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Notes to EU° Text

This work is based on published and manuscript sources. A list of
manuscripts 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 drevnerusskoy Lliteratury, vol. X1, pp.h49h-8.

For the transliteration of Russian words the system recommended by the.
Slavonic and Fast European Keview, vol. 30, 1952, pp.531-49 is used, with
the following exceptions:

1) eand 2 arc always transliterated e (e.g. Elena).

2) The endings -m and —wi in nouns and adjggtives are always rendered
by -y (e.g. Vasily, novy).

3) Both the so-called ''soft sign', ‘the letter b, and the ''hard sign'' »

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

L) 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.

A1l abbreviations used in the footnotes are explained in the Bibliography.

(ii)
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CHAPTER | - INTRODUCTION AND HISTORICGRAPHY

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 the writings of losif of Volokolamsk.

In his Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya ercsi Novogorodskikh eretikov,!
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 470 years, remained pure and unsullied by heresy. But in the year
1470, 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!'%

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;

L) blasphemed against icons;

5) claimed that the Fathers had forecast that the world
would end in the year 7000; since that Yyear 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 1480, lvan Iil came to Novgorod and, on his
return to Moscow, he took with him the archpriest Aleksey, whom he
1. Prosvetitel', pp.27-5kL.

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 lvashko Cherny
and Ignat Zubov.!

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'yaki. '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 ....'3 This continued as long as
the weak and ineffectual Geronty remained metropolitan of Moscow, until,
on his death in 1490, his throne passed to a herétic, Zosima.™

In 1490 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.?®

But although losif states that all 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 0ld and New

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

books. '®

1. Prosvetitel', p. 37.
2. ibid., p. 38.

3. ibid., pp.38-9.

L. ibid., pp.39-40.

5. ibid., pp.b41-2.

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 1494,1 and
in December 1504 |van 111, together with his son and heir Vasily,
presided at a Council of the Church against Fedor's brother Ivan Volk
Kuritsyn, Mitya Konoplev, lvan Maksimov and others, who were found guilty
of heresy and executed.?

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, heid 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 tvan l!l: 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 1l who, in 1504, 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' heresy is important to our understanding of both the
ecclesiastical and secular history of Russia in the reign of lvan II1.

In Russia, as in the rest of later mediaeval Europe, the fifteenth
century saw the rise of the 'stronger state', 'the gradual ousting of the
mighty subject'.“ lIvan |ll wanted more than the hegemony of Moscow over
the great Russian states already established by his father Vasily 11: he
wanted to be the first gosudar' vseya Rusi,® to gather together all
1. Polnoe sobrantie russkikh letopisey (hereafter PSRL), vol.20, p. 361.
2. ibid., p. 375.

3. Kazakova and Lur'e, Antifeodal'nye ereticheskie dvizheniya (hereafter
AED), p. L36.

4. Waley, Later Medieval Europe, p. 289.

5

Ivan |1l was the first ruler of Muscovy to use this as an official
title. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.il7-8; Grekov, Ocherki, p.202, n.236.



Russian lands, many of which were under the political authority of
Lithuania,‘l into one centralised state. To the achievement of this aim
Ivan 11l 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 |1l managed to ensure that by

2
the end of his reign there were, with the exception of Pskov and Ryazan',
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 |1l
could begin his campaign tc reclaim his 'patrimony' from Poland-Lithuaniafb

In the reign of Veasily 1|1, Muscovy was still paying tribute to the
Golden Horde. |In order to meintain a defensive front against attack from
the south-east, Vasily concluded in 1449 a treaty of peace and friendship

6
with Casimir V. In his will Vasily entrusted his widow and sons to the
protection of Casimir; Ivan |11, however, soon made it clear that this
was not the relationship he desired with his western neighbour.

In fact, lvan 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 lvan'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 virtualiy became a
'Jagiellonian state': Viadislav 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. VYaroslavl' was annexed by force in 1463, Rostov by treaty in 1474,
Novgorod by force in 1478, Tver' and Vyatka were also annexed by force
in 1485 and 1489 respectively.

L. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.29-65

5. Cherepnin, Russkie feodal'nye arkhivy (hereafter RFA), vol.l, p.150
6. ibid., p.160



the aim of which was joint defence against the Golden Horde and joint
aggression against Casimir.! After 1480 Muscovy no longer paid tribute
to the Golden Horde, and after 1487 the Khanate of Kazan' became a client-
state of Muscovy. By the end of the decade lvan |ll 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 Ilvan's
relations with other western states were peaceable. At a time of rising
anti-Catholicism in Muscovy, fanned by official propagande in preparation
for the war 'in defence of Orthodoxy' 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, lvan 1|ll exchanged ambassadors
with Matthias Corvinus of Hungary, the Hapsburg Emperors Frederick 111
and Maximilian and with King John of Denmark.“* In the south-west the
strategically important Orthodox principality of Moldavia played a large
part in lvan's foreign policy in this period.>

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 ltaly without”bringing men skilled in the arts of
architecture, armoury and fortification.®

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. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.66-105; Grekov, Ocherki, pp.164-201;
Bazilevich, Vneshnyaya politika, pp.61-3.

3. Grekov, Ocherki, pp.181-4; Pierling, La Russie et le Saint Sidge,
Book 2; Kazakova, Russko-livonskie 7 russko-ganzeyskie otnosheniya,pp.154-310.

4. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.112-31, 169-70; Grekov, op.cit., pp.199-200.
5. Fennell, op.cit., pp.107-12.

6. Bazilevich, Vneshnyaya politika, pp.77-83.



Florence in 1439 was not recognised by the Russian Church, even though
one of the signatories was a metropolitan of Moscow, lsidor. 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.! After the fall of
Constantinople to the Turks in 1453 the Russian Church was de 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 losif 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 lvan's
letter to Archbishop lona of Novgorod dated 1465-70:'ne Tpebyio ero
(Patriarch Simon), Hu ero 6narocroBeHus, HWU ero HebNarocnoBeHWA, UMeeM ero
oT ceba, camoro Toro MaTpuapxa, uowa u oTpeueHa ...'(RIB, vol. 6, No. 100,
col. 7).

