla MsawKa MaKCHMOBa, fleKa6pfl 27, a Henpacy
PyKasoBy noBe.neiua HSbiK ypeaarn M B Hoseropofle B BennKOM co>Kroiua
ero. M Toe we SMMW apxMMaHflpuja KacnaHa VpbeBCKaro cowrotuav fla
6paTa ero MsaiiJKa CaMOMepHoro, ^.a PpHflio KsaiiJHio, fla MMTIO FlycjocejioBa, -
n MHbix epeTMKCB cowrouja , a MHWX B 3aroMeHMe paaocnatLa, a MHWX no

2 
While the sources for the Councils of 1^90 and 1503 list the names of

the bishops who attended them, we have no such information for 1504. But 

an analysis of the retirements and deaths among bishops after 1^90 reveals 

that of the six who, together with Metropolitan Zosima, tried the 'Novgorod

priests' in 1^90, only t//o - NIfont of Suzdal 1 and Vassian of Tver 1 - could

2 
have been present at the Council of 1504.

In preparation for the Council of 1^90 Gennady carefully amassed 

evidence against the heretics, and although the condemnation was a foregone 

conclusion, convention vas observed: Gennady 's reports were read to the 

Synod and the heretics cross-examined. But there are no reports prior to 

1504 on those put on trial in that year. The chronicle account of the 

Council offers no clue as to the accusations raised against them: it is note­ 

worthy that it does not assign to those condemned in 1504 any of the epithets 

(such as zh-idovskaya mudr r stvuyushchy) . associated with their predecessors, 

but terms them simply 'heretics'. On what grounds, then, were these 'heretics' 

tried?

This, it seems, was felt to be something of a mystery as early as 1554; 

in that year the elder Artemy, former abbot of the Trinity Monastery and patron 

of Maksim the Greek, defending himself at his trial for heresy explained his 

refusal to anathematize the 'Novgorod heretics' thus:

... He eeflaio roro, MTO epecb; COWPJIM KypMubma fla PyKosoro M 
Toro He Beflaior, npo MTO MX COWTJIM.

1. PSRL t vol.28, p. 337; after * quoted from PSRL, vol.20, p. 244. cf. ibid., 
pp. 49-50; PSRL, vol.20, p. 375; PSRL, vol.26, p. 297
2. see above, ch.ll, pp. 69, 118.
3. Nifont was Bishop of Suzdal ' from 1484 to 1508. Vassian was Bishop of
Tver' from 1477 to 1508 (Stroev, Spiski ierarkhov, pp. 441 and 656). Of the 
remaining four, three resigned and one died.
4.. AAE, vol.1 , No. 4 , p . 251
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According to Lur'e, the 'case for the prosecution 1 was presented by 

losif of Volokolamsk who, for this purpose, made the first redaction of his 

Prosvetitel ' . But Lur'e admits that there is no conclusive evidence that
2 7

losif was present at the proceedings of the Council and, as mentioned above, 

it is unlikely that even the first redaction of the Prosvetitel' was made 

before 1504. 4 Further objections to Lur'e's dating (1502-1504) of the origi­ 

nal version of this work arise from a consideration of the sole 'official' 

source for the Council of

This, the so-called Poslanie o soblyuden-ii sobomogo pr-igovora, was 

written sometime after the Council of 1504. No Edict of that Council sur­ 

vives and in fact, to judge from the Poslanie o sob lyuden-i-i , none was ever 

issued. The Poslanie Is a defence of the verdict of the Council, justifying 

it against the claim that execution of a repentant heretic is uncanonical by 

arguing that those executed were not heretics but renegades.

EperuK y6o ecTb, nwe eepyeT Bory 6bun Xpncry, epecu we
B ce6e .... OTCTyrmm< we ecTb, nwe B npasocnaBHOM sepe 

poqucfl H B cosepiueHOM Boapacre . . . caMOBO/iHo
s\

Xpncra... 0

Therefore they were unprotected by scriptural and canonical writings. The 

justification of the verdict forms an introduction to an account of the 

origins of the otstupler.ie , whose adherents were executed in 1504:

1. AED, p. 211 ; IB, p. 421
2. IB, p. 421. It seems unlikely that losif would have failed to mention 
his role in the extermination of the heresy in any of his numerous refer­ 
ences to the subject.
3. see above, pp.89~95.
4. From a purely practical point of view, a work as lengthy and involved 
as the Prosvetitel' seems an improbable vehicle for the presentation of 
evidence before a trial.
5. AED, pp. 506-10
6. AED, p. 506. In MSS. it is entitled simply Poslanie , or Poslanie o 
eretitsekh (ibid., p. 506, n.l). It was edited and published by A. A. Zimin



A o HbiHeujHMx epeTMuex fla 6yAei Ban BCAOMO, HKO BCM OTBeprowacb 
XpMCTa. Y>Ke TOMY TpHflecRT n ipn neia MMHynM, KOK 6bin B BCJIMKOM 
Hooerpafle Cxapiifl WHAOBMH. HHO ACHMC non, fla Onei-cceM rorfla 6bin 
non >:<e, MTO 6 bin Ha MocKBe nocne roro Ha MocKse nporonon,

K >KMAOBMHy CxapMM Aa yMMnMCfl y Hero WMAOBCKOM sepe .. 
nocne roro flennc Aa One«ceM npejibCTnnn B >KHAOB"bCKyio sepy 

FaspMna npoTonona Co0encKoro Aa nona HayMa Aa nona MaKcuMa ...
OT 60Hp OT HOBOTOPOAUKHX npenbCTHJIM B WMAOB-bCTBO PpMrOpHfl

MnxaPinoBa cwna Ty«-iMHa M MHWX MHOTMX A^TeM GofiptCKHX M OT
H OT HpOCTblX

A nocne TOTO, KaK B3«nn Ha MocKBy AJicKcefi npoTonona
nona, - M OHM npenbCTMnn B ^HAOBCTBO (I>eAOpa Kypnitbina, Aa 6paTa
ero BonKa, Aa HHWX MHOTMX DT eenMKaro KHFISP A^opa Aa M OT
H OT KpbinomaH M OT npocTbix niOAew, «KO>I< neKOTopbiM oT6ernyTn sa
Mope K WHAOBOM M oSpesaTncb B wMAOBCKyK) sepy, OT Kynuos y6o
3y6oB, OT KpbinoiuaH we MBaiiJKO MepHOM H

The Poslon-ie o soblyudeni-i then proceeds to enumerate the heresies of
2 3 

the Novgorod heretics, quoting from the Edict of 1^90 and from Gennady's

4 
reports. Of the crimes of those condemned in 150^4 it merely says:

we npecTynnnLibi ceAMbAecflT ceAMepHLjeio sneiiJH TOTO coTBOpmua 

- and then reverts to justifying the executions. In addition to quoting 

Holy writings it points to the unfortunate consequences of leniency toward 

heretics, by reference to the example of Gennady:

ApxnenncKon we TeHaAntf HT Bepy noKaflnnto MX M A^CT HM ocna6y. M 
KKO npnfiuja ocna6y, M a6Me BCM na 6er~bCTBO ycTpeMMiuacb : MHMM B
JlMTBy, MHMM >KC B HCMLlbl M BO HHblfl

The Pd'slonie concludes with a warning to all those inclined to oppose 

the Council's decision:

M TOTO paAn 6o>necTBeHHafi DMcaHM^ M cBfliuenHafl npasMna npesMpaere. 
M TBOpflujMX TaKosa^ 6o>KecTBeHHa^ npaBMna oTnyqaiOT OT
npeMMCTblX TaMH XpMCTOBblX.^

p 
The work is undoubtedly written in the narr.e of Metropolitan Simon/ but,

while admitting this, Zimin suggests that losif of Volokolamsk was the true

1. ibid., loc.cit. If an Edict was issued by the Council of 150^ it is sur­
prising that the Poslcmie c soblyudenii makes no reference to it, explaining
instead the need to enumerate the heresies of those condemned thus:

Ben y6o, HKO no6onecTe, cnbiiuaiue CMK . Ho cero paA^ nonyAnxcfl nanMcaTM 
Aa ysecTe M pasyneeTe CMX CKBepbHOfl Aena ... (AED^ p. 50?)

2. AED, p.507
. ibid. , p.383

	e.g. Gennady's letter to Prokhor, ibid., pp.312-3
5. AED, p.507
6. ibid. , p.508
7. ibid. , p.510
8. ibid., p.503
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author. He bases this view on the fact that the 15th and 16th Slova of 

the Prosvetitel' lean heavily on the Poslanie o soblyudenii, and on textual

similarities between this and losif's Poslanie Mitrofanu. Since the 15th

2 
and 16th Slova were written well after 150^, the argument in favour of losif's

authorship is not very convincing: the textual similarities between Prosvetitel' 

and the Poslanie Mitrofanu (which, as we have seen, does not necessarily ante­ 

date the Poslanie o soblyudenii ) in the two passages compared by Zimin 

are due to the fact that both are based on the Edict of the Council of 1^90. 

There seems'to be no reason to assume that the Poslanie o soblyudenii is any­ 

thing but an official letter from the head of the Russian Church.

It is not only Slova 15 and 16 of the Prosvetitel' which contain passages 

found also in the Poslunie o soblyudenii'. the introduction, S*kazan,ie o novoya- 

vivsheysya eresi explains the spread of the Novgorod heresy to Moscow in the 

same manner as the Poslanie , albeit in far greater detail:

CxaaaHMe o HOBOflBMBiijeMCH epecu FlocnaHMe o co6nioAeHMM

MM 
MocePi

... B jieTO 6979 .     npM^AS B 
HosropoA WMAOBMH Cxapua . H TOM 
npewe npencjn nona fleHMca, n B 
WMAOBCTBO OTseAe. flense H<e npusefle 
K Heny nporonona Anencea, eiue rorfla 
nona cyma Ha MMxaM-noscKOM ynnun, M
TOM T3KW6 OTCTynHMK 6blCTb . . . flOTOM

we npMMAowa us JlnTBbi HHMH 
we MMeHa OCMO UIMOMJIO CK^p 
XaHyiu . . . RoTOM we AneKceM 
MHorbix WMAOBbCTBy, eiue we M 
CBoero MsauiKa MaKCMMOBa M oTua ero 
nona MaKCMMa M M MHorbix . . . fleHMc 
we non TaKO we MHorwx nayMM WMAOBB- 
CTBOBaTM ... npOTonona PaspMHJia 
CT>(J)eMCKaro ... M TPMAIO KnoMa. 
we KJIOM HayMM PPMTOPMP TyMMna

, ero we oTeub 6«uje B

Ywe TOMy TPMACC^T M TPM neTa 
6bin B BeriMKOM HoserpaAS

HHO fleHMC non, Aa OneKceM 
6bm non we, MTO 6bin Ha MOCKBC 

nocne TOTO na MocKBe npOTonon, npMxo 
AHJIM K wMAOBMHy CxapMM Aa yMM/iMCfl y 
nero WMAOBCKOM sepe. A XpMCTa OTBep 
ri>jiMCfl. fla nocne TOTO MHMM WMAOBB,

B BeJTlMKMM HOBTsTOpOA. M

OneKceM K T6M npMxoAMJiM Aa 
HMMM WMAOBT>CTBO Aepwa/iM . . . fla nocne 
TOTO flennc Aa OneKceM npenbCTMnn B 
wMAOB"bCKyio sepy faspMna npOTonona 
Co(t>eMCKoro Aa nona HayMa Aa nona 
MaKCMMa Aa MHWX MHOTMX OT cspmeHHMKO 
. . . : a OT 6o«p OT HOBOTOPOAUKMX
npe/lbCTMJlM B WMAOBtCTBO PpMrOpMfl

MMxaM/iosa cwna TyMMHa M MHWX MHOTMX

1. AED t pp. 50^-5
2. IB, pp. 97-8.
3. see above, p. \ 15, n. \\ t
A. AED t p. 505



HoeeropoAe eennKy enacTb 
HoTOM we MHQTMX HayMMwa ... 
B neTO we 6988 npnn^e KHH3b 
Mean BacunbeeuMb B Be/iMKuPi Hosisro- 
pofl, M TOTAa B3flT AneKcea nona Ha 
nporononcTBO K uepKBM Flpe^MCTbm 
YcneHMfl, n fleHHca nona K apxarreny 
Mnxanny .... KaKoaa c^Tsopmua cun
CKBepHMM nCH C CBOHMM no6opHHKbl! . . .

Aywa nory6nwa, HBWHAOBbCTBo
fl«o we HeKbiuM oT6ewaTn M 

o6pe3aTMCfl B wnflOBbCKyio sepy: OT HUX 
we ecTb MsaiuKO MepnbiM . .. n 
ero MrnaT 3y6oBb.^

126
M 6oflp~bCKnx n OT Kyn^uos n OT 

npocTbix rnofleM.
A nocne TOTO, KaK BSHJIH Ha MocKBy 
A/ieKcefl npOTonona fla Aennca nona, - n 
OHM npenbCTunn B WHAOBCTBO Oeflopa 
KypMUbina, fla 6paTa ero BonKa, A3 HHBIX 
MHOTUX OT BennKaro KH^S^ ABOpa &a v\ OT 

H OT KpbmoiuaH n OT npocTbix
, flKOW HCKOTOpblM OT6eTHyTM 33

Mope K WMAOBOM n o6pesaTncb B WHAOB- 
CKyio sepy, OT Kynuos yGo UrnaT 3y6oB,_ 
OT KpbinoujaH we MsaiiiKO MepnoPi n MHOSM.

losif then says that after Gennady's arrival in Novgorod many of the heretics, 

fearing judgement, fled to Moscow vvhere

ROTOM we npuBneKOuja K CBOCM epecu MepHbua Saxapa. floTOM we OT ABOpa 
sennKoro KH«3« OeAopa Kypnunna, Aa A^^KOBb KpecTOBbix. HcTOMy Aa CBp~bMKa, OT 
KynbLteB we CeMena Kjienosa. OeAop we Kypni^MH n HcTOMa n CsepweK n CCMCH 
KnenoB MHOTUX HayMHma

Between these two accounts there is one important difference. According 

to the Skazortie it was Ivan III who brought Aleksey and Denis to Moscow, and who
 

was thus indirectly responsible for the dissemination, of the heresy there. The 

Poslani-e , on the other hand, does not state exactly who caused the two priests 

to go to Moscow.

In its list of those converted to heresy in Novgorod, the Poslan-ie 

reproduces the names given in Gennady's reports with one important addition: 

Grigory Tuchin.

Grigory Mikhai lovich Tuchin, son of the Novgorod posadnik lools'hey Mikhail
C £

Tucha, was a posadn-Uk himself by 1471. Four years later, he was one of the

deputation of Novgorodians who met Ivan I I I on his arrival in Novgorod in

7 November 1^75. In 1478 Tuchin MZ chelom v sluzlribu and was accepted into the

service of the grand prince, after which we hear no more of him until the 

mention in the Poslanie o soblyudenii.

1. AED, pp.469, 478-9
2. ibid.,pp.471, 480-1
3. ibid., p.506
4. ibid., pp.471,481
5. Yanin, Novgorodskie posadniki, p.381. In that year he was one of the few 
Novgorod boyars to escape the severe penalties imposed by Ivan III (Bernadsky, 
Novgorod i, Novgorodskaya zemlya, p.297).
6. ibid., p.300
7. PSRL, vol.25, pp.304-5
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But some conjecture can be made as to his fate, for in 1487-89 Ivan III 

carried out a mass vyvod of merchants and posadsk-ie lyudi, dispossess­ 

ing them of much of their Novgorod property and resettling them in the 

Moscow region. And since it is on record in the Novgorod cadastres of
o

the late XVth century that land was confiscated from Grigory Tuchin, it 

is possible that he was among those affected by the 1487-89 vyvody.

Quite probably it is in the light of what we know of the mass influx 

of largely discontented Novgorodians that we should understand the explana­ 

tion of the appearance of the Novgorod heresy in Moscow as given in the 

Poslanie o soblyuden-i-i,.

Whether or not Aleksey, Denis and the other Novgorod priests 2 

actually arrived in Moscow at the time of the vyvody, it is unlikely 

that losif's account of the spread of the heresy could have been written for

a Council presided over by Ivan III himself. This, and the nature of the

4 
details given in losif's account - which look more like invention than fact -

suggests that he made use of the Poslanie o soblyudenii as a source for his 

Skazanie , and that none of the redactions of the Prosvetitel' was made 

before 1505.

Before returning to losif's evidence, let us examine the verdict of the 

Council of 1504 as recorded in the chronicles. Volk Kuritsyn, Mitya Konoplev

1. Bernadsky, op.cit., p.337. According to Veselovsky's calculations, up to 
a thousand Novgorodians were dispossessed and coerced into Muscovite service 
between 1476 and 1500 (Veselovsky, Feodal'noe zem1evtadenies pp.298-9, vol.1).
2. Novgorodskie pistsovye knig-i , vol.5, cols. 193-4.
3. Of Aleksey, Gennady says practically nothing. Denis is first mentioned by 
him in the same letter as Gavrila, only after both had arrived in Moscow. See 
above, ch.I I, p.57.
4. e.g. the names of the Jews 'who came to Novgorod 1 ; the claim that Aleksey 
had been a priest na Mikhaylovskoy ulitsi (probably the result of confusing 
him with Gavrila, said by Gennady to be a priest from Mikhaylovskaya ulitsa. 
See above, ch.M, p.57, n.2).
5. The names of those condemned in 1504 are confirmed by the Poslanie o sob- 
lyudenii and by the anathema in the Novgorod Synodikon against the 'new heretics

HOBMM epermjM, HesepyiotHHH B Pocnofla Hauiero Mucyca XpMCTa, China EOWHH, M B 
npeMncjyio EoropOAHuy, M noxyjiMBiuen ceflMb coGopos csflTbix oreu, KacbHH 

lOpbesa MOHacTbipn, MsaujKO MaKCMMOB, HeKpac PyKasoB, BOJIK 
KoHonneB n MX epecuHaManbCTBOsaBUJHe B pycreti SCMJIM ...

(Zimin,'Sobornye prigovory',
p.215)
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and Ivashko Maksimov were executed in Moscow, being burnt to death in a 

cage; Nekras Rukavov was burnt to death too, his tongue having first been 

cut out - but this took place in Novgorod, where Kassian of Yur'ev, Ivashko 

Samocherny, Gridya Kvashnya and Mi tya Pustoselov were also executed. In 

1490 it had been Gennady who testified against the Novgorod heretics ancj 

organised a Novgorod Council and the executions. But in 1504 he was prevented 

from testifying: the throne of the Novgorod archbishopric was vacant, and 

only the representatives of the grand prince could have been responsible for 

the executions - as'well as for those in Moscow.

There was a precedent for the methods chosen for the 1504 executions: 

in 1488 the grand prince had ordered that one Munt Tatishchev should have his 

tongue cut out for treasonable slander, and in 1493:

... Toe we SKMbi, rensapfl, Ka3Hnn Ki-msb BCJIUKHM KHfl3fi Msana 
JlyKOMCKoro fla MaTMcjjaca Jlnxa, ToriMaMH najbiHCKaro, cowrouia nx Ha 
MocKee Ha peKe B KneiKe .... npo TO, MTO OHH nocbmann c 
rpaMOTaMH M c secrbMM MenoseKapCBoero BoJibinqosa K

JlnroBCKOMy . . .

Who, then, were the men singled out for equally severe sentences in 

1504? Studies of the heresy have tended to concentrate on the personality 

of Fedor Kuritsyn (who only escaped the fate of his brother Ivan Volk by

'disappearing from the historical scene 1 - presumably by dying a natural

3 
death - sometime before December 1504 ), since his career is well documented

in contemporary sources.

The Kuritsyn brothers are thought to have descended from Roman 

Ivanovich Kamensky, a boyar of the grand prince of Moscow whose descendants 

lost rank. 5 Fedor and Ivan Volk are the first of the family known to have 

attained the position of d'ydki of the grand prince. Thanks to the testimony 

of losif's Skazan-ie:

TOJIHKO we flpbSHOBenne rorfla MMeaxy K AepwaBHOMy npOTonon AneKcefl 
M Oeflop KypMLjMH, HKO HMKTO we MH

1. PSRL, vol.28, p. 319. Munt had spread the rumour that Ivan III was plan­ 
ning to arrest his brother, Andrey of Uglich; he was flogged, but did not lose 
his tongue, thanks to the intercession of Metropolitan Geronty.
2. PSRL, vol.28, pp. 323-4
3. see above, p. 89.
4. Veselovsky, Onomastikon , p. 173; idem. , D'yaki i pod'yachie, pp. 280-1. See
Appendix I for the Kuritsyn family tree.
5. Veselovsky, Issledovan-iya, p.
6. AED, pp.471, 481
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Fedor Kuritsyn has been seen as 'one of the most prominent states­ 

men of the reign of Ivan III, playing a leading role in the foreign policy

of the grand prince 1 . Fairy von Lilienfeld has even described him as Ivan's

2 
Kanzler. But it is difficult to prove that Kuritsyn ever held anything more

than an executive position. Even in the 1490's when, according to Zimin,

3he was ona of the initiators of the grand prince's policy', records of nego­ 

tiations with foreign representatives show that he was seldom given sole 

responsibility: the leading role in such negotiations was almost invariably 

taken by the kaznachey Dmitry Vladimirovich, whose rank gave him precedence.

Fedor Kuritsyn's career in the service of the grand prince, though distin-
& 

guished, was no more so than those of many of his contemporaries among the

7 8 d'yak'i of Ivan III, such as Andrey Mayko, Danilo Mamyrev and Vasily Tret'yak

9 
Do 1 ma to v.

Fedor Kuritsyn was principally active in the field of foreign relations. 

He took part in most of the key diplomatic negotiations of the 80's and 90's 

of the XVth century, and was a member of embassies to various European courts.

Ivan Volk's career, although not so busy, was very similar to that of 

his brother. He too was active in the Muscovite diplomatic service, as well 

as being a signatory to several important internal policy documents. But if 

we compare the activities of the Kuritsyn brothers with those of other leading 

d'yaki, in the service of Ivan III, we find that the one distinguishing feature 

of their record was the manner of their fall. The only Kuritsyn known to have

1. IB, p.183
2. von Lilienfeld, 'Uber einige Zuge', p.l
3. Zimin, 'Sobytiya 1^99 g. 1 , p.100
4. RIO, vol.35, Nos.ZA, 36, 56, 61
5. If Fedor Kuritsyn reached the position of influence ascribed to him, it 
Is surprising that he never received the rank of Kaznachey. That a d'yak 
could qualify for this rank we know from the example of one of Fedor 1 s colleagues 
Danilo Mamyrev (Veselovsky, D'yaki i pod'yachie, p.316).
6. Zimin, 'D'yachesky apparat 1 , p.9^
7. Veselovsky, op.cit., p.311; Zimin, op.cit., pp.250-1
8. Veselovsky, op.cit., p.3l6; Zimin, op.cit., p.108
9. Veselovsky, D'yaki -i pod'yaohie, pp.155-6; Zimin, 'D'yachesky apparat', p.233 

10. In the period under discussion the Muscovite administrative apparatus was 
not yet divided into prikazy\ the grand prince's d'yaki dealt with both internal 
and external matters.
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been close to a grand prince of Moscow was Afanasy, Fedor's son: the

descendants of Ivan and Fedor survived their parents' disgrace remarkably

2 well, continuing to serve as d'yaki to the rulers of Muscovy.

Mi tya Konoplev is the second name in the list of those executed in 1 

The only item of information we have about him is that in May 1503 he was one 

of the det-i boyarskie in the suite of Konstantin Grigor'evich Zabolotsky on 

a mission to Alexander of Lithuania, which arrived back in Moscow in September

1503. 3

Of Ivashko Maksimov we know only that he was probably anathematized in
4 Novgorod in 1490. It is not known how he reached Moscow from Novgorod, or

whether he really had any contact with Elena Stepanovna.

We are better informed about Nekras Rukavov. According to the Novgorod 

cadastre for 1500, Nekras Vasil'evich Rukavov was a gomesho'h'ik f rom Votskaya 

pyatina, owning considerable property in the Novgorod area, in several villages 

that belonged to the grand prince.

Archimandrite Kassian of the Yur'ev Monastery wss also among those

executed in Novgorod. It is stated in the 15th Slow of the Prosvet-itel'
& 

(written several years after the 1504 Council ) thai. Kassian was appointed
7 archimandrite by Ivan I I I on the advice of the Kuritsyn brothers, but this

is probably one of losif's inventions.

The archimandrite of the Yur'ev Monastery held a special position in the 

Church hierarchy of Novgorod; he was elected, apparently for a limited term 

of office, from among the abbots'of the most important monasteries of Novgorod. 

The 'archimandrite of Novgorod 1 , as he was also known, was the elective head 

of the black clergy of the see and, as such, was independent even of the

1. Veselovsky, op.cit., pp.279-80
2. ibid., p.279. The grandson of Ivan Volk became a Novgorod landowner, 
and golova of one of the Novgorod pyatiny (Tikhomirov, P.azryadnye kni,g-i y 
pp.375, ^28 et seq.
3. RIO, vol.35, No.76, p.413
4. see above, p. 73.
5. Novgorodsk-ie pistsovye knigi, vol.3, cols. 300, 317, 334-6; 344-5. See 
also Veselovsky, Onomastikon, p.272
6. J5,p.468 et seq.
7. Prosvetitel' , p.518



archbishop. There is no evidence that Kassian, who became archimandrite

2
in 1^9, owed his position to the grand prince. As for his 'brother'

Ivashko Samocherny, we know nothing - not even whether he was a blood rela-

2 tive or simply a brother monk of the Yur'ev Monastery.

The Kvashnya family name is well known in Russian XVth-XVIth century

4 sources; unfortunately, we do not know to which branch of the family Grid/a

Kvashnya belonged. Since he was executed in Novgorod, it seems likely that 

he was related to Aleksey Kvashnin, a^Novgorod boyar who, like Grigory Tuchin,

was accused of robbing and killing the inhabitants of two Novgorod ulitsy,
ft 

Slavkova and Mikitina. Aleksey Kvashnin and his brothers were among the
7

wealthiest pomeshohik-L of the city.

We know nothing of Mitya Pustoselov, the last in the list of heretics 

named by the chronicles - but our information concerning those condemned for 

heresy does not end with him. The chronicle account is supplemented by losif 

of Volokolamsk with yet another name.

Sometime between December 150*t and October 1505 losif wrote to Ivan III

about the heretic Semen Klenov, who had been placed in custody in his
8 

monastery. Not daring to reproach the grand prince for having transformed

his monastery into a gaol for heretics, losif turns from an obligatory

-1. Yanin, J4z istorii', pp.118-26
2. Although one of the bodies participating in the election, the veche , 
ceased to function after 1^78, the kontsy of Novgorod continued to act as 
administrative units with their own representatives. That the archimandrite 
of Novgorod was still respected by the abbots of other Novgorod monasteries 
as their head can be seen from the account of Gennady's procession on 8th 

December 1**99 (see above, p.lH)
3. Following the death of Kassian in 150*4 there is no record of an archiman- 
qlrite in the Yur'ev Monastery un i 1 1*517-' This may, of course, simply be 
due to the paucity of sources, but since the archbishop's seat remained vacant 
for a considerable period, the same may well have been true of the archiman­ 

drite's post (Stroev, Spiski -ierarkhov , p.^5)  
4. Veselovsky, Issledovan-iya, p.263 et seq.
5. see above, p. 1 1*4.
6. PSRL, vol.25, pp.30*1-5
7. see Ukazatel' k Novgorodskim pistsovym knigarv, p.3*+. Aleksey alone seems 
to have left no hei rs.
8. PIV, pp.178-9
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expression of welcome for Ivan's anti-heretical zeal to a lament for the 

fate that had overtaken other monasteries:

a Hbine, rocyflapb, CKaaanM naM, <-ITO epernKOB no ManacTbipeM 
MHO, rocyflapb, naM HbineujHflfi cKop6b MHOTO ropiun nepsbie, aanewe, 
rocyflapb, MMPHHOM nonay TBOPMUJ, a MHOKOM norn6enb.^

This letter is interesting not only because it confirms the verdict 

of the Council of 1504, as recorded in the chronicles:

a MHWX B aaTOMeHMe poaocnaiua , a MHUX no ManacTbipew. 

It also affords fairly conclusive proof that losif did not write the

Prosvet-itel *, even in its short redaction (Skazanie and 11 Slova) , prior to 

the condemnation of Ivan Volk Kuritsyn and the others; it is also an indica 

tion that the story of losif's presence at the 1504 Council was probably 

apocrypha] .

losif writes to the grand prince:

MTO ecu, rocyflapb, npncna/i B wonacTbipb FlpeMMCTbie K nan epernKa 
Cenena KneHOsa, fla M ero PCMM epeTMnecKMe nanMcanbi, MTO OH 
Myflp"bCTBOBa/i, a sejien ecu ero flp-bwarb B MonacTbipe, MHO, rocyflapb, 
o TOM ecwfl o6pafloeariMC5i 6unM BCM, MTO ecM noKaaan pesnocTb o 
6naroMecTMaeM M npaeocJiasHeM xpMCTMfiHCTeM sepe, KaK
CBflTMM HpaBOCJiaBHMM XpMCTMaHCTMM 0

Had losif been present at the Council of 1504 he would have been aware that 

the grand prince pokazal revnost' and his expression of delight would have 

been somewhat belated. As participant of a Council which condemned Semen 

Klenov, among others, he would not have required a copy of Klenov's heretical 

rechi. Finally, had he in fact been present he would surely not have felt 

the need to reproach Ivan for making use of the monasteries as convenient 

places of exile for heretics:

A B nMcaHMM, rocyflapb, roro HCT, Koe eperMKOB no MonacrbipeM 
nocbmaTb. . .*

We have already mentioned that losif's Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya des­ 

cribes the spread of the 'Novgorod heresy 1 to Moscow in much the same terms 

as the Poslanie o sdblyuden'i'i ; it is of interest to make a further comparison

1. PIV, p. 179
2. see above, p. 122.
3. PIV, pp. 178-9
*. ibid., p. 179

5. see above, p. 125.
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of the two sources. This is how they list the converts of Aleksey and 

Denis : 

flocnaHHe o co6niOAeHMki CKaaanne o HOBOflBHBojeficfl epecM

... OeAOpa KypuiibiHa, A3 Spara ero . . . OT AB°Pa eennKoro KHH3fl

BoiiKa, f\a MHbix MHOTMX OT ee/iMKaro KypMunna, Aa AtflKOB KpecroBbix, MCTOMY

ABOpa Aa n OT Kyrmee M OT Aa CeepMbKa, OT Kynbuee w.e CeneHa

M OT npocTbix .niOAetf, HKO>K Knenoea. OCAOP we KypmjMH n HcTOMa n

HeKOTOpbiM oT6ernyTn aa Mope K Ceeo^eKb v\ CeneH -
M o6p63aTHCb B WMAOBCKyiO HayiMJlJa WMAOBbCTSOBaTM.

sepy, OT Kyrmos y6o MrnaT 3y6os, 
OT KpbinoujaH we MsaiuKO MspHbiM n

In Gennady's letters, which mention Istoma, Sverchok, Fedor Kuritsyn, 

Ignat Zubov and Ivashko Cherny, there is no reference to Semen Klenov, nor 

does his name appear in any source directly connected with the proceedings 

of the 1504 Council (i.e. the chronicle account, the Poslanie o soblyudenii 

and the 150*4 anathema). There is nothing in losif's letter to Ivan I I I to 

contradict the view that he, losif, only learned of Klenov's existence and 

heresy after the Counci i was concluded and when Klenov was exiled to his 

monastery.

This work has trieo to demonstrate that the Prosvetitel ', either in 

its short or in its expanded redactions, could not have been written for

the Council of ISO^f. And since this work has come to be known as The Book

3against the Novgorod heretics , an attempt has to be made to answer the

question why losif wrote it only after the condemnation and execution of 

the heretics had taken place. A full answer would require a separate 

textological analysis: a few ideas which could provide such an answer will 

be mentioned here.

A consideration of the Poslanie ikonopistsu with its three Slova on the 

worship of icons (chapters 5 - 7 of the Prosvetitel') and the three Skazaniya 

on the seventh millenium (chapters 8 - 10), suggests that in their original

1. AED, p. 506
2. ibid., p. 471 (cf. ibid., p. 4817)
3. AED, p. 438
4. see above, p. 89 et seq.
5. see above, p. 91 et seq.



form these works were anti-heretical only insofar as they constituted an 

instruction in Orthodox Christian beliefs on the subjects under discussion. 

By inserting set phrases against the Novgorod heretics and appending suitable 

titles to each of the chapters, losif transformed them into tracts against 

the 'newly-appeared Novgorod heretics'. If we examine all of the references 

to the heresy in the entire expanded version of the Prosvetitel' we find 

that throughout the work (apart from the introductory Skazanie and chapter 15, 

both devoted to an account of the origins and spread of the heresy), the same 

stock phrases recur.

Wherever losif does not repeat the names of Aleksey, Denis and Fedor 

Kuritsyn he refers instead to 'Jews' or to unspecified heretics. Every 

time, the allusion to such otstupniki simply forms the starting-point of 

an argument to demonstrate the truth of Orthodox Christian beliefs. It 

can be argued that the Prosvetitel' is not a Book against the Novgorod 

heretics, but the first attempt in Russia to produce a summary of Orthodox 

theology, a work something in the nature of the De fide Orthodoxa of John 

of Damascus.

This view is supported by the words of losif of Volokolamsk himself, 

for, after narrating the history of the heresy in the Skazanie , he introduces 

the index of the chapters of the Prosvetite~L' thus:

M fla HUKTO we MM saspnTb, nt<o B BCHKOMB cnoee MST^BMX epeTMMecT- 
ByromMx, M wMAOBbCKaa MyApCTByiomMx, A/ieKcefl, rnaronio, npofonona M 
<l>eAopa KypMijMHa n nona flennca M noAo6Hbixb MM: rnano 60 u cejvnuu 
6oycecmeeHuu Orr.yu HOLUU nanucauia na dpeensia epemuKU, M B
MHOKaMLLIMX MeCTeX M3"bHBMlija MMCHa MX M 6P6CM MX, TOTO paflM, fIKO A3

eeflOMa 6yAYT M Bb APeBHfla POABI, HKO CMX y^eHMa AnaeonbCKa cyTb 
MsoSpereHMa. C"o6pax xe e'oeduno on -pas/cuunux nucanuu Ecotcecmeenux3 
XKO da eedxvieu Boycecmeenaa nucanua npouemua da eocnoMenym ceoe, 
neeedi/ineu we npouerrwe da pasyMetomb. H aye KOMy wno nompe6ho 
6ydemt) npomuey epemmecKtw peueM., u 6/iasodamwo Baxueio o6pmj,em 
aomoeo 6es mpyda e Koesvtcdo csioee3 wee cymt> cua

1. see below, Appendix III
2. AED, pp.^7^-5; ibid., pp.A83-^; Prosvetitel' , pp
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The purpose of the Prosvet-itel' as a compendium of Orthodox theology

explains its derivative character and its frequent disregard of historical 

fact. In retailing the history of the Judaizers 1 heresy losif was not 

really concerned with presenting a historically accurate narrative, but with 

an account that should be, above all, instructive; in his discussion of 

heretical beliefs he was not concerned with the actual ideas of the Judaizers, 

butwithora/ heretical beliefs, whether upheld by the heretics of Novgorod or 

of Moscow, by Jews or by anyone else.

This does not mean, of course, that the Provetitel' as a source for the 

heresy of the Judaizers is entirely rejected. But it is only the Skazonie and 

the 15th chapter that are relevant to our study.

Much of the evidence of the Skazanie has already been reviewed. losif 

attributes the origins of the heresy in Novgorod to the proselytizing 

activities of the Jew Skharia (whose name he obtained from the Poslanie o
n

eoblyudenii) , and the Jew - or Jews - Osif Shmoylo Skaryavey Mosey Khanush.

Evidently even losif felt it unlikely that the one nameless Jew mentioned by

2 Gennady could have wielded quite as much influence as was attributed to him.

It was the Poslan-Le which had first named Denis and Aleksey as the original

converts to the Jewish faith, but it was losif who embroidered the story of

their conversion with details such as their desire to be circumcised (from

which they were dissuaded by the Jews themselves), and the renaming of Aleksey

4 
and his wife as Abraham and Sarah.

After describing the conversion of Gavrila, Gridya Kloch and Grigory 

Tuchin, losif goes oh to list the 'many others' who were converted. Many of 

the names in his list are known to us from previous sources, but he adds the 

following:

Lavresh, Mishuk Sobaka and Evdokim Lyulisha, the priests Fedor, Yakov 

and I van,and the kriloshane or members of the lower clergy Yurka Semenov Dolgy, 

Avdey and Stepan. It is not known whether the first three were in the service

1. cf. 15, p.Ill
2. AED, p.^69
3. see above, ch. I I, p.55
*»• Possibly these names were suggested to losif by the story of Abraham and 
Sarah and the appearance of the three angels In the Old Testament, cf. los.f s 

disquisition on the Trinity, AED t p.360 et seq.
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of the Church, but losif's list (invention or not) does nothing to alter 

the view of the Novgorod heresy as a heresy of the Novgorod priests.

losif, as we have seen, makes the suggestion that it was the grand

prince who was responsible forbringing Denis and Aleksey to Moscow. His

n 
list of those converted in Moscow (Ivashko Cherny, Ignat Zubov, Zosima,

3 
Zakhar, Fedor Kuritsyr, Istoma, Sverchek, Klenov) does not contain any

names not already known to us; but once more he implicates the grand 

prince in the heresy:

TOJIMKO we APbSHOBenne Torfla uneaxy K flepwasHOMy nporonon
n Oepup KyoMUMH, HKO HMKTO we MH: 3Be3flO3aKOHMio 60

npmiewaxy, M MHorbiM 6acHOTBOpeHneM n acrponorbi M
M MepHOKHMWHK).

losif evidently knew nothing of the Council of 1488 and the first 

anathematization of the Novgorod heretics, concurred with by Geronty and 

the grand prince. In fact he even states that, out of fear of the grand 

prince, metropolitan Geronty did nothing to suppress the heresy discovered 

and reported by Gennady.

1. see above, p. 126.
2. The question whether or not Zosima was a heretic will not be discussed 
again: in losif's eyes he evidently was (see above, p. 99). But the first 
mention of Zosima, a convert of Aleksey and Denis, may not refer to the 
metropolitan of that name:

OT MepHbuee we neKoero, He peKy apxuMaHflpura, HO
... MMeneM 3ocnMy, fl«o we nepearo epernKa SOCHMY Mepnaro

(AED, p. 471 ; ibid., p. 481)
Zosima was indeed an archimandrite of Simonov before his 

elevation, but losif conpares his archimandrite with'the first heretic, 
Zosima'. There is no trace of a Zosima in early anti-heretical literature; 
the term 'the first heretic 1 was usually applied to Simon, 'the source of 
all heresies' (see above, ch.ll, p. 43, n.l). Could it be that the text has 
been altered here to obviate any suggestion that losif might be referring to 
the metropolitan Simon? The word 'archimandrite' may well be a later addi­ 
tion. The original probably read:

He peKy CBflTMTenfl, HO c"bKBepHHTejifi

3. see above, ch.ll, p. 6k 
k. AED, pp.471, 481
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The historical introduction to the heresy ends with an account of the

Council of 1^90 and with a fanciful description of the method of execution 

chosen by Gennady. This, like the story of the renaming of Aleksey and his 

wife, is probably an invention: the chronicle account of the execution is 

too detailed for such interesting information to have been deliberately 

omi tted.

With an attack on Zosima, long deceased, and with a lament for the 

smushchenie v kkristianekh caused by the activities of the disciples of

Aleksey and Denis - and especially for the sufferings of the monks of

2 
Russia, due to the heretics' influence on the grand prince - losif then

7

adverts to the subject matter of his book with the passage already quoted.

4 
The fifteen chapters of the Prosvetttel', all but one headed

Cnoeo na epecb HoeoropoACKbix 

deal with the following: the dogma of the Trinity, the Virgin birth, the 

superiority of the New over the Old Testament, the Orthodox justification 

of icon painting and icon worship, the question of the seventh millenium 

and the Second Coming, the virtue of the monastic life, the effectiveness of an 

anathema pronounced by a heretic, the right and duty of Church and Prince 

to punish heretics and investigate their errors. The final chapter defines 

the distinction between heretics and renegades, and completes the historical 

account of the heresy from 1^90 to 1504.

As shown in chapter II above, the Novgorod heretics were charged with 

anti-Trini tarianism, denial of the Virgin birth, lauding of the Old over 

the New Testament, and iconoclasm. But, as has been indicated, there is 

no evidence that those condemned were guilty of more than minor disciplinary 

heresies. Although losif wrote the Prosvetitel ' in order to define the 

Orthodox view of the dogma of the Trinity, icon worship, etc., and although 

the Novgorod heretics were accused of heretical views on these points of 

dogma, to suggest that his work was directed specifically against them is to 

misunderstand both the heresy itself and losif 's purpose. His disregard for

1. see above, ch.ll, pp.69~71
2. AED, p p .^73-/+. cf. Poslanie Nifontu, see above, pp.96-lo2>

2: ^VtheVpanded' redact ion will be considered here; although It probably 

DOStdate* the short redaction, both are post-1505 and equally valuable.
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the actual ideas of those against whom he is assumed to be writing is 

clear enough from his frequent attribution to them of beliefs of which no 

one had ever accused them. Of the heretics condemned in 1^90 and 1504 he 

knew little more than what could be gleaned from official sources dated 

subsequent to the trials of those years.

This we learn not only from the Skazanie, but also from the 15th chapter 

of the Prosvetttel' in which losif returns to the history of the heresy, 

taking up the story from 1^90 on:

floce/ie y6o B nepsoM cnose nucaino ecrb o epejmjex, uxwe noc/ia 
flepwaBHbin c MOCKBU K BennKOMy HosyrpaAy. A nwe 6biiua noroM,
T3MO H6 HMCaHO, HO Mbl 3A6 P6M6M O C6M .

After the Council of 1^90, says losif, the Novgorod heretics either 

fled from the city and carried the heresy to 'many towns and villages', or 

continued to practise it secretly in their homes. In order to help their

fellow dissenters, Fedor and Ivan Kuritsyn persuaded the grand prince to

2 
send Kassian to Novgorod as archimandrite of the Yur'ev Monastery.

losif had some difficulty in supplying details cf the activities of 

Kassian and his fellow heretics in Novgorod. He describes Kassian himself 

in terms he had already applied to Zosima:

M CKBepnemiJHM 60 n rnycHenujuM scex MenoseK ... He peKy apxMMan- 
Apura lOpbesa MonacTbipw, HO AH^BOJIOB cocyA,

- and in writing of his activities he embroiders on the reports made by 

Gennady prior to

npusowaxy 60 6/iyAHnua BO CBOH xpaMnnu, M CKBepHHxyca c HMMM 
6nyAQM, M Mbmxyca c HMMH B noxane, n CKBepnyio cura BOAy BSMMaxy,
BJIMBaxy CMK) B BMHO M M6A , M HOCblJiaxy TO BKHO H M6A CBflTHTeneM M 

CBfllM6HHMKOM, M K 6o/lflpOM H K rOCTCM, M KO BC6M npaBOCJlaBHblM

xpncjjiHOM. EAHH we or HUX, MMeneM AneKcetfKO Kocjes, BbiH^n MC 
MacoBHM MKony ripeMMCTbm BoropoAnuw ... n noKMHyn na seM/iio, H

cnyinarn CKBepnyio CBOKD BOAy na nefl. MH we HCKTO, CaMCOHKO 
, npniuen K nony K HayMy ... n CaMCOHKO MOJIBUJI HayMy nony, 

BOSMH MKony Aa YA^pn e« o aeMJiio, M non sann Aa yAapn-n e^i o 
... fla aaxorenn ecru, M nocTaBHnu npeA HMX npocKypw Aa pw6bi, M

1. Prosv e ti tel ' , p. 51 7
2. see above, pp. 130-1.
3. Prosvetitel' , p. 519; cf. ch.lll, pp.
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CaMCOHKO, Bsen npocKypbi, fla Bbipesa/i MSO ecex npocKyp KpecTbi, 
MOJIBMJI TaK: TOTO Heroflno HCTM niofleM, HO TOKMO HCOM, fla 
HanoriKOTy, M KOT cben. M CaMCOHKO ormib no<-ien roeopHTu nony: 
BOSMM jywe MKony, fla yflapb eio o non . . .^

Some of the heretics, he claims, found protection with the Kuritsyn 

brothers and with Ivashko Maksimov in Moscow, where they:

coTBopmua ... flKOwe npewe B Be/iMKOM HoBeropofle, eme we M 
CMX. ... co6npaioiiiecfl TaPmo no scex Mecrex, n/^ewe KTO 

o6peTawecfl, n mepiBbi wnAOBbCKUFi wp^xy, M nacxy ^HAOBCKYIO, n 
npasAHMKM wnAOBCKbm rsopfixy, na HMXwe n MHora xynennfl nspeKOiua 
Ha TocnoAa naiuero Hucyca XpMCTa, n na npe^ncjyio BoropoAnuy, n na 
eennKaro Hoanna FlpeATemo, n na BC« csflTbm anocTo/ibi we M 

, n npenoAo6nbm M npa seAHbifi , n MHoro CKBepnennfl H 
coAenaiua Ha 6o>KecTBeHbm UCPKBM . . .2

unti 1

AepwaBHbin neKoropbix seiuefi noBene ncnwraHMe TBOPMTM o 
epernuex ... B Jieio 7013, c CMMOHOM MUTpono/inTOM n co sceww 
CBfiTnienkt, n MHOTHM CBMAereneM ncrnHHbiM CTasujuM H.a epeTHKu n
O6J1MMMBIUMM MX O MX WMAOBCKblX M CKBepHblX AGJiex, M nOBe/ie

flepwaBHbiM, MM<e XpMcra OTBeprbWMxcfl M >KMAOBCKa^ MyAP"bCTByioiUMx, 
osex OTHKD npeAaTM, osex H<e ^SWKM MSpesbisaTM, M MHBMM
K33HMTM . . .3

With this quotation from the Poslanie o soblyudenii, losif's evidence 

on the heresy comes to an end. His voluminous post-1505 correspondence is 

largely taken up withhis quarrel with Archbishop Serapion of Novgorod, and

with monasterial affairs; by 1511, when he came to write the Poslan-ie o
f> 

ereti'kak'h to Vasily III, the heresy of the Judaizers (though not all heresy)

1. ibid., pp.519; cf. the an ti -Latin Slovo svyatvgo Feodosiya in the 
redaction found in Makary's Chetii Minei'.