2. IRT, vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 488.

3. Thus in 1347 Archbishop Vasily replied to the Swedish monks who asked
for a dispute on faith: 'oxe xowewn yBepaTu, KOTOPaAA Bepa Nyuwu, Hawa wam
Bawa, nownu B lapwropoa k natpuapxy' (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 'cepun uepHbu¥ ... M TYKO rpaMoTy KHA3K U NOCAZHUKOM €CMU ABUN, WU
KHA3b cobe B3san.' When the 'cepum uvepHbum u3 Hemey' arrived inPskov, thecity's
priests had no hesitation in answering without reference to the Patriarch:
He BCeM Bepa npasa, BepeH ecTb bor; awe Bepyete B Cnna boxma, TO nouto
Goroybusuom mmngom nocnegyete, cyboTcrayere nocraweca B Ho ...' AT, vol. 1,
No. 286, pp.522-3.

L, Lur'e, Ideologicheskaya bor'ba v russkoy publitsistike kontsa XV -
nachala XVI veka (hereafter IB), p. 3.

5. 'la 6yaeT TU ropko HenonesHbLX NOBECTU NOCNywaHUe, CHTOBE Ke MeaBeHuu
CBATLIX MYX NOBECTH, WM BOMECTBEHbX MMcaHum npouuTaHue,' 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 (Stefanit © 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.'!?

In the secular, ecclesiastical and cultural history of Russia the
late fifteenth - early sixteenth century was a period of change, and the
Judaizers' 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
fall 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,? but it apparently spread from
Novgorod because of the activities of heretics brought to Moscow by lvan
I1l after a visit to the recently-annexed city. In Moscow at least one
Judaizer, Fedor Kuritsyn, was so actived 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 lvan III';L+ he and other
heretics served in the grand prince's 'civil service' and were involved
in the administration of internal policy.>

A central issue in the domestic policy of lvan Ill 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 publitsistiki (hereafter IRP), p. 563.

2. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp. 38-4L0.

3. Veselovsky, D'yaki 7 pod'yachie, p. 280.

L, 1B, p. 183.

? AED, p. 148; Zimin, 'Sobytiya 1499 goda', pp.96-8; idem.,

D'vachesky apparat', pp.246-50.



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'. 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 - early
sixteenth centuries losif of Volokolamsk is a central figure and his
major work, the Prosvetitel', 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 ~an be ascribed to
the heretics themselves, such as the Laodikiyskoe posilanie of Fedor
Kuritsyn and one of the early Russian nepoleznye povesti, the Povest' o
Drakule, ascribed to the same author.

The wide relevance of the Judaizers' 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 Rassuszhdeniya o eresyakh i raskolakh.! 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' of the heretics was difficult to accept and that
the heresy was compcunded of two trends of thought: ratioralist 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,? Makary?

and Golubinsky" are inclined to accept the authority of losif of

1. Rudnev, N.7Z., Rassuzhdeniya o eresyakh i raskolakh, byvshikh v russkoy
tserkvi so vremen Viadimira Velikogo do Ivana Groznogo, pp.89-142.

2, Zbhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', ChOIDR, 1881, pt. 1, pp.41-53,

3. Makary, Istoriya russkoy tserkvi, pp.82-6.

L. Golubinsky, Istoriya russjoy tserkvi, (hereafter IRT), pp.549-607.
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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' of 'free-thinking Jews'.! 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'.?

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.l. Nikitsky3as 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 lvan's desire to
weaken the power of the metropolitan and the church, and by the Judaizers'
sympathy for his plans for secularization."

Discussing the extra-ecclesiastical aspects of the heresy in his
manuscript notes on the 'Heresy of the Judaizers', V.0. 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'.® |t would seem, however, that Klyuchevsky felt
1. Kartashev, Ocherki, vol. 1, pp.489-505.

2. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', ChOIDR, 1881, pt. 1, p. L9.

3. Nikitsky, Ocherk vnutrerney istorit tserkvi v Velikom Novgorode,
pp.154-9.
L
5

. ibid., pp.169-70.
. 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':! his Kurs russkoy istorii does not mention
the Judaizers.?

Among the first Soviet historians to propose a solution was
B. Titlinov, who in 1923 published his study of heresy in Russia.® He
described the heresy of the Judaizers as the 'second stage in the
development of a Russian ideology of religious revolt (religiozno-
buntarskoy mysli)', an episode in the gradual emergence of a movement
which began in the fourteenth century with the Strigol'niki heresy."
Titlinov dismissed the possibility of a Jewish, Bogomil or Husite?
influence on the ideas o7 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.'® 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.? The
Judaizers' heresy, like the 'renaissance', 'reformation' and 'humanistic!
spirit of Russian culture postulated by Soviet historians, was accepted
1. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura', p. 396.
2. Klyuchevsky, Sobranie sochineniy, vol. 2.
3. Titlinov, 'Religioznye "bunty' i "inkvizitsiya' na Rusi'.
4. See AED, pp.7-74 for a discussion of the Strigol'niki heresy.
5. Titlinov was attacking the theses of I1'insky - 'Russkie bogomily XV
v. ("zhidovstvuyushchie'')', and of Botsyanovsky - Bogoiskateli, pp.21-30.
6. Titlinov, op.cit., p. 47.
7
8
9

AED, p. 88.
Rybakov, 'Voinstvuyushchie tserkovniki XVI v.'

. 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. But none of the proponents
of this approach, which had few critics,? 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'e3d tried to remedy this situation. His study of the Novgorou-
Moscow heresy,™ 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' heresy,> some of it previously unknown or available only in
manuscript; Lur'e's commentary on such sources as the Skazanie 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 Prosvetitel'’ demonstrates the validity of his
approach. The conclusions made by Lur'e in Antifecdal 'nye erecicheskie
dvizheniya and in Ideologicheskaya bor'ba v russkoy publitsistike,
published in 1960,will be discussed in detail later. In general Lur'e
supports the view that the Judaizers' 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 <onsiders that
the Novgorod Judaizers, drawn from among the lower orders of the Church,
supported lvan 1l in a campaign against the Novgorod boyars, and were
1. Orlov, Drevnyaya russkaya literatura, p. 290; Budovnits, Russkaya
publitsistika, p. 6k; Gudzy, Istoriya drevney russkoy literatury, p. 236.
An interesting exception is the 1945 edition of Istoriya russkoy
Literatury (vol.ll st{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', pp.246-7; idem., 'Pamyatnik russkoy
kul'tury', p. 253. For a criticism of the notion that the Judaizers were
part of an antkfeudal reformation movement see Smirnov, cited in AED,

p. 90, n. 89.