B nepsyio we HOMB newMTb c HesecroK) non B o/iTapM sa TpanesoK), 
no/io>KMB na Kospe, M npeKpbCTMTb weHbCKyio cpaMory ... M CKBepne 
ywe usujeAUJM MS nesecT na Kosep M MSMH B M MMoneMb TOM KOBep, M
TOK) CKB6PHOIO KpOHHTb J1KDAH HO UepKBM . PopOV, Ol)ZOT3 p. 81.

2. Prosvetitel ' , p. 522
3. ibid. , p. 523
k. cf. AED t p. 508
5. PIV t pp. 185-229
6. PIV, pp. 229-232



140 

was evidently considered a thing of the past:

TeMHbix onex n cKBepHbix HOBOTOPOAUKUX epernKOB n orcTyriHMKOB n 
MyAPCTByiomnx AO KOHua HH3Jio>Kn;i ecu . . .

With the exception of a few names, the Prosvetitel' of losif of 

Volokolamsk adds nothing to our knowledge of the heresy of the Novgorodians 

condemned iii 1490. It is almost as uninformati ve concerning the beliefs and 

activities of those condemned in 1504, on which - apart from the chronicle 

accounts and the Poslanie o soblyudenii - it is our only source. It offers 

an explanation of the influence of Aleksey and Fedor Kuritsyn over Ivan III, 

but otherwise there is nothing in losif's account to distinguish between 

the beliefs of the Judaizers of 1490 and of those of 1504.

Neither do we learn anything further from contemporary works touching 

upon the heresy, since these - all written after 1505 - are concerned not 

with the heresy itself but with the debate about the treatment proper to con­ 

demned heretics. They are interesting only insofar as they show that the 

views of Gennady and losif on the right and duty of Princes to punish offenders 

against the Church were not without opposition in the Church itself. The 

Prosvetitel r , therefore, completes the evidence of the accusers against the 

heresy of the Judaizers - evidence from which we can now attempt to draw some 

conclusions .

For the Novgorod stage of the heresy we have to rely entirely on the 

evidence of Gennady and of sources connected with the Council of 1490. The 

individuals condemned by that Council were all members of Gennady's clergy, 

whose 'heresy 1 he unearthed under rather special circumstances.

His appointment as archbishop in I4i,4 took place at a time when many in 

the Russian Church were concerned with prophecies of the imminence of the end 

of the world. Gennady, an erudite theologian, makes it clear in his writings 

on this subject that, despite his uncertainty about the exact date of the 

Second Com ing, he was i n no doubt that his era was the last mi 1 1 en i urn, in which 

the approaching end would be heralded by the increased influence of Anti- 

Christ, manifested in the spread of heresy - a time of great danger to the

Church.

1. PIV. p ?*0



He did not have to look long for confirmation of this. In his own see 

a combination of pagan superstition and ignorance among the clergy had bred 

beliefs and practices which could easily be identified as unorthodox and 

therefore heretical.

But the dissent from Orthodoxy was by no means confined to religious 

beliefs anc! practices. At the time of Gennady's arrival in Novgorod, the 

former republic was being subjected to a series of repressive measures 

designed to prevent the revival of a 'separatist party', such as that which 

had attempted, in 1^71, to place Novgorod under the protection of Lithuania. 

Gennady's assumption of the office was in itself part of this process: he 

was only the second archbishop of Novgorod to have been appointed by Ivan I! 

Traditionally, archbishops had been elected by the citizens and clergy of 

the republic, subject only to the consent of the metropolitan and Synod. 

The last archbishop of Novgorod to have been chosen by its people had been 

Feofil: he was removed to Moscow by Ivan III and replaced by a Muscovite, 

Sergey, who lasted merely a few months before resigning owing to a mysterious 

i 1 Iness.

The reaction of the Novgorodians to the loss of so important a right 

as the election of the head of their own Church is revealed in the following

1. 'Heretical' beliefs born of ignorance were not, of course, confined to 
the Church of Novgorod. A contemporary MS. of the Menologi-on contains, 
among writings on questions of ritual by respected Church authorities, an 
article on:

flHM 3J1M B HMXWe KpOBM H6 nyCIOTM, KOH6M XOJ1OCTHTH, HM CCflTM HH

HH nnea B AOM BHOCMTM HH anna, HM Kynnrn HM npOflaTM HM
H6 KPOMTM, HM CBa,qb6bl TBOPMTM HM flOM CTpOMTM.

(GN vol. 3, pt. 2, p 263)
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entry in the Pskov chronicles, under the year 6992:

c MOCKBW B BennKbin Hoeropofl or eeriMKoro KHH3H Msana 
MS Hero pyue snaAtiKa CeprMn .., Toro we neia 
ncfl cBHTMTejin HOBTOPOACTHM ... o6nkmaiouja BBC

6e3yMHoe flpbanyTue Ha nocraBJieHne cB«THTe/ibCTBa eny ...
cyujio enncKony {<t>eo(J)njiy} n He firy 6biBUJio, HM o6nnMeHy epecbMM ...
M He npaseflHo HH no npaBnnoM nsrnany 6biBiuio ... M CMH r/iaroniome
MHorMH neflyrbi Bnowniua ero... M raKO BOCKOpe OT"bexa na MocKsy co
BC6MM CBOHMbl flBOpflHbl . . .

Feofil's successor so vsemi svoimi dvoryany had been very much hated 

by the Novgorodians; Gennady did little to lessen this hatred.

He was a faithful servant to Ivan III, fulfilling the promise made on 

his appointment that he would report to the grand prince any stirrings of 

dissent. And it is clear that such dissent - both political and religious   

made itself felt.

Following the annexation of Novgorod, the city was not only deprived 

of its veche but also of its judicature and many of its "best 1 citizens, 

whose lands and property were taken over by Muscovites. And the interven­ 

tion of Ivan III in the secular administration of Novgorod was paralleled 

by the reforms attempted by Gennady in its ecclesiastical organisation. 

By insisting that no priest, deacon or d'yak should be allowed to officiate 

In church without having applied to him for ordination, he tried to put an 

end to the custom which which the congregation 'elected 1 its own clergy and 

sought the archbishop's approval of the appointment only after it had been 

made. Gennady undoubtedly aimed to rid his see of non-ordained and ill- 

educated clergy and went so far as to insist on the removal of such as 

failed to meet his own criteria of suitability.

Such changes were bound to arouse opposition, not only because they 

were impositions by a Muscovite upon Novgorod custom, but also because the 

archbishop's ordination tax placed a financial burden upon all who wished 

to join the white clergy.

1. Pskov was part of the Novgorod archbishopric; the chronicles were kept 
at the archbishop's court and were not likely to record any information 
hostile to either Sergey or Gennady.
2. PL, vol.2, pp.63-4



By 1*187 Gennady was sending the grand prince and the metropolitan 

his reports on the dissent in his episcopacy. Ivan III treated these 

seriously: in 1^88, the year in which a great number of Novgorod citizens 

were deported or executed for allegedly plotting against the grand prince's 

namestnik, a meeting of the Synod, presided over by Ivan and Geronty, 

excommunicated and anathematized the 'Novgorod priests'. This verdict, 

and the torgovaya kazn f of three of the convicted heretics in Moscow, was 

a manifestation of the Council's support for Gennady: the responsibility 

for eradicating the heresy was, however, placed upon his shoulders.

The archbishop was instructed to carry out all investigations in the 

presence of the grand prince's namestn-ik-i: Ivan was making sure that he 

would not be relying on Gennady alone for information on the progress of 

the fight against the heresy. As a result, Gennady made a number of reports 

to the Synod and the grand prince based upon confessions and other material, 

evidently as indicative of political,as of religious,overtones.

In spite of, or perhaps because of, his zeal in safeguarding the 

interests of the grand prince, Gennady was not permitted to leave Novgorod 

for almost two decades. He was not even allowed this privilege in 1^90, 

when, as a result of his reports, another Council was convened in Moscow, 

this time headed by Ivan and Zosima. This Council reiterated its condemna­ 

tion of the 'Novgorod heresy 1 and condemned all the Novgorod priests (but 

none of the Muscovites) that Gennady had named.

Among those condemned for heretical views on the principles of Orthodox 

Christian dogma (Trinity, Virgin birth, icons, etc.) was one Zakhar, a monk. 

However, thanks to Gennady's detailed accounts of Zakhar 1 s heresy we know 

that he, at least, was not guilty of the doctrinal errors named by the Council, 

but only of a disciplinary error not even mentioned in the verdict.

Not is there any solid evidence that the other 'Novgorod priests' con­ 

demned in 1^90 were guilty of a 'judaizing' heresy: since we know that 

Gennady was a master of the 'deductive method' of identifying heretical 

beliefs, the explanation for the trial and execution in 1*490 of Gavrila, Denis

and others should be sought elsewhere.



Owing to the paucity of information, the reasons which shall be 

advanced here can only be hypothetical. They must include the possibility 

that some of those condemned were involved in 'evil Lithuanian matters' - 

i.e. treason, whether real or imaginary. Among their number was Maksim, 

probably a priest of St John Na Opokakh. A priest of a church such as 

this would have good cause for disaffection toward Muscovite policy in 

Novgorod, which had depleted and impoverished various prominent members of

his congregation and deprived the church of much of its prestige and income,

2 
as well as of its role in the formerly independent judiciary. The inclusion

in post-1504 sources, of the posadnik Grigory Tuchin among those pronounced 

guilty of the 'Novgorod heresy 1 also argues in favour of the hypothesis 

that an accusation of heresy could be used as a means of removing those 

under suspicion of treason.

The list of condemned Novgorod heretics includes several d'yak-i and 

pcd'yaoh-ie. These members of the lower white clergy probably suffered most 

from Gennady's reforms of the church organisation in Novgorod. Whereas 

formerly they had been able to officiate without ordination, the new dis­ 

pensation meant that d'yaki and pod'yachie would lose their posts unless 

they passed the test of education and paid the ordination tax. Such men as 

Gridya may well have found themselves accused of heresy for having performed 

duties proscribed to nestavlennye d'yak-i, or indeed simply for opposing 

Gennady's new regulations.

But whatever the real motives behind the 1^90 executions, the arch­ 

bishop was apparently content with the outcome of his anti-heretical campaign. 

Between 1^90 and 1504 it was only losif of Volokolamsk who continued to refer 

to the heresy of the Judaizers, and in the vaguest of terms, as a reminder of 

the need for constant vigilance. After 1^90 the heresy ceased to be an impor­ 

tant issue.

1. see above, ch.I I , p. 75. Since his son Ivashko Maksimov was condemned in 
Moscow in 1504, it is very likely that he was deported there together with the 
poshlye , the hereditary merchants whose guild church this was.
2. St John Na Opokakh had been the seat of one of the Novgorod courts, deal­ 
ing with commercial litigation (Pronshteyn, Velik y Novgorod, p.9^; Tikhomirov, 
Drevnemsski,e goroda, pp. 114-5)
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It was revived, It seems, by Ivan III in the conversation with losif, 

when he carefully aimed to implicate his disgraced daughter-in-law. There 

is no information on the nature of the case against those condemned in 1504, 

nor on whoever presented it. And although instances of unsubstantiated 

accusations of heresy are not uncommon in the Russian Church, unsubstantiated 

condemnations are another matter. The trials of the Novgorod heretics, of 

Vassian Patrikeev and of Maksim the Greek, have all left traces in contem­ 

porary sources which tell us that 'heresy 1 could only be proven after £ne 

formalities - presentation of evidence and interrogation before the Council - 

had been observed. There is no evidence that such formalities were observed 

in 1504.

The fact that those executed or otherwise punished had been condemned 

for a heresy already anathematized made this easier: the existence, at 

least, of such a heresy did not require proof. But the contemporary evidence 

is that if proof was produced of the guilt of Ivan Volk Kuritsyn, Maksimov 

and all the others, it did not find its way into the sources.

Two groups of heretics were executed in 1504: the Muscovites and 

the Novgorod!ans, and those of each group were executed in the city in 

which they had been chiefly active. Any conclusions about the Muscovite 

group can only be ventured after consideration of the writings attributed 

to the Kuritsyn brothers and their associates.

Our information on the Novgorod group - Nekras Rukavov, Archimandrite 

Kassian, Ivan Samocherny, Gridya Kvashnya and Mitya Pustoselov - is limited 

to the sources discussed above. We know something of the background of 

three of them, all men of standing in the city. Of these, Archimandrite 

Kassian is a particularly unlikely candidate for the name of Judaizer; the 

other two, Nekras Rukavov and Gridya Kvashnya could easily have held heretical 

views, if only out of ignorance. But if the Novgorod men were indeed con­ 

demned for heresy, why was Gennady, who discovered and defined their crime, 

not summoned to testify against them?
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In 1504, Ivan Ml - possibly in the expectation of his own approaching 

death - may have wished to ensure that no one should remain in Novgorod 

who might form the nucleus of a challenge to the power of Moscow. Gennady 

had served his rule well: but maintenance of the power and influence of the 

Church in general and of his own see in particular was a condition of this 

service. This, and his willingness to deal with the West independently of 

the grand prince was probably what brought about his fall.

However, his removal just prior to the Council of 1504, where he would 

have been a key witness, could hardly have been accidental. He may perhaps 

have refused to testify against all those condemned by that Council; or 

perhaps Ivan III wanted to make sure that he would not be able to do so.

With the deposition of Gennady, Novgorod lost the head of its Church; 

the execution of the archimandrite of the Yur'ev Monastery removed the 

leader of the black clergy of Novgorod and further weakened the position 

of the Church as the only power capable of challenging the might of the 

grand prince.

The public execution of the archimandrite and of the several other men 

without trial by the Synod of the See, and without the consent of the arch­ 

bishop, was a demonstration of the grand prince's assertion of supremacy over 

the Church, and over Novgorod. And the consent of the Council in Moscow 

to the condemnation and execution of these men for an unproven heresy was a 

demonstration of the truth of Grigory Skripitsa's reproach to the Church 

which, it appears, was willing to agree in 1504 to a verdict pronounced:

aeMHaro uapfl 6onnpb\ u ABOPCUKHMM, Hefle/ibmHKki, rnyHbi n
AOBOfl"-<HKH.



CHAPTER IV - THE EVIDENCE OF THE JUDAIZERS

The evidence of the accusers provides much information as to the cir­ 

cumstances in which the heresy of the Judaizers was discovered and condemned. 

Many questions, however, remain unanswered, especially as regards the exact 

nature of the Judaizer's activities in Moscow.

Answers to these questions have long been sought in the so-called 

'literature of the Judaizers 1 , a term that has been applied to four categor­ 

ies of sources:

1) translated works, based on Hebrew originals, which appeared 

in Russia in the fifteenth century;

2) original or translated Russian works dealing with astrology 

and related subjects which, according to the testimony of 

losif of Volokolamsk, were studied by the Judaizers;

3) works named in Gennady's letters to Prokhor and loasaf as 

being in the possession or use of the heretics;

4) works written, translated, edited or copied by those whose

names are found among the accused: priest Denis, Ivan Cherny, 

Ivan Volk Kuritsyn and Fedor Kuritsyn.

The attribution to the Judaizers of works in the first category is based 

on the assumption that the heresy was the outcome of Jewish propaganda, and 

that Russian translations from the Hebrew which were contemporary with the 

Judaizers could only have been executed by them. This was the assumption 

that caused Tikhonravov and Evseev to conclude that several Old Testament 

Books in Russian manuscripts had been translated into Russian by the Judaizers,

since traces of the Hebrew original appear in the language of the translation.

2 3 Their arguments, applied specifically to the Books of Esther and of Daniel,

were disproved by Sobolevsky, who pointed out that the oldest extant Russian

1. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literature', p.399, rv. 1
2. Tikhonravov, Sochineniya , vol.1,p.32
3. Evseev, 'Kniga proroka Daniila 1 , pp.129-36
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manuscript of the Book of Esther belongs to the late fourteenth or early

fifteenth century. The view that the Slavonic translation of this work

2 was carried out in Russia not later than the thirteenth century - though

3 not from a Greek version of the Hebrew text, as Sobolevsky suggested, but

4 directly from a Hebrew original - was confirmed by Meshchersky. The Book

of Esther was the only one in Gennady's 1499 Bible based on a direct trans­ 

lation from the Hebrew, rather than from Greek, Latin or German: it would 

seem that the theory of a Judaizers 1 translation of this work can be dis­ 

missed.

Sobolevsky also suggested that the West Russian Books of the Old Testa­ 

ment found in the sixteenth-century manuscript used by Evseev in his publi­ 

cation of the 'Judaizers 11 Book of Daniel were only translated from ths 

Hebrew in the sixteenth century. As he points out, there exists no informa-
c

tion as to links between this West Russian translation and the Judaizers.

However, Sobolevsky's arguments against the attribution of the Book of 

Daniel to the Judaizers did not prevent him from attributing to them several 

other works appearing in West Russian manuscripts. Just as Evseev's search 

for 'heretical 1 Books of the Old Testament was in part prompted by the accu­ 

sation that the heretics condemned by the Council of 1490 noxea/iaioT e ce6e

7 OTpeMeHHbitf BerxMM SaKOH , so was Sobclevsky's list of books under the
o

heading 'Literature of the Judaizers 1 based partly on the claim made by losif

of Volokolamsk that the Judaizers npmiewann 3Be3fl03a«oHnio, MapofleflHmo n 

9
MepHOKHkDKMK).

1. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p.434
2. ibid., p.436. Hebrew words, evidently, were frequently left untranslated 
in Slavonic Books of the Old and New Testaments, as can be seen from the 
existence of such writings as Rech r zhidovskago yazyka, a glossary of Hebrew 
terms compiled not later than the 13th century. Kovtun, Russkaya leksikografiya^ 
p.146 
3- Sobolevsky, op.cit., p.435
4. cited from 15, p.272, n.234
5. GN, vol.1, pp.53-7
6. Sobolevsky, op.cit., pp.399~400
7. see above, ch.I I, pp.65, 68
8. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p.396
9. ibid., p.399
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The list is extensive, and begins with the Logika. This is one of 

the works mentioned in Gennady's letter to Prokhor, and it vftll be dis­ 

cussed together with other writings in the third category of the Judaizers 1 

literature; here it is only necessary to mention that Sobolevsky considered 

that Gennady was referring to a treatise on logic by Moses Maimonides, found 

in a West Russian translation in a mid-sixteenth-century manuscript. Certain 

of the terms used in this version of the Logika also appear in the second of 

the works attributed by Sobolevsky to the Judaizers: the Kosmografiya, recently 

identified as the Russian translation of De Spera by the thirteenth-century

English scholar John Sacrobosco. The translation was probably made from a

2 Hebrew version of this tract by Solomon Abigdor. Since the terms singled

out by Sobolevsky as being common to both Lcgika and Kcsrografiya are largely 

polonisms (tychka, snur) , they cannot be taken as proof that the Kosmografiya

was translated by the Judaizers. Neither can it be ascribed to them on the

3 grounds that it appears in the same compilation as the Shestcl<ryl. Mot only

4 Is there no proof that the Shestokryl was in use by t-he Judaizers, but - as

Sobolevsky himself observed - the sbornik containing the Kosmografiya and 

Shestokryl also includes tracts attacking Judaism.

Another work found in the same sbornik and ascribed to the Judaizers is
& 

Taynoya taynykh, a Russian translation of the pseudo-Aristotelian Secreta

7 Secretorzm. Sobolevsky 's identification of hebraisms in the earliest known

manuscript of this work (mid-sixteenth-century, West Russian language), pro­ 

vides insufficient evidence for its inclusion in the 'literature of the 

Judaizers ' .
O

The Lopatochnik is one of the many fortune-telling manuals that were

g 
popular in Russia despite repeated condemnation by the Church; it is only

1. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p.
2. Ryan, Astronomical and Astrological Terminology, p. 19
3. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p.409
k. see above, ch.ll, pp.35~9
5. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p. 399, n.l
6. Sobolevsky, op.cit., p. ̂ 09; Speransky, Taynaya taynykh
7. Ryan, 'A Russian version of the Secreta Secretoman 1
8. Sobolevsky, op.cit., pp. 423-^; Speransky, Lopatochnik
9. Tikhonravov, Sochineniya, vol.1, pp.1
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tentatively attributed to the Judaizers, on the basis of certain similari­ 

ties between its terminology and that of the Logika manuscript mentioned 

above. Such similarities are inconclusive, since the Logika and Lopatochnik 

manuscripts both belong to the sixteenth century and are of West Russian 

origin: there is little reason, therefore to accept the attribution of the 

Lopatochnik and of the astrological fragments which conclude Sobolevsky's 

list. As concrete evidence for the history of the heresy the items listed 

above are of little value; they are, however, interesting as examples of 

the wide range of writings which, though uncanonical or of dubious Orthodoxy, 

figure in Russian manuscripts of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.

The main problem raised by the works in the first two categories is 

that of finding proof that they were written or made use of by any of the 

individuals accused of the Judaizers' heresy. Most historians of the heresy

have felt that this problem does not arise with works of the third category.

2 
The Shestokryl, discussed by Gennady in his letters to Prokhor and loasaf,

the books about which he enquired of loasaf:

ecTb nn y sac B Knpunoee, unit B Oapa0OHTOBe, nnn Ha 
KHMTM: CennsecTp nana PMMCKW, f\a AOanaceti A/ieKcanflpeMCKbi, fla CJIOBO 
KosMbi nposBMTepa Ha HOBOHBJibiuyiocFi epecb na 6oryMHJiio, fla nocnanne 
Ooren narpnapxa KO KHHSIO Bopncy BonrapbCKOMy, fla FlpopoHbCTBa, fla 
EbiTHfl, fla UapbCTea, fla DPHTMM, fla Menanflp, fla Mcyc Cupaxos, fla - 
JlornKa, fla AeoHMcefi Apenarnr? Sane we re KHUTM y epeTMKOB ace ecrb.

and the so-far unidentified psaimy which he sent to Moscow, have been 

accepted as representative of the 'literature of the Judaizers 1 .

1. Sobolevsky, op.cit., pp. 42^-8. In spite of attacks by the Church, tracts 
on the stars and their power over man's fate were very popular in fifteenth 
and sixteenth-century Russia (Ryan, Astronomical and Astrological Terminology, 
pp.8 and 53). It is interesting to note that Maksim the Greek's polemical 
writings against astrology attack it as a Latin and German, not as a Jewish 
or Judaizers 1 , teaching. For a list of these writings see Ivanov, Literaturnoe 
nasledie I'aksima Greka, pp. 119-27.
2. AED, pp. 311-3, 318-9
3. AED, p. 320. 
*». ibid., p. 310 
5. IB, p. 186
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Study of the texts of Gennady's letters to Prokhor and loasaf has

shown the accepted view of the Shestokryl as a heretical work 'mentioned

2 3 by Archbishop Gennady as one of the books of the Judaizers 1 to be incorrect.''

Gennady's evidence is quite clear as to the books which'the heretics possess'; 

the one remaining question is: who were 'the heretics' here referred to? 

Lur'e considers that they were, without doubt, the Novgorod heretics,

but the context of Gennady's booklist indicates that this conclusion is not

4 
unchallengeable. A more detailed consideration of the works named by the

archbishop may suggest an answer as to the identity of 'the heretics'.

Perhaps the most striking aspect of Gennady's list is that, with the 

possible exception of the Menandr and Logika, the works named appear to be 

irreproachably Orthodox. The very fact that Gennady enquired whether the 

northern monasteries possessed them suggests that he did not regard the 

works themselves as heretical. This is supported by the evidence available 

to us. In 1489 Gennady sent a copy of Seltvestr to losif's monastery at 

Volokolamsk, and copies of Afanasy to Volokolamsk and the Ki ri 1 lo-Belozersk 

monastery. In 1493 and 1495, several of the books on Gennady's list were

sent by Abbot Dos i fey to his Monastery of the Saviour on Solovetsky Islands.

ff 
These, Selivestr^ Kozma prozviter^ Proroch'stva^ Deon-isy Areopagi-t , had been

copied in Novgorod, as stated in Dosifey's inscription:

npn . . . KHH3M eennueM MeaHM BacMJibeenMH seen Pycw npn MUTpononnje 
M npn apxnenncKone . . . PeHaflUM HoeropoACTeM H npn 

BenMKoro Knaafl flKoea SaxapbMMa.

Gennady's and Dosifey's lists give only brief names; the identities of 

all the works to which these apply have not yet been fully established, as 

can be seen from an examination of the first of Gennady's titles.

SeHvestr papa Rimsky refers to Pope Silvester I (314-355), frequently 

mentioned in Russian sources as a defender of the Orthodox faith at the First

1. Published by Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literature' , pp. 413-8
2. ibid., p. 413
3. see above, ch. I I , pp.37~9
4. see above, ch.ll, p.5^
5. AED, pp.136, 140
6. Rozov, 'Solovetskaya biblioteka 1 , pp.297~8
7. ibid. , p. 297
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Oecumenical Council at Nicaea (against the heresy of Arius). In lur'e's

2 opinion, this title represents Deyanie svyatogo Silivestra , in which
7

Silvester's defence of the Trinity is described in detail. The oldest Russian 

version of the Deyanie is found in Makary's Chefi, Minei of the mid-sixteenth

century; Lur'e notes, but dismisses, the identification of Gennady's Selivestr

4 with Donatio Constantin-i , one of the leqends incorporated in the Povest' o

novgorodskom belom klobuke. This identification should, perhaps, be revived:
ft 

the earliest known manuscript of the Donatio appears in a sbornik written

7 
by MeaiiJKo MpbHort, MTO KHurw nmueT > one of those who khodil to Fedor Kuritsyn

as Gennady learnt from his interrogation of the priest Naum a year before

P 
sending his booklist to ioasaf.

The identity of Afcmasy Aleksandriysky is easier to establish, for we
g

know that a copy of a work of the same title was sent by Gennady to losif. 

Among the fifteenth-century manuscripts from the Volokolamsk library, 

Sedel'nikov found one containing a version of St Athanasius 1 tract 'Against 

the Arians 1 , copied by ore Timofey Veniaminov, a scribe at Gennady's court.

In view of the fact thar several Russian manuscripts of the Athanasius polemic

IS are entitled simply Afanasy Aleksandriysky , it seems very likely that Gennady

was referring to Athanasius 1 ' Against the Arians 1 .

It is not only at Cennady's court that versions of the Athanasius tract

14 
were copied. A seventeenth-century manuscript in the Uvarov collection

1. Thus, in the warning to the newly-baptized Prince Vladimir of Kiev against 
the 'corrupt teaching' of the Latins ,3-ilevestr (and Athanasius of Alexandria) 
is praised as a representative of the early, uncorrupted, 'oecumenical' Chris­ 
tian Church. (Povest ' vrenmenykh let, vol.1, p. 79)
2. AED, p. 137. Also known under the title

CJIOBO CBflraro CenuBecrpa, nanw PuMCKaro, moflo n npeHMe c wnflbi o 
eepe XpncToee. GPB, Q.I. 1012, f. 22v. See Bychkov, Katalog* vol . 1 ,

3. ibid., p. 137, n.18 p. 102.
4. see above, ch. I I I , p. 3 09, n. 1.
5. Rozov, 'Povest 1 o novgorodskom belom klobuke', pp. 188-9
6. BIL, Und.No.l; for a description of this MS. see RD, pp. 41-56
7. AED, p. 380. Klibanov's identification of Cherny as the compiler of this 
sbornik (RD, pp. 55-6) was confirmed by Kloss, who was also able to date the 
sbornik to H82-3 (Kloss, 'Knigi 1 , pp. 68-9)
8. see above, ch.ll, p. 5^
9. AED, p. 140
10. see Arkhange 1 'sky, 'Tvoreniya ottsov 1 , pp.3~5 
H. Sedel'nikov, 'K izucheniyu 1 , pp. 222-3 
J2. see above, ch.ll, p. 40
3. AED, p. 138, n.22 . , , . . , i orQ 

IH. GIM, Uvar.No.270. See Leonid, S^stemat^cheskoe op^san^e , vol.1, p.25o
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carries the following inscription:

GnaweHHaro AOanacufi flpehuie co Apn6M epeTHKOM ... OT Puna 
npMHeceny TOMY B PyccKyio seMiiio K oeriMKOMy KHWSK) Meany 
BacniibeBHMy ... OH we ... noeene nepeeecTH Ha pyccKHM HOWR 
Manyuny rpe^iny ... n ncpeeoA^n 3 6naroBeinc:HCKMM npoiononoM

A fragment of Afci ccij appears alr.u in c sbomiV of the early sixteenth

2
century, among such cin 1 1 --her ei i ca 1 tracts n? 0 army ̂ nekh,, o fryazekli i o

laly'iol'J', , along with two fragments connected directly with the Judaizers:

2 
the c'tz'io^i'tr -~ya of the heretic Denis'' and the o Ides I known version of the

Lro^ik'^ skoe pocl-ani,'. ~ rhe fragment hegins:

Apue: ne HMeei CHH eeAaiM fine nocneflHflro. AranacHu: KaKO we ^- 
H3M MOIUHO ecTb mdronaTu focnofib Hcyc He eeci b

in Ccrr o~y ' s line it wcis not only Achanasius 1 defence o r the Trinity which was 

fell 10 be topi cal .

Cennady's next title, Slcv? Y.o' -^ ^TO'^ir'te^o , is clearly the Bescdc r,a
r? 

', r"~ ' ; '' "  '"' : ,-.'"' T (jT'r;"1 ' '" L . >, ' .   i- ' i . .-[- i \ ii<- p i. 1 <- i r i en r r 5 es ^ Kozr'3 ' n
u- i-' v. • - l~

the tertli century. Full texts of en is work appear in Russian manuscripts

1. '"ob'i i ^ ^'S ''\ , ' r'ir;- -r-draya 1 i Lt, i~c ti . a ' , p.r" i'\ Tr e date o" the t;-.'n:-la- 
ti'P c£;r>p'). I'-"1 c - (  j'- ' i o 1 1- : \ 'i i! . c,, / ccrLdinty, hi'L ! t v: ^ p. rc 1^^ '>y r,.: 1 ^"1 in 
-r : : ' /- '; i   ; ^. ; =\, ( .-;, ! ] i FV 1 - « ; r ..L -; - "- -'   - ; r-- ' -,.-,  - '" ?»! -' 

uy ,:? u i ne t,i /cr-)*-, e," : :rc \-i i, oT 'va," I : i , S' r 'c/.~ ^c , v o; n ' s JL:PI. . !.^ ni:y 
hava to c lo r u i i "- ', ht r ertCciraqc in }'-l 7^, in U-,3b h^ v.as already ofi 
p b-'-"".)r f'^/e'iirr wit u r.t . i ry r '-iiev) fro-- ! - an co V'--n;;c i'c rctLin-:c' fron 
ihis £''j^oy ; t, U3 ! - vVi^i'I'n^, \- ' ss : c, n;-.2f-'-^", i- tit r.-jsi liave left 
; ! ~ic t '".i ''ic-Loi',., r"i " . \ ' . J h:- c'r, rc,"ii <^1 c-s rec_>ro !,is return f^c,' ? ": 
enih^i, sy to -.oi'ii ("iT.orig o^.herj, he brought with him ~he unfcr tunaLe Jewish 
physician Leon , see above, rh.MI, p .lo"l ) (PS:?L , vol. 6, p 37). His co-trans­ 
lator w-35 probably the spiritual father of Ivan Ml vho, eccordino Lo Inno- 
l ercy'L> ticccLnt of the last days or St Pnfnuty cf Boro\s'c, VM? presept at the 
sainc's clench-bed in f'.ay 1^77 (Klyuchevsky , l^evnerv 3 si's e zliib-iija sviio,tij k\, 
p . Vt9 ; SIPI rnov, DreV'^ziys^liy dul'liovyii'k} .
2. W, ^.3. If; see r -'.:- % :--   l.-.ncjo otJol'; } vol. 3, pt.2, pp. 11 5" 8
3. see below, p. 163
il . see b^lo^v, pp.17 1 et SPG.

T I f- '?
' - )   -

c . sec- above , p. 1^2
7 An r-Jnausiive ^, ^ ^\ c f tr, i f \ r' wr,^ p- ' li.-.hec 1 'y f'sr/j-iov in !°73: ~-'o.'* 
r^e^r' *,ei< V Bla.Vya,i^""~'-'l\ l^esaiii' 1 *- (^erc-.T.. i r,/y; Cn the ixgov.H heresy 
see Ohclsnsky, Tie fc^ :1c, c-nJ i-e- . 1-^c 5y.'..mk''n..' Cc^wnal-:!., pp. 121-7 

.: '~, ct'.^i, esp. pp.193 221, 2^;-2:>7
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from the late fifteenth century; of the four known manuscripts of this

period containing the Beseda (or Slovo , as it is also commonly known in
2v 

Russia ), three were written in the Novgorod see and all originated in the
7

1490's. These manuscripts are very interesting. The earliest (GPB, Sol.

966/856) was copied in Novgorod sometime between 1491 and 1493, either by
f» 

or for Abbot Dosifey and comprises:

1. BKP , copied from a manuscript belonging to 'the archbishop 1
•7

(spisok vladyki) - presumably Gennady.
o

2. Mn-ogoslozhny svitok, a Slavonic version of the spurious 

Epistola ad Theophilum Imperatorem quoted by losif in his 

letter to Nifont of Suzdal 1 . 5

3. Fifteen tracts against the heresy of the Latins, including 

the Epistle of Michael Cerullarius .

4. A Slovo ascribed to John Chrysostom and two tracts on the

T - -v 12Trim ty.

235. Three tracts on canonical and uncanonical books, including

the so-called Prav-ilo Laodik-i-yskago sobora which appears in 

Zos i ma' s Index.

6. A hagiography of Justinian and Theodora.

1.67. Pouchenie , ascribed to John Climacus.

8. Menological readings for the feast-days of SS. Varlaam, 

Paraskeva, Catherine, Virgilius and Vitus.

The second of the four manuscripts (BIL, Vol. No.8) consists of two

18 parts, written by two different scribes. The first is dated 1494 and signed

1. Hereafter BKP.
2. KP, p.487
3. ibid., p.74
4. Rozov, 'Solovetskaya biblioteka', pp.297*300
5. KP, p.74
6. Rozov, op.cit., p.297
7. KP, p.483
8. ibid., p.484
9. see above, ch.I I I, p. 99, n. 6.

10. KP, pp.484-5
11. see above, ch.ll, p.30
12. KP, p.485
13. ibid. nn ,
14. RIB, vol.6, No.117, cols.788-94
15. KP, P-485
16. ibid., 486
17. ibid.,
18. KP, DD.486-7
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by pisar' Pave I V'asil'ev (his signature is given twice, in tv/o codes: a

1
numerical code and prostaij? I' ~ a simple vowel subs t i tuti or), r-ir^ya

a collective term for the pentatouch, was wricccr Ly Vrsil'ev; we do not

know who was responsible f> r Z<AP ,>pd Vera '' £ I'oi ivlc r^. -> /'./vy kl~;cJr''1-."-? -j ;.

2 
-'yvdipy' contained in the second part. The manuscript w = s c robot) 1 y v;ritten

(j

in the see of Novgorod.

/i 
In SIL, Una. No. ICSl" BFP is accompanied by four hagiogrdph i es (dedi­

cated to 5S. K'icolas and Theodore). Ihe place of origin of this manuscript 

is not known.

Because o f a sixteenth-century inscription on f.2 Palsya Enad^ ' sl.ayct
r'

k^J i it w?s thought that the last of the fi fteenth- century manuscripts

(GP3, Kir.-Bel. No. 15Vi227) was copied in Belt^zero by the hermit Cennacly. 

But thi = inscriptior means merely chat the ^atc^c. belonged at some ti. > to 

a hermit Cennady, vyho may have been among the six scr'bes whose hand -re

The mar i'bc ' i p v/riLfcn b ons of

scribes ic.l: 1 " c'"e OP C. responsible For the i iaj>2t?nze oP the text

Cne oT lhe,~e U'C.:--T is i>i c cod^d sentence, \ h i en r^gu.no-/ cTl d not L.,V^-J -

i r tere'- t :
i 1 1 ? > i r

r K G o r B n p c B /i r 
neki,' 6paT7, g'bnpocn t33.TiK.-i j B

p c H c[) o K K n rq Her 
-ia KaKO noAObaei b

1 " * J

M n T c r n p 6 B T E 
n npe6nnBaTn BD

T +T

o B

o

- but the code ( t-« form o f ;o^Z>'.c. 7: - J' v or Uch> graphy '' ) is, being ali.ost

. C per3n:ly, 'Tayncpis 11 , p. 97 
/. This '£ an f.yei' 1 ! :r c -s ^.ciourt cT the fo^c conversion of the

acob 
hir,-

. . .
in the Dyz^ntinc- Empire in the re ; g ( : of Kcr^cMus, wri ui^n by c.no '\ 'sr Jac 
Tron C'.n^ '.-..nrioc. nt- ' f f^!L, voi . Uo 3 r f . ^/ /-* 0_>' . ) . Yoke; r''i''o^'j .v hi 
self c, convjr.. , 'ro-,. oud^ib'-, a r 'd Ins occoiT.t ul Lhs feaful c i rcu^ist-n^ . o r 
J rr n .?«;s conversion Is foil - ̂ d Ly .?r, cxposiM-n o ," the Orthodox faith in a 

form much beloved by early L^-ulcq i <:rr - e series of questions and a<~S' r fo .

'- - I   / '
I I, / O "> rvi n u! . . pp . ^o^- ;) 
5 . ibid., p . 7^
^ JSH 5 m /'.^-' 

- • ibid. , p.^oiJ
c. Speransky, 'Taynopis", pp.O-/'; Ccc beloi.-, p. I cj2, i,
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identical with the rare one used in one MS. of the Laodikiyskoe poslanie. 

Others among the many glossae made by the pravshchik are also very interest­ 

ing:

B/iaAbiHi-me . . . H36asn Mac OT ecfiKua cum&p 

- especially those on the closing folio of this MS:

Or eennKoro Ki-man Meana Bacn/ibest/ma seen Pycn Ha Monory 
so/iocjenio MoeMy, MeauiKy CKpbi6y 6mo TM MCJIOM; floflo6aeT y6o naM OT 
y-iMTenen rnaroneMafi pascMOTpfiTu H cornacyeMan BowecTBenoMy 
rincaHMio npnnMaTM, a He comacyeMbix, FIKO MIO>KMX, aejine OTspamaTM 
c* . . .

npeMyflpocTM cTpax focnoAenb, paayM we Bor Aa.n ecTb KOMywe   
HoMUjiyn M«, Bowe, no eennueM MMJIOCTM TBOCM M no

Might it not be possible that Ivashko Skryba(?) or Ivashko scriba

jis the Ivashko Chr'noy^ ohto knigi pishet who edited several known MSS.

4 
of the late fifteenth century?

Begunov divided all known compilations containing BKP into four groups, 

according to the convoy in which BKP is found. He places GPB, Sol. No. 966/ 

856 in the first group (characterised by the presence of numerous polemical 

tracts against the Latins; he dates this group to the fifteenth century) ;

BIL, Vol. No. 8 and Kir.-Bel. No. 150/1227 is the third group (containing
& 

anti-Jewish polemic: fifteenth century) ; and BIL, Und. No. 1081 (charac­

terised by the presence of hagiographic works: first half of the fifteenth

7 century) . The earliest compilations of the second group, in which BKP

is linked with the short redaction of the Prosvetitel' , belong to the

# 
late sixteenth century.

While there can be no doubt that the 'first three groups are directly 

or indirectly connected with anti-Latin, anti-Jewish and anti-heretical

gpolemic of the fifteenth-sixteenth centuries', it is not proven that the

1. KP, p. ̂ 90. OMtnf^p may be a misreading of OMem/\ (\ Was unable to consult 
the original MS.), or epexa , according to a variant of the 'fourth letter 
substitution' litoreya used in the Laodikiyskoe poslanie (AED , p. 265).
2. KP, p.l»90
3. see above, Cb. I I , p. 53-
4. Kloss, 'Knigi 1 , passim.
5. KP, pp. 88-9
6. ibid., p. 90
7. ibid. , pp. 90-1
8. ibid., pp. 89-90
9. ibid., p. 92
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appearance of the BKP in MSS. of the late fifteenth century was due to
•^i

'the fact that the Novgorod heretics and their accusers were acquainted' a

with Cosma's Beseda. Admittedly the manuscript tradition of the work

provides confirmation that the accusers were acquainted with the BKP and,

like the pravila to which Gennady refers in this letters, made use of it as

2a 'reference work 1 in anti-heretical polemic. But there is no real justi­ 

fication for Begunov's hypothesis that a 'manuscript which, according to the

7

evidence of Archbishop Gennady, belonged to the Novgorod heretics' ever 

existed. One of the MSS. of BKP (Kir.-Bel. 150/1227) may t however, be 

linked with one of the Moscow Judaizers, Ivan Cherny.

Kozma Prezviter is followed in Gennady's list by the Poslanie Foteya 

patriarkha ko knyazyu Borisu Bolgarskomu. This work was until recently un­ 

known in Russian manuscript, but in 1965 a study ;j Sinitsyna revealed that 

several MSS., mostly of the mid-sixteenth century and from losif's Volokolamsk 

monastery, have survived. The letter, written by Photius ca. 865, 'expounds 

the doctrines of the church as defined by oecumenical councils, demonstrates 

the superiority of Christianity over paganism and, tempering classical wisdom 

with orthodox theology and ethics, paints an ideal portrait of a Christian 

philosopher-ruler'. Poslanie Foteya was probably one of the sources rr=de

use of by 4esif in the Prosvetitel' 6 - one of the MSS. (BIL, Vol. No. 506) 7

8 9 also contains Mnogoslozhny svitok and Menander .

1. ibid., p.79
2. see above, ch.I I , pp.26-31; ch.lll, p. 95-
3. KP, p. Ik
k. Sinitsyna, 'Poslanie 1 , p.96
5. .Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, p.85
6. Especially the sections dealing with the history of the seven Councils 
(Sinitsyna, 'Poslanie 1 , pp.102-110), the tenets of the Christian faith, explain­ 
ing the orthodox attitude to the cross, icons, churches, graves, relics, etc., 
(pp. 110-1) and the duties of a Christian prince (pp.111-2).
7. Sinitsyna, 'Poslanie 1 , p.99
8. see above, p. 92
9- see belcw, pp.159-60.



All the Biblical books in Gennady's list (Proroch'stVaj da Bytiya^ do 

j da Pr-itchi ... da Isus Sirakhov) were undoubtedly considered

canonical; they all rppear in the Kormchaya list of canonical books of the

1 2 
Old Testament, and were included in Gennady's Bible of 1^99.

Several years befors copies were made in Novgorod of Gennady's Bible
? 

(and Dosifey's Proroch'stva ), the books listed by Gennady were copied in

Moscow at the court of Ivan III. The Bibleysky sbovnik in BIL, Und. No. 1 ,
<*> 0»*

was first identified as the work of Jvan Cherny by Klibanov, who considered 

that the entire MS. was in the hand of this scribe; Kloss , however, has shown 

that this MS., completed in 1482-3, was copied by several scribes. Cherny 

wrote only a part of the sbornik, but supervised the whole work and edited 

it upon completion.

With the exception of Eccles iast i cus (the V/isdom of Jesus, son of Sirach), 

the Bibleysky sbomik contains all the Biblical books listed by Gennady. 

The Old Testament Books of the Prophets were also copied in a separate MS.

in the same scriptorium as the Bibleysky sborn-ik, though not with the actual
/> 

participation of Ivan Cherny.

Another copy of the Books of the Prophets was made in Moscow in 1^89, 

as shown by the inscription on the opening folio of BIL, f.!73i No. 20:

"B^nero 6998 A6Ka6pfl 25 HanncaHbi CMH EowecTBeHbm npopoMecKMa 
B npeMMem/iTOM rpafle MOCKBB Bacn/iMio MaMbipeey flnaKy.7

Mamyrev, one of the most prominent of the grand princely d'yak-i in the
o

reigns of Vasily II and Ivan III, has been described as a fifteenth-century

g< Russian Maecenas; there i s/-evi.x3ence* that he was responsible for the 'library 1 

of Vasily and Ivan - the collection of books held in the Kremlin treasury^

1. Sreznevsky, 'Obozrenie', p. 65
2. 6717, vol .1 , pp. 132-7
3. see above, p. 151 . 
k. RD, pp.M-56
5. Kloss, 'Knigi', pp.65-72. See below, pp.165'8 for a discussion of the 
nature of Chcrny's editorial work.
6. RD, pp. 57-8. The exact date of this 15th-l6lh century sbornik has not 
been es tab 1 i shed.
7. Kuchkin dnd Popov, 'Gosudarev d'ydk 1 , p. 110
8. Veselovsky, D'yak-i i pod'ijaehic , p. 31 6
9. Popov, ZJnvopiC' 1 i nrimcti/ura , p. 50 

10. Kuchkin, 'Sud'ba "Khozhen'iya" 1 , pp. 69-70
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He wrote an Oktoikh (GIM, Uvar. No.87) for this collection, and it was to

him that the MS. of Afanasy Nikitin's Khozhenie za tri morya was brought in 

1475 by Tver 1 merchants returning from a journey to Lithuania. It is also 

known that he commissioned icons for the Church of the Annunciation in the 

Kremlin, the chapel of the grand princes: two of these icons can be identi­ 

fied because of their unusual iconography, which outraged Viskovaty, the

2 d.'yak of Ivan IV. He apparently regarded them as little short of heretical.