3. AED, pt. 2.

L. Term employed by Lur'e and other Soviet historians to describe the
heresy of the Judaizers.

5. AED, 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 lvan in his 'centralizing' measures.

Lur'e's work renewed interest in the heresy and in its historical and
cultural background: in 1967 an artic]e.reviewing the results of Soviet
research into early Ruscian history commented that the late fifteenth and
early sixteenth century attracted more interest than any other period.!
Between 1955 and 1960 Klibanov published a series of articles on
oppositional thought in Russia from the fourteenth to the sixteenth
centuries.? These articles formed the basis of his book on ‘reformation
movements' in Russia,> a large part of which is devoted to a discussion

of the thought of the Movgorod-Moscow heretics”

and to a study of the

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

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 !van Cherny,® Zimin the anathemas pronounced against the

1. Shul'gin, 'Problemy istorii', p. 156.

2. Listed in IB, p. 89, n. 49.

3. Klibanov, Reformatsionnye dvizheniya v Rossii v XIV - pervoy polovine

XvI vv. (hereafter RD).

L. ibid., pp.167-251.

5

6

. ibid., pp.12-81.
. Begunov, 'Kormchaya lvana Volka Kuritsyna'.
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Judaizers,! and Prokhorov the evidence of the 'Dispute of Gregory Palamas
with Khionians and Turks',? a fourteenth-century Greek work translated in
Russia in the fifteenth century.

According to Prokhorov the mysterious term 'Khionians' refers to the
Karaites, a Jewish sect, and he shows that Palamas' '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' in the Novgorod and Moscow heretics and was therefore correct
in identifying them as Judaizers. But Prokhorov is alone among
contemporary Soviet historians inaltering the interpretation of the heresy
first provided by Rybakov.

Such disagreements which exist centre not on the corigins or nature
of the Judaizers' 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 1498 Ivan Ili crowned his grandson Dmitry (son of lvan's
deceased eldest son by his first marriage) as his co-ruler and successor.
But in 1501 Dmitry was imprisoned and Vasily (lvan'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.? Though in later writings Zimin
modified his view of the Moscow Judaizers as 'reactionary', he continued
to emphasize the difference between the Novgorod and Moscow groups and the
1. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory'.

2. Prokhorov, 'Prenie'.
3. Zimin, '0 politicheskoy doktrine', pp.164-5.
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links between the Moscow Judaizers and the 'conservative' Elena/Dmitry
faction.!

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,? the ideology of the Moscow faction was
characterized by a 'criticism of the Christian post-evangelical
tradition',3 and especially of monasticism.N.Smirnov? and Xlibanov®
emphasize similarities more than differences, but even they regard the
Moscow group as a sort of 'moderate wing' of the Judaizers, sharing the
ideas of the Novgorod group as regards dogma, but less radical in their
criticism of the Church hierarchy (which, these authors suggest, implied
criticism of feudal society as a whole), because of their invoivement in
the political and social concerns of the court.

But the basic view on the nature of the Judaizers' heresy remains
the same: it is still seen as the 'social protest of the lower classes
against feudal oppression',® as an 'anti-feudal movement'.” And, in
spite of warnings about the 'bias' of the evidence of losif of Volokomamsk,?®
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',
pp.102-6; idem., Rossiya na poroge novogo vremeni, pp.283, 286.

2. AED, pp.122-6, 169-203; IB, pp.178-81.

3. IB, p. 181.

L. Smirnov, 'Tserkov' i obrazovanie', pp.80-3.

5. RD, pp.204-5.

6. Grekulov, Pravoslavnaya inkvizitsiya, pp.12-13.

7. Kazakowg, Ocherki, p. 58

8. IB, p. 122; RD, pp.189, 201; Lur'e, 'O nekotorykh printsipakh kritiki
istochnikov', pp. 9h 7.



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! considered that the Novgorod heretics were indeed
converted by a certain Skharia, whom he identifies with Zaccaria Ghizolfi,
prince of Taman'. As Muscovite diplomatic sources of the late fifteenth
century show, Zaccaria Ghizolfi contemplated entering the service of lvan
I'11; 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 lvan's desire to ga'n 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 autochthorous 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'
to contemporary 'pan-European reformaticn and humanistic trends', he notes
that reformation and humanism are, in Marxist terms, phenomena proper to
the process of establishment of a bouneois 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,? a work
which Gennady of Novgorod cited as being in use among the Judaizers, led

1. Vernadsky, 'The heresy of the Judaizers'
3. Popruzhenko, 'Kozma Prezviter i novgorodskie eretiki XV veka'.

A Shulbth i lP"'Ob'CW\j fsfoy{,' ; e- 54+
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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'
teaching. Florovsky?\uho 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' heresy
was, in part, due to the state of transition in which the Russian Church
found itself after the fall of Constantinople, was revived by Denissofff¢
Denissoff concluded that the Judaizers' heresy united several trends and
was partly a form of opposition to the Moscow-Third Rome ideology,
which he suggests, was = 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 Fennell. 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 particuiarly attracted the attention of German
historians. Onaschébconsidered that at the end of the fifteenth century
Russia was open, for the last time, to spiritual trends from Western
1. Possible Bogomil influence on the Judaizers is mentioned by Obolensky:
'the Massalian doctrines attributed [by Gennady] to the Russian Judaizers
may well be elements of Bogomilism'; but he adds: 'several doctrines

are scarcely compatible with the tenets of Bogomilism'. The Bogomils,
pp.280-1.

. Ojanéyn, 'Aus dem Kultur- und Geistesleben der Ukraine'.

Florovsky. Chekhi 7 veostocknye slavyane,vol.l, pp.411-3

Denissoff, 'Aux origines'.

Fennell, 'The attitude of the Josephians'; idem., Ivan the Great pp.324-33,

Onasch, 'Renaissance und Vorreformation'. 353.
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Europe, especially the Renaissance and humanism,!: the Judaizers' heresy,
which brought Renaissance works to Russia, was the outcome of this
influence. Stdk1,2 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'.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,* Fine,> Kimpfer® and Maier’ see in it an expression of Jewish
philosophy, Fairy von Lilienfeld® suggests that it is a translation of a
Kabbalistic poem and to Freydank® and HaneylQ it is a paean to the ars
gramratica. 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'. 'Russia and Europe in the Age of the Reformation', p. 185,

Stékl, 'Das Echo'.

ibid., p. 418.

Ettinger, 'Jewish influence'.

Fine, 'Fedor Kuritsyn's ''Laodikijskoe poslianie'''.

Kdmpfer, 'Zur Interpretation'.

Maier, 'Zum jlidischen Hintergrund'.

von Lilienfeld, 'Das '‘Laodikijskoe poslanie 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’.
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2. as a result of a campaign by the estabished church,

representatives of this group, or groups, were executed in 1490
and 1504,
But as to the origin and nature of the Judaizers' ideas, or the
importance of the JudaiZErs'heresy to our understanding of Russian
history in che late fifteenth - early sixteenth century,! 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' of the main opponents
of the Judaizers. Such labels as 'humanist', 'Renaissance' or
'Reformation' can oniy be attached to the thought of the Judaizers by our
contemporaries. The men who were executed in 1490 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 (a?péslg = 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, Russta under the
0ld Regime, p. 228.
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the consensus of the community.l This definition indicates that heresy

can signify opposition to the 'consensus of the community' in any sense -
dogmatic, ritual or institutional.

Among historians of the Judaizers few attempts have been made to
define what the terms 'heresy' 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'.* 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' heresy in particular, was identified. |[|f 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
'congensus of the community' was dogmatic, ritual or institutional.

{f, 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 Hérésies et scciétés, pp.9-11.

2. This question is posed in a new work by H&sch, Orthodoxie und Hiresie
im alten Russland, which, unfortunately, | 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 Hérésies et sociétés, p. 16.
L. Likhachev, 'Kul'tura Rusi', 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 1| - THE EVIDENCE OF THE ACCUSERS : 1487-1490

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 1488 by Archbishop Gennady of Novgorod, who directs the
following appeal to Bishop Prokhor of Saray:

CnoBopcTeyann no Xpucrte bose u lpeuncToie Ero Matepe uecTHaro
EA o6pasa ... Ha ewe xynow BosHocAaumxca Ha Focnofa Hawero
Uncyca Xpucta un obesuectusumx obpas lpeuncTtoia Bnagsunuya Hawes
BOropoaMua HOBrOpPOACKHX €PETUKOB KMAOBCKAA MyAPBCTBYIOUMX . -

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 1490,
after which year he apparently ceased referring to the Judaizers in his

writings.?

Taken together with the evidence of losif of Volokolamsk,
who claimed that the 'judaizing' heretics were able to proselytize
freely in Novgorod until Gennady was appointed to the see3, 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 1490.

Gennady's role in the pre-1490 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 himself" in a
letter discussing the dogma of the Trinity, written some time before
14795, 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. 1492. Aleksey is described as a 'judaizing'
heretic in several contemporary sources, though nct in this fragment
(see below, ch. IIl, pp.85-86
3. AED, p.h71

4. AED, p.109; PIV, p.3L4; IB, p.156
5. AED, pp. 305-9



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''.'!

For the Novgorod stage of the heresy of the Judaizers, Lur'e
therefore rclies 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-trinitarian and iconoclastic
heresy which took hold among the lower orders of the clergy and was
directed against the church hierarchy.

2

This opinion has been generally accepted by historians® 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 Vassian3. 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 follows:

FocnopuHy apxumaHapuTy Bacuawny. .

Yto, rocnogvHe, MeHe, raynaro U HeHayueHaro, BO YUMMOM YWHY
XMBYyWaro, neitaeub o TawHcTee CBaATwA Tpouua, a uHO TO,
rocnoguHe, Bhie Hawes Mepsl.

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. Zbmakin,'Mitropolit Daniil!, pp. 40-43; RD, pp. 187-204 (Klibanov
pays greater attention to Gennady's evidence as an ‘'eye-witness', but
more to illustrate than to develop his argqument that antitrinitarianism
was the most important aspect of the Novgorod heresy); Stdkl, 'Das Echo'
p.419; Fennell, Ivan the Great, p.325.

3. AED, pp. 306-9

L. AED, p.306
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became an abbot, no longer vo uchimom chinu) was the Vassian of the
Tver! Otroch' Monastery, who was appointed to the bishopric of Tver' 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 0ld Testament.

In this letter there is only one reference to heretics:

A DamackbiH rnaronetb: 'Ceatas Tpouua eAMHOCYWHAA TefeCHLIMA
oumma He 3puma'. WHO, rocnoguHe, no boxecTteeHomy [McaHuwo BCe
T€ NCTUHHY €OMHO rNaronKT, a HEe Pa3HbLCTBYKT: HaMm TO,
rocnoguHe, rnyrnbiM M HE YMelowuM, BMAUTCA Pa3HO, UNM €PETUKOM,
MHO OHM NpeBpawiT HA CBOW pa3yM, XOTAWA Tpouuw yTauTu, He
xoTAawa 60 Bupetn, HM cnowatv OTua u fyxa Ceataro, pasHa OTuy w
CoHy. A utO, rocnoguse, [lamackweiH nuuwet: 'He 3pumo Boxecrtso',
MHO rocnoguHe, He opuvH [aMackbiH nuweT .

Here losif is resolving certain questions raised by the
archimandrite on the contradiction between the belief that Abraham saw
God in the form of the three angels, and the statement, made by John of
Damascus in his 'Exposition of the Orthodox faith', that God is
incorporeal: 'For how could that possess a body which is infinite and
boundless, and formless and intangible, and Znvisible ...?'2 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. 9k, 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'l or of the 'Novgorod
heretics who philosophize judaistically.'?2 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 werks 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 chailenged.?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," it is, as Lur'e admits, frequently difficult to distinguish

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

. Belokurov, 'Poslanie inoka Savvy', p.1

. AED, p.310

. Lur'e, '0 nekotorych printsipakh kritiki istochnikov', pp. 94-7;

IB, p.122; cf. FD, pp.183, 201.

L, Thus, in 1553/4, 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 Viskovatogo', p-.223, n. 188. Seebelow pp b4, 61

1
2
3
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Lur'e argues that because it contains little denunciation its primary
purpose is polemical. Since he considers that 'all the sources on the history
of the heresy testify to the anti-trinitarianism of the Novgorod
heretics',! he assumes that this letter, written at a time when the
Novgorod Judaizers were active, and later incorporated in losif's
Prosvetitel’, is a polemic against the anti-trinitarianism of the
Judaizers. The dangers of such a circular arqgument ars 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 farm 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 timz and this was not
his first report on it.2 He warns Prokhor against its adherents:

Xynow BO3HocAwMXcA Ha [ocnopa Hawero Wucyca XpucTta u
obesuecTnsunx obpas [ipeuncThia Bnagbiumuya Hawes boropoaunua
HOBFOPOLCKLIX €PETUKOB XMAOBCKAA MyapsCTBYlunx. [OKpbITh ke
CYTb OHEX epeTUK KNATBOKW YKOPU3HOKW MAPKWMAHCKUa rnarosin u
mecannaHckma. Cun 60, erga Bbnpowaemu, OT CBOUX BeEMEHWUM
OTMETHUUM ObiBaT “ Be3CTYQHO M yCepAHO KNEHYTCH U
NPOKMMHAIOTL BCA TaKO MyaPbCTBYOWAA . ..o

This characterization of the 'Novgorod heretics who philosophize

judaistically, stamped with the curse of those {judaistically

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

1. A4ED, p.119
2. AED, p.310
3. ibid.

i
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by Lur'e as of little use for an understanding of the 'true nature' of
the heresy.l 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:

Cun rnasm 0 MapkuaHex B npasunex y coba wmaHanpgews. Auwe nu B
TBOMX He OyneT npaBuvnex, MHO B BENUKOrO KHA3A NpaBuiex

nucaHb ...