Mamyrev's Kniga Prorokov is magnificently illuminated in a manner showing 

the influence of Western printed books, 'representing, in effect, a break 

wi th tradi tion 1 .

Most of the books In Gennac'y's list are, as we have noted, obviously 

orthodox. However,the list includes two titles which, while not appearing 

on the Index of proscribed books, were not, on the other hand, among those 

recommended as i-st-innye . These are the Menandr and the Logzka.

Lur'e cites a note which accompanies the Menandra mudrogo razumz 

in BIL, Troits. No. 730:
4Cero B npaennex He noBeneeaeT Mecrn MenaHflpa~

- in support of his theory that this collection of aphorism (which was v/hat 

Gennady probably had in mind in his reference to Menander) differed sufficiently 

in its ethos from the religious literature common in the late fifteenth- early

1. Kuchkin and Popov, op.cit., pp.114-7
2. Andreyev, 'C dele1 , pp.198, 222, 239; Podobedova, Moskovskaya shkola, p.58; 
Popov, Zhivopis ' miniatyura , p. 66.
3. idem., p.46. Several other illuminated religious MSS. of the late fif­ 
teenth and early sixteenth centuries emanated from the same scriptorium, or 
were influenced by the work of its scribes. Among these were the Slova 
Grigortya Bogoslova (BIL, f.304, No.177), and the so-called Buslaev and 
Trinity Psalters (BIL, f.304, Nos. 308 and 315), (Popov, Zhivopis' i nriniatyura^ 
pp.45-8). The name of Danila Kipriyanov Mamyrev, a relative of Vasily and, like 
him, a prominent d'yak in the service of the grand princes of Moscow, is asso­ 
ciated with another fifteenth-century MS. - a copy of the Shestodnev of John 
Exarch (BIL, f.113, No.443), with illuminations based on a Greek or South Slav 
original (Popov, op.cit., p.50). Danila Mamyrev was mainly active in the 
'foreign service 1 of Ivan III, during whose reign he attained the rank of 
kaznachey (Veselovsky, D'ydki -I pod'yachie, p.316). He collaborated with Fedor 
Kuritsyn (e.g. RIO, vol.35, No.61 , p.283).
4. AED, p.
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sixteenth centuries to be considered dangerous. But there is little 

evidence that Menandr was ever regarded as being outside the category

of instructive writings. It survives in various f i fteenth-and sixteenth-

2 
century MSS; it is found in sborniki together with such items as

3 
Gennady's letter to loasaf, Photius 1 letter to Boris, and the Mnogoslozhny

4 5 svitok. In one early sixteenth-century sborn-ik, probably copied frrrn a

late fifteenth-century Novgorod protograph, it appears together with a 

version of the Beseda Kozmy Prezwitera, and excerpts from the Bible, the

Fathers and other canonical literature. A Skazan-ie Menandra filosofa
& 

was translated by Maksim the Greek. Finally, as Klibanov noted, one

Russian manuscript attributes the aphorisms of Menander to St John the 

Theologian.

Logika is the only one of Gennady's titles whicn it has been difficult

to identify. In a sixteenth-century Russian MS. Sobolevsky discovered a

8 
work entitled Eechi Moyseya Egiptyanina, consisting of a Russian version

(rather than a translation) of a treatise on logic by the twelfth-century 

Hebrew philosopher Moses ben Maimon (published in Venice in 1550 under the

title Voces log-icae) , and of fragments from an eleventh-century mathematical

o 
treatise by the Arab philosopher Al-Gazali (Aviasaf). This, taken together

with the fact that t!~e Russian title of the work does not even include the 

word Logika, casts doubt on the generally accepted identification of Sobolevsky 

Rechi, with the Logika of Gennady's list. There does exist another treatise

1. AED , p
2. In her study of secular literature in the MS. collections of monastic 
libraries , Dmitrieva cites the Mudrosti Menandra Mudrogo as an example of 
the works most commonly found (Dmitrieva, 'Svetskaya literatura 1 , p. 150).
3. AED, p. 143, n.45
4. BIL, Vol. No. 506. See above p. 99, n. 6.
5. BIL, Troits. No. 770. Begunov, Kozma Prezviter, p.8l
6. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura 1 , p. 278
7. Klibanov, 'K probleme 1 , p. 178; cf. Arkhangel ' sky , Nil Sorsky , p. 198
8. Sobolevsky, op.cit., pp. 401-9. See above, pp.
9. Ryan, Astronomical and Astrological Terminology, p. 54 
10. IB, pp. 194-5
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on logic to which Gennacly might possibly have been referring; the CTTICO;!,-,

/ 2 9 
AoyiKri in *tO chapters, by Nicephorus Blemmid s (mudreyshi Vlemmida'),

Patriarch of Constantinople ca. 1255- However, only one of his numerous

works is known in Russian marmscri plr, of the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-

2turies, the Izbrani-e psalom, so until a Russian MS. of his Logika is dis­ 

covered, this must remain a hypothesis.

The last of Gennady's titles is Decn-isey Areopag-it. Quotations
t*> »•

from pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite are.,very common in Russian sources: he is 

used, among others, by h«^ u "r^..:-o Phot i us in his letter to the Pskovites# *

4 5 against the strigol'niki- and by losiF of Volokolamsk in the Prosvetitel'.
& 

A copy of Areopo.gi-t was made for Dos i fey in Novgorod and pseudo-Dionysius

appears in several Russian MbS. , the earliest from the late fourteenth

7 
century. Among the many MSS. of this work is a fifteenth-century copy

with a scribe's colophon ending in a doubly-coded amen: The word arip'
o

(amin* in prostaya litoreya) written in Permian characters. Since the

use of Permian es a secret alphabet is associated primarily with the Moscow

g scriptorium of the grand princes, it is a fair assumption that this MS.

originated from the same source.

Who, then, were the heretics who possessed 'all the books' named by

Gennady? 'Orr the one hand, there survives no single manuscript which can be

10 linked incontrovertibly with the heretics of Novgorod. On the other hand,

several of the works in Gennady's list were, as we know, copied in Moscow 

prior to 1^90 by d'yak-i serving the grand prince, end two of them at least 

..were written with the part ic i pa-f i on "of Ivan Cherny; and he, as Gennady says

in the letters to the metropolitan and bishops, was an associate of heretics

11 
if not a heretic himself. The works which Gennady mentions to Prokhor,

1. MPG , vol.1^2, cols. 685-100i>
2. Popov, Obzor, p.298
3. see below, p. 162.
4. AED, p.252
5. e.g. in his defence of icons, AED, p.3^9
6. see above, p. 151. See also Sedel'nikov, ' K i zucheniyu 1 , pp.223-15
7. RD, pp.316, 325-7-
8\ ibid. , p.37, n.15
9. Speransky, 'Taynopis'', p.72
10. It cannot be assumed that all manuscripts written by hrretics verc <:'>.' 
for works signed by Ivan Cherny and PC dor Kuriisyn are still cxlant.

11. see above, ch.ll, p.57

r \
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copied on his orders in Novgorod after 1^90, had most probably been copied 

or acquired sometime before that year by the grand prince's scriptorium, 

where Ivan Cherny and other colleagues of the nachaCnik tern vsem zlodeem 

Fedor Kuritsyn were working. They were the 'heretics' spoken of by 

Gennady in his letter to loasaf.

Before turning to the fourth category of the 'literature of the

Judaizers', mention must be made of the psalms spoken of by Gennady in the

2 
letter to Prokhor. Objections, first raised by Sobolevsky, to the idsnti-

§ 
fication of "these with the Psalms of Fedor the Jew seem convincing, although

it is true that Gennady did send Metropolitan Geronty a copy of the

TerpaTM, no MeMy OHM Monnnncb no-wMfloecKbi 

and advised Prokor:

n TU TaMO yapMujb see MTO en KBK MMHMJIO, H KBK JIM npeepamenbi 
ncajwbi na MX o6bmaM.

It is not known how Geronty or Prokhor responded, and no manuscript of 

Gennady's tetrati. has been found. There is a possibility that the psalmy 

he sent to Geronty are the seme as those contained in a manuscript of the 

late fifteenth century, from the Synod library collection (GIM, Sin., No.*t08/ 

713). These are the Psaltyr 1 s pesnyami bi-bleyskimi , and an unusual selec­ 

tion of psalms headed:
n

HnKM0opa BneMMfla nio6oMyflpbua, Ms6paHMe ncanow na uapbCKMa npaaflHMKM, 

There are many differences between the text of these psalms and that of

the Russian printed Psalter; the selection of readings for feast days and

7 
saints' days differs also. This Izbranie psalom is followed by Metropolitan

Q

Zosima's Izveshchen-ie paskhalii and the manuscript in which it appears was

a donation of Metropolitan Geronty to the Church of the Deposition; it is 

very probable, therefore, that this copy of Nicephorus Blemmid< psalms came 

from the 'library 1 of the Moscow metropolitans. It may well be what we have 

here are the psalmy prevrashcheny na ikh obychay. not exactly heretical, but

1. see above, ch.ll, p. 57
2. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura 1 , pp.399-^00.
3. see above, ch.ll, p.32, n.2
k. AED, p.310
5. GN. vol.3, pp.^26-31
6. ibid. , p.W
7. ibid., p.^27 Oo
8. see above, ch.lll, pp. 02-3.



163

differing sufficiently from psalms in common use as to qualify for the 

Index of forbidden books, under the heading of nrirski sostavlennye psalmy.

The only evidence we have for the existence of a 'literature of the 

Novgorod Judaizers 1 is the tetrat-i alluded to in Gennady's letter to Prokhor, 

whereas we are better informed of the writings of the accused Muscovites; 

several MSS., copied, edited and written by them, have survived. Anrcrg 

the sources directly traceable to the heretics (as a-jthors rather chan as
o

copyists or editors), is a fragment ascribed to the priest Denis, condemned 

by the Moscow Councfl of

o CBHTCM flyce M36paHHOMy nacibipio . . . cBflTetfweMy apxnenncKony
flehncbume 3 ropbKHMM cnesaMM MenoM 6beTb .... sa6jiy>Kiijaro 

CKOTbCKM H OT nyTn MCTHHHaro HeB-bSAepwaHnen asbiKa snbiM . . .
rocyflapb, Ha nyjb HCTUHHUM, HayMM MH, rocyAapb, 

TBOPHTM Bonio EowHio.

This admission of nevozderzhani-e yazyka, as Lur'e points out, can

4 hardly be classed among the literature of the Novgorod heretics - not merely

because of its fragmentary state, but also because there exists no proof 

that Denis was guilty of heretical activities in Novgorod. His recantation 

is curiously devoid of all reference to heresy: nevczderzhanie yazyka is 

closer to treason against the state, to the crime committed by Munt Tatishchev 

who, in H88, also suffered a torgovaya kazn r , and only narrowly escaped 

having his tongue cut out for spreading the rumour f>at Ivan III was planning
c

to arrest his brother, Andrey of Uglich.

The writings of the Moscow Judaizers are known to us through their 

activities as d'yak-i in the service of the grand prince. Foremost among 

those whose names have survived in the sources was Ivan Cherny, who - unlike 

his fellow-accused, the Kuritsyn brothers - has left little trace, other than 

in the MSS. he himself wrote or edited. The first mention of him occurs in 

, in the two letters from Gennady to the metropolitan and bishops attend-

7 
ing the Council in Moscow. From these letters it is evident that Gennady had

1. RIB, vol.6, No.117, col.788
2. see above, ch.ll, p.65~*k
3. AED, p.388
4. IB, p.186
5. see above, ch.ll, p.f/-
6. PSflL, vol.6, p.238
7. see above, ch.ll, pp.5^, 57-8
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learnt of his existence in i486, in the interrogation of Samsonko. By 

1^90, it seems, Ivan Cherny was already dead:

iex npOKrmTbio npeflaTM, Koropwe McneajiM OT WMTMH cero: 
npOTonon, fla HcroMa, Aa HeauiKO MpbHotf «-ITO ssGewaji c 3y6oebiM,
M B wHflOBCKyio eepy cTann.2 

It is not clear whether Cherny zzbezhal z Zubovym from Novgorod to

Moscow like the other, unnamed, Novgorod heretics who, according to Gennady's

3 testimony in the same two letters, zbezhali na Moskvu, or whether we are

to credit the testimony of losif of Volokolamsk, who suggests that Ivan

4 Cherny fled from Moscow to an unspecified destination. This latter evidence

is expanded by the Poslanie o soblyudenii sobornogo prigovora^ thus:

(Aleksey and Denis) npenbCTunn ... HKO>K HeKoropbiM OT6erHyju 
sa Mope K wnflOBOM M o6pe3aTMCb B wnflOBCKyio Bepy, OT 
y6o HrHar 3y6os, OT KpbmoiuaH we MsaiuKO MepHOM

But if Cherny had indeed escaped za more, how would Gennady have known of 

his death? It appears more probab le .that , sometime before 1^85, he had 

left Novogord for Moscow.

By 1485 he was definitely in Moscow, for a copy of the Ellinsky letcpisets 

in the Lenin library includes in its colophon the fol low i ng information:

HanncaHa 6wc CHH KHMrw BflHM 6naroMecTHBarc eennKaro
BacHDMesuMa ... B npenMennTOM M BenHueM rpafle MocKBe 

cyiuy 6993 Mecfiua nyrina 22 nHflUKTMOHa BToparo.

7
In his analysis of the text of this Ellinsky letopisets ,' Likhachev

showed that it is in the so-called second version of the work, and is based
o

on a Novgorod protograph. This suggests the interesting possibility that

the protograph of the grand prince's EL-2 was brought from Novgorod to Moscow 

sometime prior to

1. See above, Ch. II, pp.5^, 57~8.
2. AED, p.376
3. ibid., p.375
k. ibid. , p.481
5. ibid. , p.506
6. ibid. , pp.278-80
7. hereafter EL-2
8. Likhachev, 'Ellinsky letopisets 1 , pp.109-10
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From the colophon of Cherny's EL-2 we gather that the grand prince's 

scriptorium was certainly as large as Gennady's, if not larger. Kloss 1 

analysis of Cherny's work on the MSS. produced there suggests that he was 

the head of the twenty-four scribes mentioned. He was responsible for dis­ 

tribution of work on a given MS. among several scribes, was responsible 

for correcLion and editing, and it was he who usually wrote the most 

important parts of each MS. - the introduction, headings and colophon.

In addition to EL-2 t three further MSS. are known to have emanated

2 from the scriptorium headed by Cherny, and two others (GIM, Uvar. No. 18 and

3 
GPB, Kir.-Bel. No. 150/1227 ) can be tentatively attributed to him. Between

1482 and 1483 he completed the work on the grand prince's copy of the 

Bibleysky sbomik (BIL, Und. No.l ), in 148? he signed and dated a copy

of the Lestvitsa of John Climacus (GIM, Uvar. No. 447 ), and sometime before
/» 

1490 he edited a copy of the Kniga prorochestv (GPB, No. F.I. 3 ). The MSS.

produced in Cherny's scriptorium are characterised by careful editing and 

the presence of numerous glossae, many of them written in Permian.

Klibanov's deductions, made from his analysis of the texts edited by 

Cherny, are worthy of Gennady himself. A phrase written in Permian on f.408 

of EL-2 :

C/iaea CTbsepiume^io Bory

7 interpreted as the 'thanks given by a Christian with monotheistic tendencies',

he takes as one of the proofs that Cherny was a heretic, for 'if these words
o

had not been written by a heretic there would have been no need to use Permian'. 

Since Permian would have been readily intelligible to most of the Kremlin 

scribes, among whom it was in current use, we can hardly accept this^ proof -

gunless we are to assume that all, from Mamyrev onward, were involved in a

1. Kloss, 'Knigi 1 , pp. 61-5
2. ibid. , p. 61
3. see above, pp. 155-6.
4. see above, p j. 158
5. RD, p. 58
6. see above, p. 155
7. RD 9 p. 40
8. ibid., p. 40, n.21; cf. AED, p.280
9. Mamyrev used Permian in his copy of the Oktoikh (Kuchkin and Popov, 
'Gosudarev d'yak 1 , p. ^
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heretical conspiracy. Likewise, Cherny's paraphrase of Matthew, xxii, 37-40

Bnawenu jno6flmen Bora OT BCCFI flyiun u 6nn>KHflro, HKO TM
. Cue sanoeeflaio saM peM, fla jnoGure flpyr Apyra, n6o eecb

c/ioBOM CKOHMasaeTcfl , ewe nio6nTM Bora n 6jin>KH«ro ...

expresses, according to KMbanov, 'the central idea of the religious teach-

2 
ing of the Novgorod-Moscow heretics: God is love 1 .

The position of the glossae (mainly zr-l, udobno and d'ivno , but in some 

cases smotri interpreted by Klibanov as proof of the desire of the Judaizers

7

to replace Church Slavonic by their more accessible native language ), also 

affords him evidence of the beliefs of the Novgorod heretics. The texts 

marked by the glossae he sees as specifically condemning false prophets,

miracle workers, unworthy clergy and monks, and providing instances, from

4 
holy writ, of Sabbath observation.

Judging, however, from the glossae published by him in AED , their posi­ 

tion in the text is primarily governed by two considerations: either to 

point out references to ritual, or errors in the text.

Among the quotations belonging to the first category are:

06paa we flaiua HaM npasnoeaTM CBfljyK) flacxy, «KO>K
we OT npi>Bbix Me/ioseKb B 14 nyne npa3AHyioTb.°

CeflMb flHHM KBaC A^ Cfl He fIBMTb B A°MOX BaiiJMX, BCfJK MW6

3pn ncTb KBacHo nory6yTMCb AVwa Ta °T c'bHMa CWHOB MSpauneB 
Aa flCTe onepcHOKbi

1. AED, p.280
2. ibid., p.278
3. RD, p.59
4. AED, p.280-1
5. The text of the Biblical quotations in AED had been compared with the text cj 

.--- ---uheF^K. ,, - .^uj^'i.r ,.' I'liia. Unfortunately I have been unable to

compare tne texts of BIL, Und. No.l and BIL, Huz. No.397 with the HSS. used by 

Cherny for his corrections.
6. AED, p.284
7. ibid., p.285



3PH H Bor COTBOPHIUH ce6e. ^ 
n fla HCM onpecHOKbi.

onpecHOMHbiM

3PH

3pn o

M rnarorie focnoAb K Aapony, peKbin: Buna Aa onyAa Aa He 
Tbi M cbiHa TBO^I c ToGoio, erAa BXCAHTC B xpan 

ne yMpeje saKOH ee<-!Hbin B poweHHa

M He 6pneje

u 3BepoflAHHbi

saiijnx

He FicTe, ocKBepnaBaTHCfl B HHX.
4

- and among those of the second category:

CMOTPH M pen focnoAb ... 
ero. 5

. . ,v , , Mywy aiue 6yAeT nsnuaHMe OT rena

3pn 0 cy6oje. M 6eaxy cbinoee
B nycTbiHM M o6peToiua Mywa 6epyma 
ApoBa B A^Hb cy6oTHbin ... H pe«-i 
PocnoAb K Moncero ... r/iaron«: 
CMepiMK) Aa ne 6yAer MenoseK, no6nnTe 
ero KaMeHneMb BCB C^HM CHHOB 
nn3pae/ieBbix,flKO>Ke noBene FocnoAb
Monceio. 6

'_ . ; -^>* Bible

\ y-'C - 
".. .<• i'i>

rocno^Kfc, i-o, ^

3pn SaMano CTEMOTH
n B BCCM CT^HOHMH TBOCM 

CTfi>KM pasyn M orpaAH ero, 
Tfl noMTh ero H o6onMejb T 
TBoei/i ruase Beneub 6naroAareH

>K6 SaiUMTMTb Tfl 8

*'  */ /« Bible

u .- r i > I. t , - • \~ . ^.-vz, l"

*- * \ ' \ t • - .

T:\AT T

1. ibid., p.287
2. ibid., p.288. This quote may also belong to the 2nd category, cf. from «

with Lev. x,9:

3. yl^z?, p.289
4. ibid., p.289
5. ibid. , p.288.
6. ibid. , p.290
7. Num. xv,32-36
8. AED t p.292 

	Prov. iv, 7-9

.1

-T
, 2

OT

ewck
ol

oL 
j dlu.<2^ lo

ero
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The glossae in the first category

c6opHHK -^ -. *- -^ Bible

B npbBbin we Mecnq .rperuM fleHb Mecfma ,.,..-.,:
3pn flacxy focnofly n B 15 7 AGHb Mecflija . > - , . .,

ceAMaro npa3AHHK ... . .' ,.,.,

KHMra npopo^ecTB ^:<" Bible

Cer Aerm nowax npopOKbi eawfl n no6nx , ->  . t , . , - ,< 
fl cnoeeceM ycr Monx . . . 3 .-. n - r-\- ^ , , ._v 0 15

are not confined to references to Sabbath observation, but deal also with 

other questions of ritual (e.g. unleavened bread and regulations regarding

fasts). Whether or not this implies an element of criticism of the ritual

5 
accepted in the Orthodo* church it is difficult to say; the one thing that

can be stated with certainty is that Cherny's careful approach to his

texts is very much in evidence - here as well as in the glossae indicating

& 
errors in the text.

Among the grand prince's d'ydk-i accused of heresy, Ivan Cherny was 

not the only one whose writings have survived., Ivan Volk Kuritsyn, burnt 

at the stake in 150^, has been identified as the copyist of a fifteenth-

n

century manuscript of the Koimohaya (BIL, MDA. No. 187). However, as Lur'e 

has already pointed out, this Kormckaya, in a standard redaction employed 

by copyists both before and after Volk Kuritsyn, provides little evidence of 

the mirovoszrenie of the Moscow heretics - despite Begunov's attempts to

Q

prove the contrary.

1. AED, p.291
2. Num. xxvi ii , 16-19
3. AED, p.293 
*K Hosea, vi , 5
5- It is interesting to note, however, that several of the references point 
to aspects of ritual over which the attitude of the Orthodox church was some­ 
what contradictory. Thus the Roman Catholics were accused of 'judaizinn 1 because 
they used unleavened bread for communion and at the same time they were 
criticized for shaving their beards. See above, ch. I I, p.30
6. Other examples of textual corrections and interpolations, some in Permian, 
are given by Kloss, 'Knigi', pp.65-72
7. Begunov, 'Kormchaya Ivana Volka Kuritsyna'
8. IB, p.93. Lur'e, in our view correctly, also dismisses Klibanov's (AED, 
pp.299"305) attempt to use one of the sections of the Bibleysky sbornik, an 
attack on the rigorism of an heretical sect, as evidence of the anti-monasticism 
of the Novgorod-Moscow heretics(IS, p.93, n.60)



^authorship of two works: the Russian version of the Tale of Vvacula , 

and the so-called Laodi-kiyskoe poslanie, a short and obscure passage of

verse(?) accompanied by an equally obscure alphabetical table in squares,

2 
or Litoveya v kvadratakh. Kuritsyn's role in the service of the grand prince

and the works ascribed to him have probably provided more material for specu­ 

lation as to the nature of the Judaizers 1 heresy than all the sources dis­ 

cussed so far. His work therefore is deserving of detailed attention.