[la uTto oHu HepocTOMHO cnyxaT bowxecTBeHyw JMT.pruw, TO ABMAEHO
B 12 rnase, a uTo kneHyTtca 6e3 cTpaxa, a 70 B 19 rnase Tex xe
epecen ABneHo. [a uTO ecTb epecer MecaNiMaHCKbiXx, TO BCE OHMW
MYGPHCTBYIOT, TONKO TO XWAOBCKbLM OECATOCAOBMEM Iioaew
nNpenbuwanT, AKO BGNarouecTsylWe MHATCA.?

i . attempt to identify the pravila quoted here was made by

3

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

laws, the Kormchaya (including a redaction made by lvan Volk Kuritsyn)"
contain a chapter headed:

Fnasw MacanuaMckaro 3noyecTusBaro NOBENEHWUA, UIATHIA OT KHUI UX.
Cuuye gpvkaT n Gorymuns, cupedsn 6GabyHe.>

This chapter lists the beliefs of the Messalians under seventeen
numbered paragraphs, of which the 12th reads:

Maronwtsb, AKC CBATAro Tena u kpose XpucTa, UCTuHHaAro bora
Hawero, CBaToe [lpvuaweHne HUUTOKE HE NOMOXETbL UMW BpeauTh.
locTonHo unu He QOCTOMHO NpUMualapWMx CA, AKO Cero pagu Touuu
UEePKOBHAro oneHUA HUMKonuxe He nogobHO oTnyuvaTwn ca HebOperomy
eMy cyue .. ,0

The seventeen paragraphs are followed by a tract against the
Bogomils, in which the second accusation - not numbered’ - is:

.0 OTRAy4YeHn KneHyTb xe cA 6e3 60sA3HM M POTAT CA, NPOKIMHawwe
nMueMepHo epecsb CBOW ...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

AED, p.118; cf. H8sch, Orthodoxie und Hiresie, p. 81.
AED, p. 310.

Begunov, Kozma Prezviter, pp. 85-6.

BIL, MDANo. 187

Begunov, op.cit., p. 86.

BiL, MPA No 187, §.250

BIL, MDA No. 187, f.251

Begunov, op.cit., p. 86.
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glavy o markianekh, not o massalianekh, and the attack on those who
'swear without fear' cannot be described as the 19th glava of the
Kormehaya list of the 'same heresies'.

The Kormchaya 1ist based on the same pravila 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.).! 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',?

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 (tad xepdiaia TGV Soyrpdtew adTac). 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 [a uTo OHW HEepOCTOWHO cnywaT
of Christ our true God, the Holy boxecteeHyw JmTypruiwn, 1O ABneHo B 12
Communion, cannot aid or injure rnase ...°

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

ibid., col. 49
AED, p.310

of God.>

1. MPG, vol. 86, cols. 11-68

2. ibid., col. 41

3. Mopxioviotel kel Meooaiiavel ibid., col. 45
L., ibid., col. 48

5.

6.
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19. When asked about their own Cun 60, erpga BbNpPOWaemu, OT CBOUX
beliefs, they deny them, BENneHu oTMeTHUUM OhiBawT u 6e3CTyAHO
fearlessly and willingly M ycepAHO KNEeHYTCA WU MPOKNMHAWOTbL BCA
anathematizing all who think or Tako MYOpbCTBYWOWaA ...

thought thus; they swear without a uTo KneHyTcA 6e3 cTtpaxa, a To B 19
fear that they hate ‘and abhor such rnaee Tex we epeceit *aBneHo. [la uvo
beliefs ...1 ecTb epecen* MecanuaHCKuX, TO BCe

OHW MYAPBCTBYIOT, TOMKO TO MWAOBCKbLIM
AeCATOCNOBMEM NAer npenbwanT, AKO
bnarouecTtaywwe MHATCA. 2

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 alme-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 decalogue'. 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,* 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.XVII.64. In another MS., TsGADA,
sobr. Mazurina No. 1054 * - * is omitted. See AED, p.310, n. 2.

3. MPG, vol. 86, cols. 48-52

L. cf. AED, p.118
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fla uto ecmn nocnan rpamMoTy, Aa M NOANUHHWK K MUTPOMNOAUTY, UTO
Haym non ckaseiBan, pga v TeTpaTu, MO UYEMY OHUM MONUIMCH
NO-KWAOBCKbI, WU Tbl TamMO y3puub BCE, UTO CA KAK UYMHUIIO, WM KaK Nu
npespaweHsl NCanMsi Ha MX oBbluai. !

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 decalcgue' may have beei
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 lettar further we must
look at the reasoning which led the archbishop to the conclusicn that the
Novgorod heretics were 'philosophizing judaistically'.

The words zhidovskaya mudr’'stvuyushchi are a translation of the
Greek epithet “tovécina wedvayv or Movdatldtpuv. This, like the words
'Judaizers' (toudaict] ;, and 'judaizing' (louuaiiev) became very common
in Byzantine anti-heretical literature? because of the theories first
developed in the Panarion of St. Ephiphanios of Cyprus3 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,” traces the origin of all
heresies back to four heretical archetypes: Barbarism, Scythism,

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

AED, p.310

PGL, pp. 674~5

MPG, vol. 41, cols. 174-1199; vol. 42, cols. 10-74

ibid., vol. 94, cols. 678-1231. This work is found in Russian MS.

rom the late fifteenth century. See Arkhangel'sky,'Tvoreniya ottsov',pt.2,p.257.
MPG, vol. 94, cols. 678-82

VihEWN -
. . - . .



A clear illustration of such a use of the 'judaizing' accusation
occurs in a fourteenth century Russian manuscript of the Epistle of
Michael Cerullarius, an attack on the Church of Rome written in 1054.
This contains a list of nineteen offences against the orthodox faith
allegedly committed by the Latins. The list is headed:

CeTBOPANT Y60 ®MOQOBCTBYWOWE CyThb CUA ...l
and accuses the Latins of such practices as using unleavened bread in
Communion, shaving their beards, eating the meat of strangled animals ard
forbidding their priests to marry.? 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 nct worry the
compiler of the list. Roman Catholics had chosen to disagree with the
Orthodox and thus, though Christian, they 'judaized'.

The need for such works as John of Damascus' On heresies, the
Epistle of Michael Cerullarios or Timotheos' 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 doctrines3 (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'“ heretics and establish the appropriate
method of dealing with them (e.g. excommunication, anathematization,

banishment, etc.)

1. Popov, Obzor, p.47

2. ibid., pp. 47-51; 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

L. Another term common in anti-heretical 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 lconoclasts, argues: 'All of us may be depicted ... Hence Christ
too may be depicted, even though the godless {lconoclasts} think otherwise
and so deny the mystery of the salutary incarnation. prow, 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 was not really His mether, 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 lconoclasts have been precipitated by
believing that Christ should not be depicted on panels? Without doubt
they are judaizing.'! 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, podlinnik and tetrati which Gennady sent to the
metropolitan! 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 17 prevrashcheny psalmy na

ikh obychay, is a statement? or a question.>

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:

[a Ta npenecTb 34ece pacnpocTeprnacAa He TOKMO B rpagex, HO U no
cenoM. A Bce TO OT NOMNOB, KOTOPLIA E€PETMK!! CTasuiM B NOMNbl ...
lla Toro pagum M B nonbl CTaBAT, UTOBb KOrO KakK MOWHO B CBOW
epech NpUBNEWM, 3aHEKE YKEe AEeTH AYXOBHbIA VMMyT aepwaTtu. '

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 candidates .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° 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.®

1. See above, p.29

2. Speransky (Psaltyr' 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 Mcscow 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 1473, long before
there was any evidence of the Judaizers' heresy in Russia. Recently,
however, the Hebrew scholar S. Ettinger ('Jewish Influence', 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

«. AT , vol.l, No.l10l, p.1kk
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It would be wrong, however, to assume that Gennady could only be
referring to priests appointed without episcopal sanction, for in 1490 he
was to stress:
... HW NaKbl NIMTOBCKWE CTaBAEHWKbI CAYKAT B MOelH apxuenuckonsu.l
Unfortunately Gennady tells Prokhor very little about the priests
'appointed by heretics' apart from the stardard allusion to the tactics

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

literature:

Gennady Kozma Prezviter
la erpa raoe ByayT B NpaBGCnNaBHLIX, Bugawe Go uenosBeuyn TOMWMKO U Takoe WX
W OHWU TakoBul we cebs aAsnAwT. Auwe CbHMMPEHME N MHAWE A MNPaBOBEPHL CYWa ...,
M BUART KOro OT MPOCTbHIX, W OHK OHuxe ... rpe y3pATb 4YenoBeKa NpocCcTa
rotoea cefe umewT Ha noB.% cywa u rpyba, Tyxe cewoTb NneBen.

yueHuAa cpoero...”
Even the reference to the heretical priests' willingness to forgive
sins:

A uTo oOH cBbrpewun unv Gnyga, wnu npenwbopnencTBO, WNKM UHLIE Tpexu
cbTBOpUN, TC ynobo npowawnT Wt

is of little help. Though such an accusation was commonly levelled against
the LatinsShere it is probably a paraphrase of the 16th chapter of the
Marcionite heresies.®
The warning about the spread of the heresy in Novgorod closes with
a final appeal to Prokhor to help against the heretics:
M rpo3ow u ObLICKOM BeNMKOro KHA3A, Aa W NOABUIOM FOCNOAUHE OTUad
Hawero [epoHTua MmuTpononuTa Bcea Pycu, poa u sauwero Goronwbbusa
NOTWAHNEM KYNHO C apXWUMaHAPUTH W MPO3BUTEPHI.
It is clear that Gennady's report on the heresy, though adressed to

Prokhor, was, like the documents sent to the metropolitan,® 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, pp. 300-1

L. A4AED, p.310

5. cf. Primary Chronicle story of St. Vladimir's baptism which contains

a warning against the Latins 'ux we yuyeHbe pPa3bBPaWEHO.... NPOWAINTH e Fpexw

Ha papy, ewe ecTb 3fee Bcero. Povest' vremennykh let,vol.1,pp.79-89.
MPG, vol. 86, col. 52.

7. AED, p.310.

8. See above, p. 29.
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bishops kupno s arkhimandrity < 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',! the Novgorod
heretics, in spite of its 'accusatory' nature. The beliefs and practices
of the heretics, as described by Gennady, are consistent with the
Marcionite and Messalian 'type' of heresy under 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 ihey deserved. Timotheos' work makes it clear
that this 'type' 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,? Theodosians and all other sects mentioned
under the same heading as the Marcionites in Timotheos' work.3

But before considering whether any further conclusicns 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 Bogomil heresy, on the grounds that Messalianism was
a term commonly applied to Bogomilism in Russian sources)* we must
consider further evidence on the Novgorodians' beliefs as presented in
the archbishop's correspcndence.

In view of the origins and applications of the terms 'judaizing',
'judaistically philoscphizing' 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 Novgoroa heretics.® 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' 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.

L. Begunov, Kozma Prczviter, 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 uTo uncna nocTasneHs B lWecTokpune ...l
turns to another matter altogether - the problem of the Second Millenium.
The oldest manuscript of the letter to Prokhor, BIL, Muz. 3271, cecntains
only the seccind half of the text, beginning with the words just quoted.?
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 (1492 A.D.) was common in Eastern Christendom. As the
year 1492 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:

UHO MHMT Mu cs no EHoxy Bek paboTaeT uenoBeubcCTBY, a CefMb
THICAUb JleT 4enoBeuybCka pafgum NpeMeHeHua nonowkeHa. A no
Borycnosy v Ham Ha BCAK BEK XAaTW CKOHuYaHua.'
Inquiry into the calendar predictions of other religions was of little
help:
3aHewe y naTbiHM Hawero 6Gonwu ocmuiw netw ... A TaTapose
CKa3biBaT: eue Y HUX A0 CKOHYaHua MUpy, GuMpeub OO0 BTOPOro
npuwectena Xpuctosa, 100 net ga AaBa.>
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.b4

3. ibid., pp.315-20. loasaf was archbishop of Rostov and Yaroslavl' who
resigned from his archbishopric shortly before 1489.