Fedor Kuritsyn, one of the most important d'yaki in the 'diplomatic

7
service 1 of Ivan Mr, was sent in 1482 on an embassy to the court of Matthias

4 ' 
Corvinus. On the way back from Buda, in 1484, he visited the court of

Stephen IV of Moldavia, and while there he was taker, prisoner and held for

a few months by representatives of the Sultan in Akkcrman. Sometime early
& 

in 1485 he was released, thanks to the mediation of Khan Mengli Girey,
7 

and by August 1485 was back in Moscow.

He probably brought with him the Russian version of the story of Dracula, 

or Vlad IV, ruler of Eastern Wallachia, whose legendary cruelty earned him 

the soubriquet Tepes - Impaler.
c

The oldest MSS. of the Skazanie o DTokule voevode, as the Russian 

version of the story is called, is signed by the monk Ef rosin:"

B nejo 6994 (peepa/m 13 npewb nnca/1, ra we e nero 6998 
28 BApyrbe npermcax, as rpeuiHbi E0pocnH. 1 °

and consists of a series of loosely linked anecdotes about tne 'acts' of 

Dracula. Apart from a cursory introduction to the 'hero' of the anecdotes:

kbICb B MyHTbflHCKOM 36MJ1M rpeMCCKbm BCpbl Xp^CTMaHHH

flpaKyjia BjiaiuecKUM aabiKOM, a naujHM flHasoji. TOJIMKO
, HKO we no HMenn ero, raKO n wmne

1. Published, with a commentary, by Lur'e : Povest ' o Dvakule
2. AED, pp. 256-76
3. see above, ch.lll, p. 129.
4. PSRL, vol.25, p. 329
5. RIO, vol.41, No. 11 , p. 41
6. Paid for in cash by Ivan III; RIO, vol. 41, No. 13, p. **7
7. IVrjnell, Ivan the Great, pp. 11 3- 4
8. Texts published by Lur'e, Povest' o Drakule, p. 117 et seq.
9. See Lur'e, Literaturnaya deyatel 'nost ' t pp.!39"43
10. Lur'e, Povest', p. 122
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The Skar,anie has no beginning; neither has it an end. After the final 

episode, telling the story of Dracula's death, a short passage brings the 

reader up to the 'present day 1 , with an account of the fate of Dracula's 

descendants:

Kopon we cecTpy CBOKJ BSDT, n co fleeMa CBIHMM, B YropcKyio 
Ha ByflMH .... a rperbfiro cbina . . . ryr we na Byflnny BMflexow . . . 
eme He weHMBca, npuwn/i ero flpaKyna c CAHHOIO fleBKOio .... H Hbine 
Boeeofla Ha MynibflHCKOM sen/iki Bnafl, n>xe 6biBbi nepneLib n MryMen.

and with this the Skazanie is concluded.

The loose anecdotal structure of the Skazanie o Drakule reflects the

2 
oral tradition on which it is based, and distinguishes this work from

other Povesti of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries with which it is

7
usually classed. The Skazanie is not a literary re-working of the

anecdotes about Dracula, nor a series of novellae as Lur'e terms the

4 
component episodes of this work: it simply recounts several curious

stories about Dracula which attracted the narrator.

One such episode not apparently found in any other contemporary 

version of the Dracula tale and longer than other episodes of the Skazanie 

tells the story of a Polish envoy to Dracula's court who saves himself from 

the stake by acknowledging Dracula's right to impale him:

flocTOMHoe CMGPTH coAenan 6yfly, TBOPM ewe xomeiuu. 
5o ecu cyflMfl; He TW noBMnen Moeft CMCPTM, HO as can .

and concludes:

TaKOB o6biMatf HMeaiue flpaKyna: oTKone K neny npnxowflaiue nocon ... 

H6H3fliueH M ne yMefliue npoine KOsneM KTO OTBemain, TO Ha KOD ero 

Bcawauie . . . ^

The interest of the narrator, .evidently a Russian who'had visited the

n

court of Matthias Corvinus in Buda, in Dracula's treatment of ambassadors 

to his court, suggests that the Skazanie was brought to Russia by one of

1 . Lur'e, Povest'j p. 122.
2. ibid., pp. 14-3**.
3. Russkie povesti* pp. 42 0-9; Istoki riispkoy belletristiki , pp.369'72.
4. See Lur'e, Povest' (pp. 32-3) for a schematic representation of the 
component episodes of known versions of the tale of Dracula.
5- Lur'e, Povest 1 ^ p. 120.
6. See above.



the men from the 'diplomatic service' of Ivan III. Since the Skazanie

was written after 1A81 (when Vlad the Monk became voevoda) and before

2 February 1A86, the attribution of the Skazanie to Fedor Kuritsyn or one of

2 his colleagues seems very probable.

It is this attribution that has prompted literary historians to 

investigate the 'ideology 1 of the work. Two directly opposite views were

the result: the Skazanie has been seen as a glorification of the terrible

4 ruler, cruel but just, or as a condemnation of tyranny. Lur'e, noting

the contradictions in the attitude of the Skazanie to its 'hero', tried

to resolve them by suggesting that the Skazanie expresses 'Machiavellian 1
/» 

attitudes, justifying cruelty in the cause of a just autocracy.

Such contradictions are more easily explained by reference to the 

anecdotal structure of the work. The anecdotes were selected because they 

made interesting reading, not because they expressed the attitude of the 

narrator:

we o HeMb, HKO, u B TeMHMUM ceflfl, He ociacfl ceoero 
3Jiaro o6bman, HO MBIUJH JIOBFI n RTHLJH na Topry noKynaa, M raKO 
Ka3HflLue MX, oey na KOJI nocawame, a MHOM rnaey OTceKawe, a co 
HHbm nepue oujkinaB, nycKawe. M nay^MCfl UJMTH n Ten B reMHMUH 
KOpMJ-mtuecb. '

The Skazanie does not have an 'ideology'. That in itself is interesting, 

for it is one of the few truly nepoleznye povesti in early Russian 

literature. Hence its fate in the sixteenth century when, like so many 

other secular works, the Skazanie o Drakule disappeared from manuscripts,

o
to reappear only in the seventeenth century.

Laodikiyskoe poslanie , in whole or, in part, appears on the other hand 

in numerous manuscripts of the sixteenth century, often with the signature

1 . See above
2. See above, p. 169
3. See Lur'e, Povest' o Drakule, pp. 35-^ for a discussion of the
attri but ion.
^. ibid., pp. 11-13.
5. ibid., p. A8.
6. ibid. , pp. A8-57.
7. ibid., pp. 121-2.
8. ibid., pp. 72-7. «
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of Fedor Kuritsyn. It is composed of four parts, not always found together 

in the same manuscript. The four parts are:

1. Verse

flyiua caMOBiiacTHa, sarpafla en eepa, 
Bepa craBHTCfl npopOK HaKaaaHHeM. 
RpopoK HaKaaanne McnpaBrmeTCH 
MtoflOTBopeHt/ifl flap ycmineTb 
Myflpocjn curia WHTHC 0 
FlpopoK ero Hayi<a. 
HayKa npe6na>KeHa ecTb. 
Ceio npnxoflHM B crpax 6o>KMM - Hana.no 
CUM c"bopy>KaeTCF flyiua.^

2. Introduction

A MopHbm'cnosa pmop, a noMMHaioTcn nerBpisTbiM CJIOBOM, a K 
CTojinoBOMy cjiosy ce HPMCTOMT MCTOPHK, MopHbia cnosa cyiyee, 

CTonnoM. PasjiHHua: flyma, curia n nnorb M cTonn/

This is found at the beginning or end of

3. Alphabet in squares (the so-called Litoreya v kvadratakh). 

This is in the form of a table divided into squares, each square containing 

2 letters, descriptions of the letters and names of diacritics. The letters 

in the squares are arranged in alphabetical order, with one alphabet 

commencing in the first square and the other in the fourth. The table 

thus provides a simple 'fourth-letter substitution 1 code. Manuscript 

versions of the alphabet in squares are divided into two types. The first

type (described by Lur'e as the Paschal type - P in table 1 below) 
•..«>«

commences with the ritorskaya azbuka; in the second type (Grammatical -G) 

letters of the normal alphabet precede letters of the substitution code. 

In some manuscripts the grammatical information contained in each square

is presented with the letters of the normal alphabet, but not in the form
ft 

of a table.

1. See Table 1. Manuscripts are hereafter referred to by their number in 
this table.
2. This is the text found in the oldest known MS. of Laod'ik'iys'koe po?'!ariic,
No. 1. Published \nAED, p. 265. Variations cf. ibid., pp.265 & 272.
3. Published \nAED, p. 265; cf. ibid., p. 2?6.
^ See plate 1; cf. AED, pp.266-70.
5- See plate 2; cf. AED, pp.272-(.
6. See plate 3- (plates 1-3, pp.173-5)
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Plate 3:GPB Q.XUII. 118 (15), ff. 58v.~59
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A. Signature of Fedor Kuritsyn in code. The first part of 

Laodikiyskoe poslanie (hereafter LP} the Verse, has received numerous 

interpretations. It was characterised by Lur'e as a series of aphorisms

(with no known prototype) arranged according to a principle much

2 favoured in early Florilegii: the last word of each aphorism commences

2 the next. But according to Lur'e, and on this point all opinions of

the Verse are unanimous, the aphorisms were selected to express one 

central idea. He sees the Verse as a symbolic expression of the 

superiority of revelation (the faith - vera, emanating from the prophet

- prorok and strengthened by wisdom - usi-lyaet mudrcsttyu) over the

4 dogma formulated by tho conciliar Church.

Klibanov compared the Verse with Nap-iscmie o gramote^ a work found
& 

in several MSS. containing LP3 and concluded that both were the work of

Fedor Kuritsyn and express the same idea: knowledge, not faith, gives

7 man freedom. Stokl agrees that the Verse is in praise of knowledge,
o

not as the achievement of man but the gift of the Creator. This view 

of LP as a paean of praise to the ars grammatica based on a Christian 

tradition is shared by Freydank and Haney. Freydank suggests that the 

source of the Verse and the grammatical information contained in the 

Alphabet in squares is to be found in Patristic literature, and

Qparticularly the writings of Dionysius of Thrace; in Haney's view the 

origins of the ideas in the Alphabet should be sought in the writings 

of the Greek philosophers, and concludes that the idea of Kuritsyn 1 s link 

with any Judaizing movement must be viewed with suspicion.

1. AED, pp. 272-6.
J-. cf. losif of Volokolamsk, AED, p. 324.
*. IB, p. 172.
1. ibid., p. 177-
5. Published by Jagic*, Codex, pp.360-85-
6. See Table 2.
7. RD, p. 81.
8. Stokl, 'Das Echo 1 , p. 421.
9. Freydank, 'Der "Laodicenerbrief", p. 363-
10. Haney, 'The Laodicean Epistle", p. 842.
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The existence of such a link is supported, on the other hand, by 

Ettinger, Fine, Kampfer and Maier, who drew parallels between the 

Verse and ideas contained in Jewish theological writings. Maier argued 

that the Verse is a translation of an early example of synagogal poetry: 

Fairy von Lilienfeld has even translated the Verse into Hebrew and 

obtained a rhyming poem. She concludes that this, and the Alphabet in 

squares are an expression of the mystic philosophy of the relation 

between man and God contained in the Kabbalah. The very existence of 

these interpretations, all of them closely argued from the text of the 

Verse, suggests that the central idea of this collection of obscure 

aphorisms (if such a O3ntral idea exists) can only be discovered if an 

exact prototype of these aphorisms is found.

The controversy over the meaning of the Verse will not be entered 

into here: it may be more fruitful to examine manuscriprs of the LP to 

see how the Verse and the Alpliabet in or out of the Table of Squares,

were interpreted by the copyists of LP, thanks to whom this work has
& 

survived in at least 42 manuscripts. Of these ten belong to the

sixteenth century, four to the late sixteenth - early seventeenth, 

twenty-two to the seventeenth and six to the eighteenth century.

1. Ettinger, 'Jewish Influence", p. 230.
2. Fine, 'Fedor Kuritsyn's "Laodikiyskoe poslanie" 1 , p. 502.
3. Kampfer, 'Zur Interpretation 1 , pp.68-9.
4. Maier, 'Zum judischen Hintergrund' , pp.11-12.
5. von Lilienfeld, "Das Laodikijskoe poslanie", p. 23: idem., 'Kakuju 
eres 1 derzhal Fedor Kuricyn 1 (unpublished), Appendix C. There seems to 
be one basic objection to this theory: according to Scholem, until the 
expulsion of the Jews from Spain in 1492 'the Kabbalists ... were a small 
group of esoterics who had little desire to spread their ideas ... 
Kabbalism was essentially a privilege of the elect'; it was only in the 
second half of the sixteenth century that Kabbalistic ideas became more 
widespread. (Scholem, Major Trends, pp.244,35 seq.). It is not clear 
how Fedor Kuritsyn could have become acquainted with these ideas in the 
late fifteenth century,.
6. In his most recent discussion of LP, Lur'e lists 39 MSS; I consulted 
three MSS. not previously cited. (See Table I). I am obliged to Yakov 
Solomonovich Lur'e and to the late Vladimir Ivanovich Malyshev for 
drawing my attention to MSS. Nos. 40 and 4l on this table. In the much 
cited MS. No. 3 I found an unpublished Alphabet (see Plate 3). Jagic 
(Codex, p. 670) cites another MS. of LP, Rumyantseva, No. 950 containing 
the Verse, the Introduction and the Alphabet in squares. This I was 
unable to locate. There is little doubt that more undiscovered MSS. of 
LP exist (AED, p. 257).
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Lur'e divides most of the manuscripts of LP into two types. 

according to the convoy in which it is found. The first (MSS. No. 

1-6) he names the Paschal type, since the oldest MSS. of this type 

contains only Paschal and astronomical information, and, apart from 

LP, no grammatical texts. The Alphabet in squares in MSS. of this 

type begins, as has been mentioned, with letters of the ritorskaya 

azbuka. Moreover, tables of the Paschal type contain a grammatical 

description of both letters in each square, rather than, as in Tables 

of the Grammatical type, describing only the letter of the normal

alphabet. The Grammatical type of LP is found, according to Lur'e

2 
in MSS. in which treatises on grammar predominate.

As can be seen from Table 2, showing some of the texts most

commonly found alongside LP, it is not the composition of the sbomiki

2 
which divides MSS. of LP into two types. For example in MS. No 3 and

No. 19, such a division would be somewhat artificial. In most of the 

sbomiki containing LP3 both grammatical and paschal information is 

found since both were part of the same learning. The popularity of the 

Table of squares in seventeenth century manuscripts may be partly 

explained by the fact that, like the vrutselety^ mirotvomye krugi and

other aids to Paschal calculations with which it is commonly found, it

4 . 5 
was not only instructive but also decorative.

It is not the composition of the sborniki, but the form of the 

Alphabet in squares which defines the two basic types of MSS. of LP. 

Comparison of the two types of Alphabet* in squares shows them to be

1. AED, p. 257-
2. ibid., p. 358.
3. This MS. is described, though not fully, in Jagic, Codex, pp.698-703.
4. The art of Paschal calculation without reference to written tables by 
the use of vr-iitselety required a familiarity with the alphabet: 

0 a36yue.
XoTflmeMy HaBbiKHyiM csflTbix oreu npeflaflHHio nacxanbHoro ycTpoeHn«, 
nepebie fla HayMHTCfl a36yue no DFITH nepcroM neebm pyKH . .. 

(MS. No. 21, f. 140).
5. See plate 4.
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closely related to each other and to the Alphabet without squares 

(hereaf ter A):

cjonn MpaMHoii/1, MMC.TIO a^jinoe MMH MenoseKy, 
HdMHJiHoe MenoseK, npHKnafi. HPHKHEIA, CJIOBO uapb, 
uapb, M.ywCKOMy M weHCKOMy anecTpoct), sapbirafl, 
HMeHM c\.Bp'i!enMe, sap'/ifl flywa, ci/ina, 
3aKpbiTa/i, anocipoc}), CTonnn, HMCHM .coepweHMe. 

H Gune

1

CTonn, Mucno, orpm<anb, 
TMTH3, Bapxa, nnoTb,

Cjonn, Mnc.no,
TMTJIO, eap.i;,, 
caMOAep),>ei', n emu,

n cTonn neflBM>xn.MO

A

flyma

cronn, nnoib

Konen cioJinoiM MOPHWM, HptiKriafl, nywecKONty v\ 
TMT.na, no.ACTO.nM3, npuxnaa,, wencKowy HMCHU csepmeHMe, 

HMCHM c~bBpweHne n anecTpoc}), KpK)Me«,
anocrpocp, 

, nnoTb n
C1/1 Ti J "5 ' .'

j M>)'«eCKa
n

Th P <rid G h,j i; HOC bee' esi ab I i shed , bu c.

it st- ems probable that G ur.f the orotograph of P, for the presentation

fir'Hu- c i v.)' 1, in trie squares is Pa r mote logical in G. At a g'ancc

the reader can lec-i'n tho 9 r a ir! .vi t i ca 1 Lernis debcribed each letLer

of the alphv-et ^-id rind out *'ith which diacritics a letter is u'.^d and 

vnat i he-/ are callec: tlve leuti'rs of the code stand out clearly. The 

information contained in P is impossible to understand without reference 

to G, since the arrangement of the information within the squares in P 

completely obscures the relationship betvveen the letters, the diacritics 

and ths terms describing them.

\,'hjt is the r: la'. i onchi p between A, P ^nc' G? An anbver i,ij) lie in

7 & , , 
I he tract' d°3cribec by Klibanov as 'To' i^\ion\f '> <' / :>TC-''-;-L< , and tnougnt

. 26S

3. ibid., D. 2/3-
l\. ibid. , p, 275.
5 Jaqic', C >u-" , n ^ I 9 .
6. See p' a to 5-
7. Published by Jaqic' in
8. /.^ p. 78.

''••>', PP
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''^-rV^^/'^tou^^G••^••^-.'-*-' -.-.*• .^
««« '«'"!
* 5 £ S

tiff* I

w <f ?>«• Mus n^ tie <S*^».yi
5 f * >• S ^S?* 5 ^U > tantm sa J?li»"i^^ « i^Ct' H

S*6 C^O ? 5

fiifl
JvE'T . ^IBfli

V tl ^k. ^M Trt * 2-> i^-iv^E* St^ ^»> j^K > zrJiC: _JAk. f •+

Plate 5:GPB Kir.-Bcl. 21/1098 (3), ff.« 9v.-10



to be an explanation of the terms contained in the Alphabet in squnren. 

In fact the Explanation j as the tract will be termed here, only 

discusses the terms found in A:

H MTO CHX pasnuMne n HH eflUHo Ges eflnnaro ne Mower B ce6e 6biTM
M COCIOflTMCfl HH We >,<HBOT BOpMTHCfl . 2

and their use in coded signatures;

Ha^ano HMenn. B HCM we cnos luecTepnua, B HHxwe Tpn CTOJIHM 
CMpeMb nnoiH, n rpt/i npuK/iaAw cupe^b flyinn, or HUXWC A^a cyi b 
LjapMe ... M TaKO cocTaencfl CMMH ciior MMCHC MywecKa MaT0en, B 
HeMwe Bcero Mnciia 85^. 
CUM we r\of\o6f\cn. Biopoe HMW MSPCMCM. HMaTb we B ce6e cue
CflOB OCMCpHLiy ... B HMXWe MHC/1O 253 .-. H T3KO CMC MMfl
cno>KnnoQb Boronen, B HeMwe Meibipe HJIOTM, Meibipe we H

182

1

This is the system of coding used in the signature of Fedor Kuritsyn; 

the calculations representing the numerical value of the letters of his

surname are followed by the words:

4 Merbipe CTonnw M Merupe npuK/iaflbi.

and the numerical calculations which represent the letters of the word 

dyak are followed by:

rmoTM M RBQ fiyiuu, M caMOAepwea. Bo MHO Bpenn 
TBOPHT.

This use of the word ozhivlenie is found only in Fedor Kuritsyn's 

signature and the Explanation; the latter is indeed a tolkovanie na

litoreyu, but not for the Alpliabet in squares but for the code used in•«*^

Kuritsyn's signature.

Only one manuscript containing the Explanation is known to me (MS.
/» 

No. 13). This has the coded signature of Fedor Kuritsyn on f. 13^. v.,

and, on the same folio, the following inscription:

Aine xomeuJM yseAarM MM« nucaeujaro KHury euro, H 
ripocTocnoBMK), ocMOMacTHHK, TO TM HanMcyio noAHaMafiHoe naMano n 
Meibipe Ae CflTHHbi ... Bcero we Mucna 253, a ABa HeMncjieHUbix ... 
A BbiriMcaHo us MHbie KHUTH.

1. Jagic, Codex, p. 413; AED, p. 1?8.
2. Jagid, op.cit., p. k\k.
3. ibid., pp.4lA-5-
k. AEDj p. 276.
5. ibid.
6. Described by Jagic, op.cit., pp.692-3-



The Prosboslovie - osmochastnik mentioned is not the text published by

• 1 ? 
Jagic, but version A of the Alphabet (ff. 135v.- 136. v.). This suggests

3 
that Alphabet A was a summary of the information contained in the

Alphabet in squares (either P or G, but more probably the latter) to 

serve, together with the Explanation, as a reference work for the type 

of code employed by Fedor Kuritsyn.

The terms employed in this code may have been derived by Kuritsyn

4 
from the Patri sties or the Classics, but the- Explanation shows that

without the Alphabet they 'were incomprehensible to his contemporaries. 

Fedor Kuritsyn 1 s Signature and the Alphabet in squares were evidently 

written together and are parts of one whole. The same must be true of

the Introduction, for this provides a brief instruction for the use of
/^ 

the Alphabet in squares:

. . . a K CTonnoBOMy cnoBy ce npncTonr HCTOPMK . . .