L. 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

OfHOBA B HawewW nackanuu penaHna Bpema He ucnonHunocs !
Gennady commenced his work on the compilation of new paschal tables
sometime before the letter to Prokhor was written.

For heip 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,? 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, O letakh sed'moy tysyacht, 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
of fieiorum by Durandus* and Etymolgiarum sive originum libri XX by
Isidore of Seville.® 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. AED, p. 320.

2. The date of this tract is difficult to establish (4ED, p. 135; IB,

p. 269), but it probably antedates the known versions of Gennady's letter
to Prokhor. This letter explains: MHo Tam {B nucanum} nmcano 5000 net u 6
coT u 21 B Hexe neTo un nneHeHue ux {wxmposckoe} GwicTs nocnegHee. W oTTone
no cex mecT 400 net ma 1000 B rHese Bowwu npebusant. (4ED, 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):ie.g. oT Apgama Ao cbCTaBsa
apanbCKbiXx KaHoHWM cyTb 6169, a oT Toro rogy A0 cex MecT CyT net 852 u 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 1461 he went to the papal

court in Rome in the suite of Thomas, despot of Morea. In 1472 he came
to the court of lIvan |1l in the suite of Thomas' daughter, lvan's bride,
Sofia (Zoe).

4. IB, p. 269. This work is also used in Gennady's letter to Prokhor,
even though the translation, made from an edition printed in 1486, was only
completed in 1495. Beneshevich, 'lz istorii', pp.378-80; Raynov, Nauka v
Rossii,p. 23hL.

5. Raynov, Nauka v Rossii, p. 23h.
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Poslante Prokhoru Poslanie Ioasafu
A uTO umMcna nocTasneHb 8 Ja v llecTtoxkpun ecmm yuun TOro ana, wu
llectoxkpune 276 peBATbHagecaTUl, obpeTox B HeMb epecb: uucna
MHO TO YUWHMNM HA NPeENecTb noctasneHs - oT Apgama 200 u 70 n 6
XPUCTHMAHCKYID =~ XOTAT peunu : nera nesAaTHapnecaTuub! HbiHe upeTs wecTtaa
XpPUCTHMAHCKAro nevonucua AeBATHagecATULa NO YeMy XnaoBa neTa
CcbKpaTuwace, a Hawa npebuiBawT.... UTYT. MWHO TO YUMHMNM Ha nNpenecTsb
WHO Te uucna, 4TO noctaBneHn, 276 XpUcTMaHbckyw. XOTATbH peln: Neva
nesBATbHaneCcATHUY neT BygeTt 5228. XPUCTUAHLCKOro neTanucua cphKpaTmwacs,
H NOTOMY MHO Y HUX eue npuuecTsua a Hawa npebuiBawT .... WNHO Te uucna,
XpncTOBa HECTb, MHO TO OHWM XAOYT 4TO nocTtaeneHs, 276 pgeBATHARECATHUUL,
aHTUXpmMcTa. HWHO TO npenecTs net 6ypeTtb oT Apaama go cex mect 5000
penukan!l m 200 u 28. U notoMmy MHO Yy HUX eue

npuwecrtena XpnCTOBA HET, WMHO TO OHM
KOYTb aHTuxpucTa.?

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
Shestokryl, did not appear in the Russian index of forbidden books until
the late sixteenth century,“ and there is no reason to doubt Gennady's
claim that he had 'discovered heresy' in it, i.e. that prior to his study
of the work it was not considered heretical.®> In fact it was not the
Shestokryl itself, but its calendar calculations which Gennady found
uncanonical, for they ended with the year 52285 and yet there was nro
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 1hth-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,
YPerevodnaya literatura',p.418.
L. ibid.
5. Several years after Gennady's discovery the Shestokryl was recommended
by the monk Filofey as a reference work for calendar calculations:

U kTOo npunexHeuwe NOAWMTCHA NO WECTOKPbY CcuMTawT ApoOHbIa 4ace,

TO o6pAweT, B KOTOPLM yac ObiTM NOTEMHEHMIO NIyHEe, n CONHuYy, .
though he warned that:

HO aQ ceM nojwaHWe M noasur Benuk, a npuobpeTeHMAa 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 19 = 524k, 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 uto liecToKpbin OHWM cobBe M3yumB A2 TeM npenbuawT XPUCTUAHCTBO,
MHA AKO Xe C Hebecw 3HaMeHMe CBOAAT, MHO HE MO UX CbCTaBNEHUA
6bicTb! llecToxkpun 60 B3AT OT acTpPOHOMMM, AKO KanAs OT MOPA. A
TO 3Be3p03akcHHoe paHo ObicThs Cudy TpetbeMmy chbiHy ApamoBy. [a
notoM EHOX npasearbit mcnucan gHM M 4Yacel U Tena .... Ja notom w
KXMAoBa OT HUX TOMY HaBblkin. A BO BCAKOM A3bile TO €CTb, a
XPUCTUIHCTUKU yuuTenu Tomy Obinm Benmm ropa3gum - Moan 3natoycT,
Bacunuit Kecapuvicxkun, [puropuir borocnos. A B [puropvese ®utuu
AKpParaHckoro rmMcaHo: AOHAEKE A€ apUPMUTUKUID U KreoMEeTpUIo u
MYCUKUIO U SCTPOHCMUU BCIO OO KOHUA MU3BbYe. '

Cero pagu BBCNOMAHYX TBOeMy Boronobui oHex Mep3OoCTHasA
curipoTusornaroneman boxecTBEHHOMY NMOBEIEHWI YUEHUA epeTuueckaa
UMCHbl OHEMY XMOOBCKMMWM npecTasnAema. A o0 nertex CKOHuYaHuWA bory
MOWHO MPUAOKKTL M YNOKUTH. L

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':

fa 1 TO MM CA MHUT: ogHOBa GyayT epeTuuM y Hac ykpanu net!?