One manuscript of the LP contains the following introduction to the 

Krug mirotvomy* a guide to Paschal calculations written by the priest 

Agafon in 1538-15 Z*0: 7

A MopHbm cnoea purop .... A K CTonnoBOMy cnoey ce HPMCTOUT
MCTOPHK . . .
MCTOPMK, peKiue Jieionnceu cBHTbie anQbi TonKOBbie .... npeeoAHBbin
TOJIKOBaHUCM C6M Kpyr MMpOTBOphblM H3 532 Jl?T . . . MHOTOrpeiUHblM flOd

g 
Divisions or columns of the Krug mirotvorny are often called stolpy:

Kuritsyn' s use of the term istorik was probably based on the terminology 

of the Paschal texts. Agafon 1 s introduction explains another term

employed by Kuritsyn, whose words:
10 

KTO xouier yeeflarn HMJI npeaeAiuaro jlaoAnKnncKoe nocnaHne

1. Jag \c t Codex* p. 6 30 et seq.
2. Alphabet G starts on f. 136v. For a description of this MS. see Jagic,
op.cit., pp. 692-3.
3. In MS. No. 3 this Alphabet follows the heading: CMH aa6yKa OT KHMTH 
oCMOMaCTHbm and ends: Koneu npocrbiM nucMeneM. (f. 8^v.) 
k. Haney, 'The Laodicean Epistle 1 , pp.837~^2.
5. Usually found immediately before or after the Alphabet in squares. 
AED, pp.265, 276.
6. ibid. , p. 265. 
^. ibid., p. 187.
8. MS. No. }k, f. 30.
9. MS. No. h y f. 5/4.
10. AED* p. 270.



are responsible for most of the hypotheses on the origin of the LP. The 

search for the source of this woik in Byzantine, Jewish or Western 

literature was based on the assumption that Kuritsyn signed himself as 

the translator of LL>: his words show that he was not the translator, but 

the compiler of this work.

The question of the composition of LP in Kuritsyn's original 

version, vital to our understanding of the work, has received little 

attention. Kampfer's argument that the separate existence of the Versz 

in the oldest of the /./' manuscripts (MS. No. 1) suggests that this was 

originally not related to the other three parts of LP J has only been 

discussed by Lur'e. He considers that even in its original form LP 

consisted of the Ver^e, introduction, Alphabet and Signature. He argues 

that:

1 . ihi^ is the 'complex' found in the major! t w of the MS3. of LP\

2. su r , e iiSS. with this 'complex 1 a r e headed <^"">d^<q-^ko Lo^laniQ or use 

this title to de (v> L e this four par c 'complex' in their i ndi cc s. l

The first argument i > not s u p p o i L tc

D, i ne t ,'i:jence of :h'- sources ' Lur'e's second d'gur,,erit doob not provide 

conclusive proof of pis assertion eitner, since, it is clear from the 

oldest'iS. (uo. 8) with Lhis heading in th^ text, that the vords A^oyK-3

HOC refer to the Alphabet "iri squares and not to the

c This is confirmed by the words of the index of this MS.:
(* 

n flocnaHne Jiao,i;nKMMCKoe D cionnax, and by the title found in the

^ 
text of MS. No. 39: AaGyKa JlaoAHKHMCKoro FlocnaHUfi. Strictly speaking,

therefore, the title ]• 'odil-'jrf'^s Pr^'J o"-'(j applies to t h e . \v"-^ ?) :V :' ; < 

- ^I'^T only.

1. For other examples of this use of the word prcood see Jagic, Cod ',
2. I'anpfer, 'Zur Interpretation 1 , p. 6 CJ.
3- Lur'c, 'Zur Zu^.a.. hi'jns juzung ' , pp.l6G-S.

5 bcc- photo^rapli of f. 109 in • , p. 27
'- - /-I I I" *. U S(.ii n i Ji i S v 1 t / Ui i'^ , p . i L;0 ,

7- i in ' , p. 166.
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This does not mean, of course, that Kuritsyn could not have 

written the Verse also. As Lur'e points out, the Verse is found

together with the LP 'complex (introduction, Alphabet and Signature] in

7 many MSS., written within the same decorative table, or at least close

2 to the Alphabet in squares.

Could a separate work have become so closely associated in manuscripts, 

without having been part of Kuritsyn's protograph? A consideration of one 

of the LP manuscripts of the early v . ,-- ...^century 

(No. 19 on Table I) shows that this was perfectly possible.

In this MS. the Verse is incorporated in the Table on folio 2. It

fills the first stolp of the Table and is followed immediately by the
? 

first two squares of Alphabet G. The Introduction is found on folio 1,

after the following heading:

4As6'yKOBHoe y^eHMe ocnoMacTHoe. A MepHbie cnoea purop ... 

Here (and in MSS. No. 20 and 37, the latter being the oldest MS. containing

part of the LP 'complex') LP is evidently considered to be part of the
/> 

uchenie osmochastnoe3 a grammar of the Slavonic language known as

y0 os'mi chastekh slova and frequently found in the same MSS. as LP.

This grammar is attributed in Russian manuscript tradition to John of 

Damascus the true author of the work is unknown, but it was not St. John. 

The attribution is the result of a misunderstanding: since 0 os'mi 

chastekh slova was often found together with the Dialektika of St. John 

of Damascus (in the translation of John Exarch; it is commonly known as
o

Nebesa), copyists assumed that this Father of the Church was the author

9 not only of the philosophical, but also of the grammatical tract.

1. See plates 2 and 6.
2. See plates 1, 7 and 8.
3. See above, plate 2.
k. See plate 9-
5. Lur'e, 'Zur Zusammensetzung', p. 167-
6. cf. above, p. 182.
7. See Table 2.
8. This work is also found in many LP MSS. See Table 2
9. Jagic, 'CodeXj pp.38-^0.
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In the same way evidently LP became known as uchenic ocnocliastnoe and 

was therefore attributed to John of Damascus, as can be seen from MS. No. 

19. The Introduction on f.1 is followed, on f .2 ̂  by Alphabet G. This 

ends on f. 5v., and f. 6 carries another Introduction to the letter to 

Cosmas of Maioum:

KTO xoiuer MecTM rpaMOTHKHkCKoe nocjianne o OCMM Macrex . . . 
e fla esbiinei npomefl ocMOMacTnoe o MMenex CKasaHHe

If a work written by a man accused of heresy could become a commentary 

by a Father of the Church, it seems perfectly possible that the Verse 

became, from a separate work preceding the LP, a component part of LP in 

many manuscripts. The very obscurity of the Verse probably- gained it 

the approval of the copyists of LP and its praise of wisdom and knowledge 

accorded well with the ideas expressed in works such as the letter to 

Cosmas of Maioum:

0 pasyne.
PaayM CBCT ecib flywa cnoBecHbm, Hepasynne TbMa ... FloHewe y6o He 
naroio flyiuefo WMBCM, HO flKowe saeecoto nnoTHoio noKpbieaeMa Haiua flyiua 
H VM y6o spam H paaynen ^Kowe OKO MMar n npuHMaieneH BCfiKaro 
pasyMa M xyAomeciea .2

It is likely that the Verse had little to do with Kuritsyn's

protograph of LP. The oldest MS. of the Verse was found in BAN ^.3- 15

which contains several curious passages similar to the Verse^ e.g.:

TeoPi oreu, MOM OTCU, Te6e p,ep, a MHC My>K, Tbi MHe 6paT, a «s ie6e 
M3TH. HepoA^BbiMCfl yMpe a poflUBbiHCH He yMpe, a ynpe ne HCTJIC. 
MonceH B ^eprose, a HoBen B flesax, COJIOMOH HO BOMny noiuen,

cfi weHkiT. PeKa cpeflH MOPH leMei, a WHBOT B OTHM cKaMei. 
or CMepTM norn6e, a cnepib OT flH^Bona, a flbfleon 6ea Becrn 

nponpan 6bicrb. CpeflM MOpn KP^CT, sp-bxy ropbi peKa, nofl seM/ieK) 
; eocnn connue h'a rope, wepTBun B-oCTama, a >KMBMM naflouia,

OT «,qoBMToro, or KpenKaro cnaflKoe. Tpo6 xowaiue, a
B HeM nofiiue.

It was probably from a sbornik, such as MS. 1, containing a strange 

mixture of works, from riddles to the lives of the saints, that the Verse 

was selected by a scribe wanting a short passage relevant to a grammatical

1. f. 1v. i s blank.
2. See PI ate 10.
3. GPB* sol. No. 260/102, f. 29.
k. MS. No. 1, ff. 3v.-*i.
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tract. As a source on the ideas of Fedor Kur i tsyn the Verse is of 

little value; it is, however, of interest as an example of the type of 

writings which attracted the copyists of his period, and of their 

willingness to copy writings which they could not have understood.

Though the terms found in Fedor Kur i tsyn 's Laodikiyskoe poslanie 

are not all comprehensible , it seems clear that in its original form 

LP was not an obscure and decorative test of uohenost': it was probably 

compiled by Kuritsyn from several sources, and embellished with his own 

annotations as a

cnoeeHCKa «3biKa, c CMJIOIO eepxHew, H o BCFIKOH 
KHMWHOM. ByKBbi CUM peMb ciioBeHCKafl asSyKa, n

3 and a guide to the use of codes. It was probably written for the

purpose defined in the last square of the Alphabet in MS. No. 3- 

Cue nocriaHMe pasynern TOJiKOBanne ero, #a TaKO
6o>KeCTBeHHbi3 KHMfbl HpfiMO H TJiaAKO.-

This purpose may explain the strange title of Fedor Kuritsyn's

Lacdi'<iyskoe Poslanie. This has probably no connection with
5 t- 

any apocryphal Poslanie Lo.odikiybsarr. but with the Indec,- of books, known

in Russia as the Pi>avilo Laodikivskaqo Sobora. The introduction to the
.,9

Ir-.dz::: stresses the need to beware of nepTavlennye knigi and Fedor 

Kuritsyn's guide to pravl&nie may well have been named after the Council 

which was supposed to have issued the Index.

But whatever the meaning of the LP may have been, one thing is 

certain: in the eyes of Fedor Kuritsyn's contemporaries the LP and the 

7er-c5 were not considered heretical.

1. cf. the inclusion of the Signalize alone, or with mistakes in the 
numerical code, which made it incomprehensible, in several MSS. (See 
Table 2; AED, p. 26l).
2. See Plate 11.
3. cf. MS. No. 9 where the entire LP and the Verse are in a tachygraphic
code.
.'4. .-.;-'~j p. 269; cf. reasons for the use of diacritics given on ff. 85v-86
of the same MS.:
MTO-C be," ;<'/;',': KHMXCHMK ynen npoMMT3Ti-i nucanMa r.nn/iKO n PIOPMO ... Ha
pc;3r.'^u v, r-i-j pcj3,qe!ienne Toriuy HMcai-iMn.
5. ,:.--- j,|?. 1/2-3* ^-'- PP^^-3-
6. ;-._„. vol. 0, No. 117, cols.yco-^.
7. See above, p. 154.
o. .'.-.^> vol. 6, No. 117, col.



p late 11:GIH Sin., No. 918 (21), ff. 1v'.-2



ame KTO BHMKHCT B He, Aa He B CMymenne H B co6na3H He
?} He Beflymi/i CMX, nwe HaxoAflTc* ap6yi<OBHbie MepHbie n 

MepBnenbie cnosa, BO oKpyweHktfi c HaflnucanneM, KOH yneHMfl
npHCTOHT, M pasApewaeTCfl BeflyiuuMM. Hwe KTO Bory

noMoraiomy eny ne jieHsmecfl Mower pasyMern

They were not used in his day, and therefore should not be used now, as 

evidence of any ' f reethi nki ng 1 or 'heretical' beliefs on Kuritsyn's part.

The 'literature of the Judaizers 1 thus provides little real 

evidence about the beliefs which might have brought upon them the 

accusation of the heresy: if their writings are heretical, this is no 

more evident to us than it was to their orthodox contemporaries, who 

kept and copied these writings for their libraries in an impressive 

number of manuscripts. However, this is not to say that the 'literature 

of the Judaizers' is without value for an understanding of the heresy.

The first conclusion to be drawn from the 'evidence of the

Judaizers 1 is a negative one: there is little indication of the Novgorod

2 heretics' 'astounding breadth of cultural interests'. Undoubtedly, the

3 psalns obtained by Gennady from Naum must have differed in some way

from the accepted orthodox canon, but available evidence does not permit 

any conclusions as to the way in which they differed; possibly they were 

no more heretical than, and may even have been identical with, the psalms 

of Nicephorus bk-mmid Of other works, whether written or made use of 

by the Novgorod Judaizers, there is no trace to be found in the sources.

We are far better informed about the writings associated with the 

Moscow Judaizers. There seems little doubt that the works listed in 

Genn iy's letter to Prokho.r were not considered heretical, and that they 

were mentioned because it had come to Gennady 1 s notice that they were 

being copied in Moscow, at the scriptorium headed by Ivan Cherny. It is 

in the very existence of such a scriptorium, as much as in the nature of

1. See Plate 9-
2. J5, p. 297.
3. AED, p. 310.
^4. See above, p.



1.95

Cherny's editorial writings and of the works attributed to Fe< >r 

Kuritsyn, that we may discover the reasons for Gennady's attacks upon them.

Clearly, Gennady saw himself as a guardian of Orthodoxy. He felt it 

his duty to arm the Church against heresy - by improving clerical 

standards in his own diocese, and by raising the level of theological 

education of the Church as a whole through the provision of the necessary 

books, books carefully translated and edited in order to ensure that they 

were free of any deviation from the faith.

It was not, however, only at Gennady's court that new, pravlenye 

spiski of orthodox works were being produced. Such fundamental Church 

texts as the Bible, service books and Kormoh-ie were being copied and

edited at the court of the grand prince by men who, with the possible

2 exception of Ivan Cherny, were servants not of the Church but of the

State. And, moreover, as is clear from the manuscripts of such works as 

the Laod-ikiyskoe poslanie , copies made in the Moscow scriptorium were 

finding their way into monastic libraries. For someone as aware as 

Gennady of the necessity of 'rendering unto Caesar the things which are 

Caesar's and unto God the things that are God's 1 , this distribution of 

manuscripts written, copied or edited by servants of the grand prince was 

surely sufficient around for the accusation of heresy to be raised against
• • •> • t** ^

those who dared encroach upon the province of the Church. Cut this 

accusation was made in 1^90, yet the Moscow heretics were condemned only 

in 150A. Now that the survey of contemporary evidence to the year 150** 

is comnleted some conclusions on the nature of their heresy and the 

reasons for their condemnation can be made.

1. Lur'e, 'Kvoprosu 1 , pp.70-3-
2. Even if we accept Ivan's soubriquet, Cherny, as evidence of his having 
been a monk, it is clear that he was not associated with any one monastery 
First and foremost he was a d'yak of the grand prince.



CH_AP I E R V - CONCLUS I ON5 1 9 6 

In the year 1^88 the Council of the Russian Church pronounced its condemna­ 

tion of the 'heresy of the Novgorod priests wf o philosophized juda? s t i c-i 1 Ty ' . 

T he leading of the chjrge is forceful and d_j rir'te - h 1 there is 

"o ccnainry as to the reasons why thr rren condemned c ound themselves 

facing trial for their beliefs: the evidence available does not suggest that 

it was because they were converts to Judaism.

A cons i dera t i on of Connad'y ' s act i v i t i es in Novgorod makes it clear that 

he was on ihe vetch for 'departures from Orthodoxy 1 , whether religious or 

political; evicence of either was probably not hard to seek, given the 

accepted procedure--, For ihe detection of heresy. Indeed, in 1^82 Cennady 

Hr:=el r , vhile still an aohot of Chudov monastery, V?d fallen Foul of the 

complex reguTations governing church ritual: he had allowed his plonks to
(-,

drink ~^ ^^-jli • „?- i i - i\^di^ and tc eac as much as they liked on the 5t', 

J~n..'ir, . tne d^y be ccie :h~. Fe^Lt of the ^oi'^n. -e V^DS promptly p'Jt under 

crrest b 1 ,^ u ropol i :&n reron;v / a:i ' cht chrrqes acrin c-t him could have ,iad 

crcT'.e cc, 5-:.'r'C_-s, Tor nl le>^ :: ore or thcr' v,as very serious: he v cs accused 

-- 1 r th>. -V • y v-t-r \-hic'^ v o c t<~ L . oivf-r cnl^ once a ^/c-ar, in

' """: ' i r , , ; • ''--''> _e , r nd ret - a c, Ce. •. , ^ Jy had apparently dcoe - 

; or O'~ i^e ove oT Pcu "OlLP" :'
7

Gen ^ iy coul r

derJ-'cd guiiLy of blasphemy; fortunately for him, ho-'Svc-r, the grand prince 

interceded -nth the net roool i tr.n , anc he was freed. It may have been t^at 

the retropolI tan was genuinely persuaded by the argument puc to him ty t u e 

.nc p-ince, thai the Metropolitan !oii? (1 V-,8- 146 } ) ts?:^ '^'^^ e'hyudot.^rsf.j

- r ^- ,^ rch': ' sh-c. Tc-J o," oF Po-t.\ c :" -""'-',- -- " s , i L •~r x/ , or the ct^er 

- v -- c, j -ly ' ien his ro 1 u'-t c?, ,cs to ? r ' •:-' -- -^i-sri" i MIC T her c'i r-:ite 

Cirand prince. For th^ arres: or r;n^->d >/ too 1 ' place not lonq n r tL.r

- i- re '- cle<.:r 'whether this tc n r'^notc- WCL>_: o 1 -\ n rn Li ; c\c c r
-•>-:'.?, or water from a Holy spring.•'- ^16, P .2';
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Ivan 111 had given way in the matter of the processional posolon' - ond then 

only after the metropolitan had threatened to resign. It will be renieri- 

bcred that in his dispute v/ith the netropoli tan as to the direction in 

which processions should proceed, t^e grand prince had had the support
9

only of Gennady and the archbishop of Rostov;" it seems likely, therefore, 

that in prosecuting Gennady the metropolitan was paying off a score.

The ease with which Ceronty was able to obtain the evidence he needed 

in this case is important to our understanding of the history of heresy in 

Russia. Tor, if the highly-educated theologian Cenriociy co"k! so readily 

be accused of contravening canon 1^,;, how much easier it must have been to

discover such corIraventions aTCfn the mass of the clergy, who - according

j to fennaa'y's own evidence • were often i 1 1-trai ned . °

The appointment of Gennady to the archbishopric of Novgorod w^j probably 

his reward for the support he had g'ven 'van ill in 1^82; it soon became 

clear that he w ">s c'-c te. mi ned to prov-, to the enenie. he must have i.'sr 1 '; In 

the Chu;'C h , his orthodox/ anci his loyiHy to the gran 1 prince. For whenever 

cheir ac~. ual beliefs, the h3 r et ; Lx. o" l^CO v,. j re concerned according 10 

aco'-pf..-J pic eJ'-^o ci o b> cr^ accept d ''•- 1 i c;i oiib au' her , ..y . the Cc.inv.J ! of 

the Church, headed jointly by the ar;uid prince ? n,c! fhe net ropol i tan. Mov*'dver, 

Ivan's ; ns'stepc(3 o 1 a fui ih- " i'"vt.' i 'gftion, in LJI? p c-e^ce of his 

ncmslf^''' " in Novgorod suggests that his interest in th^. heresy in that 

city was due to more than just the desire to protect nis Lhurch.

Although the rembtrs of the Council of 1^88 v/ere ready enough to con­ 

demn most of the accused who appeared before them, on Gennady's evidorc'-, 

i c seer r t! ^i after the puni.-,hrent of these heretics 'r ''oscrw an'' ^ov^oro(! > 

thei'K was r'or T he s^u \ i I 1 ' r c/.ess to supporl th? archbishop in furthcr 

pru'-.ecu t' oiib . ' Ine.e »'ere probably various reason'. ^01 t u,'-.. c or^ of the 

Council rrj'nbers '.ay have recalled ih ' r -n f! p ( 'y had cp^n^oc! tho me t roro i ' t ,->,i

1 . see cbrve. <r!i. i I ' , p- 1 ] ^-
2 , P"r/- } vo l .5, p- ? 33

. , • M : i ' , . i ' i
'i. 5-. :>' ovc , ch. I I , p l^
5. see aLnvc, ch. ! I , p 5'
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and most of the Council on the LJc^oi^n' issue, some may have felt

uneasy at his readiness to combine 1'i'tojsk-ie okainrj? d-^la with the

1 ores Noouctoro'l3l:ikh rrv^'/Vioy, zkidov^kaa i,rudi> 'stViiyvsrich-fkhj while

others may have been reluctant to condemn a group of men who, although ihey 

cane from Novgorod, were (with the exception of Zakhar) being accused 

by Gennady of heresies committed in Moscow. And Gennady's call for a

purge within the Church hierarchy in Moscow no doubt alerted the Council

2 to the danger of giving whole-hearted support to his campaign.

Thus, the final decision of the Council of 1^30, headed by the 

grand prince and the metropolitan, was a compromise. The Council 

condemned only those of the accused who came from Novgorod, and only for 

MTO ecie qMHunn B BSJIMKO.M HoseroDOfle. Evidently the members of the 

Council were unwilling to support Gennady's campaign against Fedor 

Kuritsyn and his associates in Moscow, One reason, suggested by the 

evidence of losif of Vol okol jrnsk , was that thev we''e nroreqes of th" 

grand prince. This is not confirmed by other sources; moreover, the

priest Denis, who, on the evidence of losif was a-oO a protege of I van

4 6 Ml, w?_> ,v,i',jn;; L!IUS'_ conJ^r.ned. fine evidnnue of i u e .rriting^ of tht.

so-called Moscow Judaizers gives nn indication that, in the eyes of 

their contemporaries, their woi! w-a^ not considered heretical. 

This beim.j so, we must allow the possibility that Fedor Kuritsyn and 

his associates escaped condemnation in 1^3C because 'accepted religious 

authority 1 did not consider them to be heretics.

It must be admitted, however, thai without the protection of the gr^nd 

prince ihcy would probably not have been given the benefit of the doubt. 

The ment i on of Fedor Kuritsyn and Ivan Cherny in Germady 1 ; letter to Zcv.it,>a

1. See above, ch. I I, p 58.
2. See above, ch. II, P- 62.
3. See above, ch. II, p. 68.
JK Sec above, ch I I I, p. 126.
5. S-.e above, ch. I I , p- 6J4.
f>. See <• - , rh. IV, p. ;/ 3 r't c.c r}.
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and the bi shops may wel 1 have been the resul t of a ml sapprehension Jor the arch­ 

bishop was well aware of the grand prince's distrust of everyone including 

Gennady himself, who had any contact with the neighbours of Muscovy, and 

he might have entertained hopes of utilising this distrust for his owr ends. 

By suggesting that Kuritsyn had associations with men like Samsonko, 

implicated in the litovslde okannye dela, he may well have hoped to rid the
C.,of

Church of those who, in his eyes, we,re likely to taint it by their inter­ 

ference in matters coming within the sacred province, i.e. the copying of 

books.

In l^S/0 the grand prince had been unwilling to have Fedor Kuritsyn 

brought to trial for heresy. V/hy, then, was his name raised in the conver­ 

sation between Ivan III and losif that took place sometime prior to the 

Council of 1504?-^ In view of the paucity of sources, the hypothesis 

offered in answer to this must be based largely upon negative evidence, 

and can only be entirely tentative.

There is little evidence of a continuation of the campaign against 

the Judaizers after 1^90. Fedor Kuritsyn's name is brought up for the 

first time after 14^0 by Ivan, in ccnnecticn with his disgraced daughter- 

in-law, ETEha. Of the men executed in 150^4, only one, Ivan Maksimov, is 

mentioned as a heretic by a contemporary source not related to the 

Council of 150^4. There is no evidence of the case presented against 

these men: in fact there is no evidence that their condemnation was 

achieved according to accepted procedure and by accepted religious autho­ 

rity. The sole evidence of contemporary sources is that Novgorod and 

Moscow were the settings of the execution of two groups of men, condemned 

by a Council headed by Ivan III, his son Vasily, and the metropolitan Simon 

The heresy of which they were accused is not specified, neither is the 

composition of the Council, and, apart from a laconic chronicle entry 

and losifs later, end not very illuminating account, we know little of

the proceedings of this Council. This, together with the evidence of the 

1. See above, Ch. Ill, p. 115-
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Posl<y:~' 5 o RO~b1'>j:'.c'&''t'i,'i, apparently written to defend the Council's 

decision against attacks From merbers of the Church, suggests that the 

procedure adopted in ]$Qk was not en' I rely canonical. Perhaps it was 

not the Church, but the State, whici instigated the prosecution.

Possible reasons for the condemnation of the men finally executed 

in Novgorod have already been mentioned: the heretical label could 

have been a convenient way of getting rid of the last vestiges of 

independent authority in Novgorod, and of providing another warning 

"o any who trigf-'t wish to challenge the rights of Moscow princes to ru 1 ^
•7

over Novgorod. But in the case of the Kosccw 'heretics' - Fedor and 

Ivan Volk Nuritsyn, Ivrm Mcksimov and Dmitri Konoplev - it is very diffi 

cult to understand why they were Drought to trial in 150''i.

There are two directions in wh'ch the available evidence points: 

the association, w h ether real o i" supposed . of at least two of the Moscow 

group - Fedor Kuri tsyn and I van f ; c,ksinov, wiih the disgraced El en a of 

MoU'svia, end .±he involvement of the Kuritcyn brothers and Dmitry ''onoplev 

In the foreign service (ond especially the Lithuanian affairs) of the 

grand prince. Perhaps thr> foil cf ihe, Kuritsyn brocn^rs w^o conneccec 

with the, fall of Eler.a: but not because hei death re'noved a suppc'-[o r 

of the 'heretics' from the cour., It seem?, -rore likely th>t Ivan decided 

to revive the repucation of Fedor \^ i isyr as a heretic, and to organize 

a public e>ecLJtion of his associates in order to justify his treatment of 

Elena. He may have been helped in this decision by another consideration. 

The diplomatic record of the 1503 embassy to Lithuania, in which the name

of Fedor Kuritsyn app> ars r O r the last time (and Konoplev's n3m^ for
9 

the first and only tire) mentions the warning given by Ivan to his

ambassadors riot to ':i'tiol'oww'cr at ' like Ryapoiovsky and Patrikeev. In 

February 1^99 Ryapolovsky had been executed and Patrikeev tonsured 

perhaps I van III saw, in his conversation with losif, an opportunity to

1. Fedor Kuritsyn is included in this list on the assumption thai, h.nl he 
lived to 150'f, he too v/ould have been tried and executed.
2. 10, vol. 33, No 7k, P- /t] 3, sec obove, Ch. Ill, pp. 8^, 130.
'< . i b i ci. , p . ^ 2.;
/ T F ^iincl 1 , -/>'"•- t'l^n. _ \ [ - 3jo-^ .
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justify his treatment of Elena, and, at the same time, to rid himself

of men who had been associated with Ryapolovsky and Patrikeev in their

1 work in his service. For, by 1503 Muscovy had been at war with

Lithuania for three years, and Alexander's insistence on a return to the
o

terms of the treaty op 1^94 meant that the end was nowhere in sight. 

Anyone who had been associated with the administration of Ivan's foreign 

policy in 1^93 and 1^9V, and this includes Fedor Kuritsyn and possibly

Dmi try Konoplev, was likely to be regarded with disfavour by the grand pr i nee

Until further evidence about the circumstances of Fedor Kuritsyn 1 s 

'disappearance 1 and about the relationship between Ivan ill and the men who 

administered his policy becomes available, the real reasons for the 

execution of Ivan Vo I k Kuritsyn, Ivan Maksimov and Dmi try Konop lev in 

1 504 cannot be ascerta i neci . I t can be sa i d, however , that there is little 

reason to accept the view that they were executed for heresy, Judaizing 

or otherwi se .

Neither is there any evidence in the sources connected witli the trials 

of l'i88, UtQO and 150'4 of d heretical riovemsnt in Russia in the late 

fifteenth - e^rly t> i xt<-- \nth centuries That cases of departure from 

Orthodoxy did occut there can be little doubt: but they were no more than 

episodic. Whether the men condemned for heresy in 1^88 and 1^90 were 

guilty of a serious contravention of Orchodox ritual or doctrine seems 

doubtful; in the case of those condemned in 150^ the charge seems 

totally unjustified. Such links as exist between the men executed in 

Novoorod and Moscow are tenuous and accidental: there may have bean 

contacts between them, but circumstances rather than shared beliefs 

brought them together. The heresy of the Judaizers cs recorded in 

contemporary sources does nol, th.--rv> f-»re , allow us to postulate the

1 . Zirpin. 'Sobyti >v 1'^9? q ' . P 1 '^ •
2. Fennoll, Ivan (," C/TU./--, pp.2dU-6.
3. ibid , pp. 1^3-57.
i ,-1^1

, , V ' I J ' ,
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existence of a Reformation or even a pre-Reformation movement in Russia. 

But this does not mean that we cannot speak of attempts at a 

reform of the Church in Russia in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth 

centuries. The evidence of the sources shows that such attempts were 

made: i t po i nts, however, not to the heretics, but to Archbishop Gennady.

Gennady 1 s activities in Novgorod, including the*discovery'of the 

Judaizers 1 heresy, were prompted by his desire to strengthen the Church 

by reforming it from within, by improving the education and discipline 

among the clergy. Whether he was satisfied with the results of his 

attempts is doubtFu1.Although he achieved the condemnation of the heresy 

in Novgorod, he was uisuccessful in the one aim that lay behind his 

efforts: the confirmation of the supreme authority of the Church.

Gennady's reports on the heresy are, from the very beginning, 

insistent upon the grand prince's duty in canon law to support the 

Church. Trie grand prince ?:nv that Gennady's insistence on the 

participation of secular authority in Church matters gave h'm the 

opportunity for interference.

Ivan !' i supported Gennady's campaign against the heresy in 

Novgorod, but he also used it for his own ends. The public executions 

of the Novgorod priests in 1^83 and 1^90 provided a warning to anyone 

who might wish to disobey the authority of the grand prince and of his

appointee in Novgorod. Moreover, investigation into the heresy with the

2 participation of Ivan's namestm'-k provided an opportunity to arrest and

interrogate those who could be suspected of any disloyalty, whether to 

the Church or to the grand prince.

By the time Gennady was arrested in 1503 he must have realised that 

Ivan l!I was willi r 'M LO bunport the Church, but only so long as the 

Church was willing LO support him. As his own deposition showed, it was 

the' ChL'."c h which had to accept I he authority of the Stale.

See above, Ch. II, p
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It is not accidental that his name is so often mentioned in the

sixteenth century during debates over the distinction between the

1 Orthodox and un-Orthodox in matters of ritual. The wealth of

regulations which constricted independent expression in the sixteenth 

century, in thought and in art, was the logical conclusion of the work 

started by Gennady in Novgorod and the main legacy of the heresy of the 

Juda i zers .

1. Sec above, Ch. II, p. *+2, n. 3; Ch. Ill, pp. 108-112.
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Appendix III - Typical references to heresy in the 16 Slova of the 
~ ' ^~ 1 oflosifofVolokolamsk2

58-59
ripoKjiM-)3CM>Ke BCflKy epecb, noMewe nx<e Hbine nejibiiiyiocfl n>ne 
npoKneTaro AneKce.q, maro/iio, AY^eTjieHHaro npojonona, caraHHHa 
n fleHMca aHTMxpucTOBa nona, n OeAopa KypmjMHa, u Bcex, HWC
MyAPbCTBOBaBlUMX H MyAPbCTBytOlH.MX . . .

62
K epeTHKOM 60 H3M CJ1OBO, MM/JOB bCKafl MyApbCTByKDLlJMM ..... Ho HK3A6M

70
Aa nocTbiAflTCfl WHAOBC rnarontoiMe ^IKO eAMHonnMHo M eAHHocTaCiaBHO ecTb

I I
95
HbiHe HBnbiueMc?! eperniin, HOBOTOPOACKMX rnaroiiio epeiHKOB, r/iaroniomnx
Xpncjoc enie He POAHJICFI ecrb

96
Bc«Ky epecb, nsp^Anee »<e AneKcea npoionona, n ero 

nona n OeAopa KypmjHHa H scex, Mwe TaKO MyApbCTBOBaBtunx n

1 1 1
122
Ho epeTMLtM c"bnpOTHBfiTCfl, n>xe >KMAOBbCKaa MyAP"bCTByioiue, AneKcea maroriK) 
npoTonona H fleHHca nona n

IV
165
npoK/iMHaeM>Ke BCfwy epecb, nspnAneewe TbicyiuaMH npoK/iflraro,
npoKnuHaeM, AneKcea npoionona, M c HUM flennca nona n (JteAOpa KypnuMHa H
Bcex,

V
171
n6o pasBpaiuieHHo npoTntKOBaiua MHoraa OT Bo>KecTBeHbix nucaHMH, roro paAH or 
HenopoMHbm xpncTnaHbCKbia sepbi B xHAC-BbCTBo oinaAQiua : AneKcefl rnaronio 
npojonona, M fleHMca nona, M OeAopa Kypnubina, H Mwe eAHHOMyAp"bCTByioiuiMx 
c HUMH, kiwe npewAe B Benm^eMb HoseropOAe, noiOMw Ae B MHorbm rpaAbi H Mecra 
pascefiBuie

196
KTO Bo>«ecTBeHaa flucaHna yKapfier, MJIM oxy^Aaeib, n nonaraeTb- CBOH pasynb, 
HecTb cero 6e3yMHenujn Ha aewnu.- EJIJIMHH y6o, HtoAeM H eperm^bi ... rincaHna 

cero paAn npenbCTniiiac« M na BCHKO sno

VI
223
EpeiHK we, wMAQBCKaa MyAP"bCTByf!, rjiaroneib

EpeiHK r/iaronej nwe

2^5
flaKbi »MflODbCKaa Myflpi^cicywn rnaronerb

epeTMK rnaronoTb

1. Only references in the text (not the headings) are cited.
2. Roman numerals refer to Ihe Si ova, arabic numerals to pages of the 

Prowtiicl' (Kazan 1 1903)
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251
flaKbi epeiHK rnaroneTb

VI I 
277
fjiaro/iioTb we

279
(laKbiw rjiaroiiiOTb

295 
r/iaronioTb we

395
Ainenn we KTO peneTb

VI I I 
337
Ho epeTHLjn, nwe WMAOBbCKafl MyApbCTByioiueM, c^npoTMBHa rnaronioTb, 
rnarojiK) npoTonona, n /JenMca nona, v\ Bcex TaKOWAe

IX 
358
flKOwe HbiHe HeukiH rjiarojiiOTb paSBpaiuenaa M nonaraiOT npeTbiKaHMa 6paTnn 
Bco6jia3H"b, n naMe we ecext CKsepHemuH H APSBHHX epeTMKOB OKaaHekiiiiM, 
AneKcea rnaronio npoionona, M fleHMca nona, n (l)eAOpa KypmiHHa, M unex n>ne
T3KO MyAPbCTBOBaBUJHX H

384
cmje r/iaronioiuM

XI, 1
407
Mnora y6o OT BowecTBCHbix FlucaHMn aii^e ne no nMCMCHH paayMeBaroT ... 
Toro paAn B MHorbm epecki BnaAaioTb. flKowe n Hbine MHOSH nocTpaAaiua 
HosropOAUKbix rnarojiio epeTkiKOB, AneKcea npoTonona M fleHMca riona, M 
KypnuMHa H Bcex, nwe TaKowe

XI, 2 
438

JIM we-KTO r/iarojieTb

XI, 3
448
Ho epeTM^ecKaa ycTa

XI, 4 
454 
Ho

463
Cufl we, OT MHorwx c^6pas Manap, HywHO c-bCTasnx sa HeAOBeA«mnx, KorAa n
rp,e n OTKyfly MHOMecKoe naMano 6b!CTb wnTue M MMH. FAC y6o cyTb, Mwe

WHTMM c HHCMM AnocTonbCKbia UepKBH 6o>KecTBeHb!MH npeAaHMn we M 
epeTMun 3/ioMecTHe H necMbicneHe oTMeTafouie, nwe FiB/ieHUM moAen, no 

KON-.y M Ape BHeM V Tam-mnKy nx KonpoHHMy, no HbiHeujueMy we TauHHMKy n 
HX, 6oroMpbCKOMy AneKceio npionony n AeHHcy nony, M (t)eoAopy 

M Bcex Mwe Tafix<e

469 
sf peTULin we HMe^xy B ^ce6e
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XI I I

y6o HbiHe Hooo^BjnbUJMMca HoeropOACTMM epeiMLibi, A/ieKceM npojonon,
non, H OCOAOP KypMLjbin, \A MHMM MHOSH, Mwe raflwe 

MHora sna

XIV 
504
HbiHe >;<e HywHO o ceM peujM, ewe epejMijbi naKM ane Myflp-bcrsyioT: rnaro/itoTb 
60, HKO He noflo6aeT MHOTO HCKGTM MJIM ncrosaTM, MJIM ncnwTOBaTM o 
epeTkiuex, M o OTcrynHMiJiex .... Mbi x<e y6o nwne o CCM pe^en ... KKO noAo6aer 
... BCHKO TiuaHHc M noflBMT M 6oronpeMyApocTHaH KOBapciea noKasoeaTM, ewe

MCnblTOBaTM H HSblCKaTM H MCTHSaTH.

XV 
510 
MHora y6o c/ioBeca npewe peKoxoM o HOBOTOPOACKHX epejm^exw n o
. . . HbiHe We Hy>KHO BM6HHXOM O CCM

XVI 
528
A nwe HbiHe ^BnbiiJMxcw, HOBOTOPOACKHX r/iaronio epeTHKOB M OTCTynHMKOB, o
CHX nOKaflHMM HM B 6AHHOM >K6 A^WC AO H3C AOLUCAUJUX KHMT HMCaHO CCTb.

533
floAo6aeT uapen H KH^SBM M cyAHaM seMbCKMM, epeTMKM na^ewe orcTynHMKM 

jiroTbiM M CMepTM

535
flKOwe npewe /HepwaBHbiM M apxMenMCKon FenaAMe, ne seAyiue MX
flaiiia MM noKa^HMC M ocjiaSy

536
/in «e KTO OH HMX Bocxomer noKa^TMCH, MOIUHO ecrb M B

539
HbiHeuiHMM we OTCiynHMUM, Mwe cyib aneMiuM Bcex epeTHKOB M OTCTynHMKOB
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30.-''-GPB Q.XVII .187 17

31.»BIL Rum., No.2 17

32. GPB Sol., 1017/007 16

33."GPB Sol., 1034/924 16

34.''-GPB Sol. , 860/370 16

35. GPB OLDP Q.194 18

36..»BIL Egor. , No. 405.1 18

37.-GPB Q.l.1468 16

38.*BAN 33.4.5 18

39. BIL f.218, No. 606 18

40. BIL f.218, No. 715 18

41./MRLI , Ust'-Tsilembkoe
""" novoe sobr. , Mo. 293 18

42.*BAI, Arkh. C. 210 17 

NOTES:

* MSS. consulted t new MSS.

x x

x x

x x

X

X X

x

X

X 

X 

X 

X

BAN Dept. of Manuscripts, Library of the USSR Academy of Sciences, Leningrad

BIL Dept.-of Manuscripts, Lenin USSR State Library, Moscow

GIM Dept. of Manuscripts, Historical Museum, Moscow

GPB Dept. of Manuscripts, Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library, Leningrad

IRLI Dept. of Ancient Manuscripts, Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkinsky

Dom) , USSR Academy of .Sciences^ Leningrad

TsGADA Central State Archive for Ancient Documents, (|_) - Leningrad 

COLLECTIONS 

BIL Egorova

Fundamental'noe (f.173)

Rumyantseva (f.256)

Tikhonravova (f.299)

Undol'skoe (f.310) 

1. Unfortunately I was not allowed access to this archive.
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GPB Kiri1lo-Belozerskoe

Obshchestva Lyubiteley Drevney Pis'mennosti

Pogodinskoe

Solovetskoe

GIM Chudovskoe 

Muzeynoe 

Shchukinskoe 

Si nodal'noe 

Uvarovskoe

BAN Arkhangel'skoe



TABLE 2

1
3
k

10
12

13
}k
15
16
17
18
19
21
22

23

28

37
k2

123^5678

x

x x x x xx

x x

x x

X

* xx

x XXX

XXX

XX X

xxx x

X X X X

XXX X

XXX X

X XXX

x x

X X

X XX

9 10 11 12 1

X

X X

X XX

X

XXX

X

X X

X X

X X

X XX

X XX

X

X

1 . 0 KHMraX JlOKHblX H MCTblHHblX

2. Knpnji c/ioeeHCKUM (publ. by Jagic, Codex., pp. 670-1).

3. flpeflHcnoBkte MoaHHa 3K3apxa (publ. by Jagic, Codex, pp. 32-6)

A. He6eca MoaHHa AaMacKHHa (see Jagic, Codex, pp.38-AO)

5- 0 OCMH qacjex cnoea (ibid., pp. ^0-6)

6. flepeyio naiuy (proverb)

7. Signatures (not Fedor Kuri tsyn ' s)employ ing same code as L.P.

8. Hant^caHkie o rpaMOTe (publ. by Jagic, Codex, pp. 360-85)

9. PyKa. Moanna Borocnoea-Bpyi^eneT

10. CnoBecHHija ApncTOTeneea (publ. by Jagic, Codex, p. 721)

11. One or more of the Skazaniya o skonckanii ?cd ! moy tysyaoki (8th-10th Slovc 

	of Prosv et-itel ' - see above, Ch III, pp. 88-92 ). CKasann^ o

12. Paschal or astrological information

13. RocnaHne Koap.e MaiOMCKOMy
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ABSTRACT

In the year 1504 the grand prince Ivan III convened a Council of the 

Church to try several Muscovites and Novgorodians accused of heresy. 

The Council found the men guilty and they were burnt at the stake in 

public executions in Novgorod and Moscow. The 1504 trial and execution 

was the last of three trials of a group of men accused of a 'judaizing 1 

heresy and known to historians as the Zhidovstvuyushchie, or Judaizers.

The first trial of the heretics had taken place in i486 and the 

second in 1490. The evidence compiled for these trials by Archb'shop 

Gennady of Novgorod, who claimed to have discovered the heresy, the 

chronicle accounts for i486 and 1490, the documents produced by the 

Councils of 1488 and 1490, and the Prosvetitel' of losif of Volokolamsk, 

a polemical work against the heresy of the 'Novogorod heretics who 

phi losoph i ze juda J st ical ly ' provide much material for a study of the first 

documented heresy in the Russian Church.

Many historians have been attracted to such a study for, as a 

review of the historical background and historiography of the heresy in 

Chapter I shows, the involvement of many of the alleged Judaizers in the 

affairs of the Church and State during a period of important changes 

affecting both the Church and the State and the relationship between 

them, makes an understanding of the heresy important to our view of 

Russia in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries. But the 

many studies of the heresy of the Judaizers undertaken by historians 

from the nineteenth century to the present day have failed to yield agree­ 

ment on the origin and nature of the heresy. It is seen 

variously as the result of Jewish propaganda in the Russian Church, of 

the influence of Western Renaissance and Reformation ideas in Russia or, 

and this is the view which has dominated recent Soviet historiography, as 

a symptom of an indigenous Reformation (or proto-Reformation) movement 

affecting the whole of Russian society in the late fifteenth-early 

sixteenth centuries.
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The present work is an attempt to resolve the questions posed by 

studies of the heresy on the basis of a re-examination of primary published 

and manuscript sources.

These fall into two categories: sources presenting the evidence 

against the Judaizers (evidence of the accusers), and sources associated 

with the heretics themselves. Chapter II examines the evidence of the 

accusers in connection with the trials of 1488 and 1490 (the so-called 

Novgorod stage of the heresy). Most of this evidence comes from the 

pen of Archbishop Ger.nady of Novgorod - consideration of the pre-1490 

writings of losif of Volokolamsk shows that these do not have a direct 

bearing upon the subject of this study.

Gennady's evidence has not received the attention it deserves, 

for it provides valuable information not only about the heresy he 

discovered in Novgorod, but also about the procedures accepted in the 

Russian Church in this period for discovering and identifying any heresy. 

His evidence explains his choice of the 'judaizing 1 label and shows that 

heretical acts had been committed in Novgorod, though not necessarily 

by the men condemned in 1488 and 1490. Gennady's letters are complemented 

by the official documents issued by the Councils of 1488 and 1490, and it 

is clear that the heretics were tried according to properly accepted 

procedure and that evidence and condemnation was obtained by Gennady with 

the full co-operation of the grand prince.

Gennady remained Archbishop of Novgorod until 1503, but a study of 

the works produced at his court after 1490 (in Chapter III) provides 

little evidence of a continuation of his campaign against the heresy. 

For evidence against the heretics tried in 1504, historians have had to 

rely on the writings of losif of Volokolamsk, but an examination of his 

polemical tracts (later incorporated in the Prosvetitel' ) and letters 

written before 1504 yields little reliable information about the beliefs 

of the Judaizers. Even the Prosvetitel' , written probably after, and not
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before the Council of 150'i, as has been generally accepted, does little more 

than reiterate the accusations raised originally against the Novgorod 

heretics condemned in 1^88 and 1*»90.

The evidence of the accusers between 1^90 and 150^ thus provides little 

information on the case presented against the heretics condemned by the Council 

of 150*t. Such information has also been sought in the so-called 'literature of 

the Judaizers 1 , works written by, or associated with, the men labelled by the 

accusers as 'judaizing 1 heretics.

Chapter IV examines such works, most of which are associated with the 

Moscow Judaizers. Several survive in MSS. of the late fifteenth and early 

sixteenth centuries and it is clear that most were not considered heretical 

at the time. On the contrary, they belonged to the category of instructive 

Orthodox literature.

Chapter V draws some conclusions from the evidence of the sources. If it 

is accepted that a heretic is someone whom the established Church recognises 

as such, the Novgorodians condemned in 1^88 and 1^90 by a body representative 

of the Church and according to accepted Orthodox procedure were heretics. 

However, the available evidence about the Novgorod heretics and about the 

methods used in identifying and naming the heresy suggests that they were not 

guilty of a departure from Orthodox Christian beliefs: only of offences 

against ritual and of criticism of ecclesiastical and, perhaps, secular 

authori ty.

There is little evidence that the men accused of heresy in 150*1 were 

condemned in accordance with the precedent established by the-case of the
% *

Novgorod heretics of 1^88 and 1^90, or by a body representative of the 

established Church. The accepted view that they were heretics is not 

substantiated by the evidence available and the reasons for their 

condemnation were probably not religious but political.