The worry which the 'stolen years' caused Gennady is particularly
strongly expressed in his letter to loasaf:

[la uTto6bl ecn nocnan no MNauces, pga no Huna, aa ¢ HuMKM Bbl ecu o
TOM nocoseTosan: 'llpenayT Tpu nerta, KOHUaeTCAa ceaMas ThICAWE, S
M Mbl, geu, Torpas Oynems HapoOHui.' [fla u llecTokpun ecMn yumun TOro

ana .... lla yTO KOTOpLIE NeTa ykpanu y Hac epeTuyn KnoBbCKbBIMK
Yncnel, M B Te€ nNeTa KOTOPpbIE Uapu, WK Nanbl, KWIAKW NATPUEPXN NUCAHLI

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
i

nto this sentence is subscribed in the lower margin of the folio:
WHo v A3 cneixan y Anekcesn.

cf.AED, p.318, no.3
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No MMeHOMb, MHO Tex rge Bmewatu? WHo Hapobe o ToM noasur Benwk
APbXaTHM, erpga CKOHYAKTCA neta, a KMBOTOM ewe npubasut bor mup.
MHO TO epeTukom wmgosBbckaa MmyapbcTsywoumm byanet Apb30CTb, &
XPUCTHAHCTBY ByAeT croHa Benvka. !

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 'stvuyushehie heretics in his letter to loasaf, this, as we have
already mentioned? cannot be seen as a term necessarily denoting the
Novgorod heretics. |In fact the context in which the reference to the
ahidovskaya mudr'stvuyushcehie occurs shows quite cleariy 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:
fla ewe roeopAaT: Y Hac, Aeu, nNUcaHo ceaMmb TuCcAW neT aga 8 no
CKOHUaHua Beka. W a3 mx cvnpocun: UYto w Tnvkyetca 87 WU oOHu
mneBAT: To, geu, ToMy crnoBy wuma: aue Gypete pobpw, npupaam Bam,
aue nn bygeTe 3nb, yWMMy Bac.

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* (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. AED, pp. 319-20.

b. ibid...'T44)b42; IB, p. 186; Ettinger 'Jewish influence', p. 236;
Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya Literatura, p. 413; Wieczinski, "Archbishop

Gennadius', pp.377-8.
5. Cited also in Gennady's 1499 Bible (see below, Ch Ill, p.109-110):

a no liecTokpbiny KPyr NyHHHI MNOUMHAETCA OT ceMrabpA, NO.ne pyccKOro
GN, vol. 1, p. 162.
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demonstrate that Gennady became interested in the Shestokryl while
preparing for his 'great feat' - the compilation of paschal tables for
the eighthmillenium.

It is not surprising to find that heresy and the millenium
preoccupied Gennady equally. One of the manuscripts written at his court,
containing such works as the tract 'Againsc the Arians' by Athanasius of
Alexandria, ends with this postscript:

Neta 6997, pekeepuoc; B ceaMuii 8 § uac Houm MNOCAYKMCTA pyue
mMou, amaptonoc Tumopea EeHmammHoBa ... NUCaX K Beuepy COMNHEuUHa
AHEe 3axoga; CeAMOPUUYHAro peky Beka ... B TO neTto 3pgece B

NpenMeHNUTOM Ty Heynoneoc MHO3KW CBAWEHHUKNU KU AUAKOHU U OT
APOCTLIX J0AgUM guakn ABUIIMCAR CKBEpHuUuTesrin Ha Bepy HENOPOUHY...

1

Any student of the 'writings' about the end of the world would, like
Timofey Veniaminov and Gennady, have associated the appearance of heretics
with the last years of the seventh millenium, when the Devil 'must be loosed
a little season' (Rev. XX, 3). However much Gennady stressed that the date
of the end could be known to Cocd 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 offer sufficient evidence that 'the conviction of the
{Novgorod} heretics' leaders that there would be no end of the world in
1492'2 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 1488 and addressed to
Nifont, bishop of Suzdal', and to Filofey, bishop of Perm'3 it would seem
that his appeal to the metropolitan and to Prokhor did not bring fhe

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

Novgorod heretics:

1. Sedel'nikov, 'K izucheniyu Slova kratka', p.237.
2. RD, p.205.
3. AED, pp.312-3.
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YUto ecmn nocnan rocynapw BENUKOMY KHA3K fAa U MUTPONONUTY
rpamMoTel Aa W MOASMHHUK O HOBIOPOAUKUX epeTuuex, a [llpoxopy
enuckony CapckoMy rpaMoTy ecMu O TOWM Ke epecu rnocnan xe

TaMoO O unx epecex MNPOCTPaHHO mnanaBneHHo. fa ycepAHO O TOM
noTwaHue uMmer, cnobopcTeya no XpucTte bo3e u npeunctuiAa €ro
boromaTtepu, AKO ¥e OONMKHO €CTb TBOEMY CBATUTENbCTBY BBHCMOMUHAA
rocyaapw BEeNWMKOMY KHA3Y [Aa M rocnofivHy otuy Hauwemy [epoHTen
MUTPONONNTY BCeA Pycu, uTobel TOMy gdeny nOTWanca OOLICK yuuHWTW,
3aHexe HuHEe KaK MpoAnuMnoce TO geno - obbiCK eMy He KPpenok
UMHuTLa.

The letter to Nifont and Filofey in fact gives a far more prostrar.ny
account of the malpractices of the heretics - described, it should be
noted, by the term llovgorod heretics and not as zhidovskaya
mudr'stvuyushchie,z - than the letter to Prokhor:

UHOo no3HawT: epeTukam ocnaba npuwna. Yxe HbiHe HapyrawTua
XPUCTBLAHCTBY ~ BAXYT KPECTH Ha BOPOHLI ¥ Ha3 BOPCHBI. MHOruve Bepenu:
BOPOH faeun netaet, a KpecCTb Ha HEeM BA3aH OepesAH, a BOPOHa [ew
nNetaeT, a8 Ha HeW KpecT MepAH. WHO TaKOBO Hapyrawue: BOPOH U
BOpPOHa CafATUa Ha cTepBe M Ha Kany, a KPecTOM no TOMy sonouart!
A 3pne ce obpetox ukoHy y Cnaca Ha Unsune ynuuu - [peoBpawxeHue 3
AeAHnem, WMHO B npasHuuex obpesaHue HanNMCaHo - ctouT Bacunen
Kucapunicknii, na y Cnaca pyky aa Hory oTpesan, a Ha nognucu
HanucaHo: obpesaHune locnopga Hawero Wucyca Xpucta. [Oa c Oatwm
npuBenu KO MHE Nona Aa AMaKa, W OHWM KPEeCTUAHMHY Aann KpecT
TEeNHUK Jpeso NJflakyH, Aa Ha KpecTe TOM Bbipe3aH COPOM XEHCKOW paa
M MYKCKOM, ¥ XPUCTUAHUH € N C TEX MECT COAHYTM, Ja HEMHOro
6onen pa ymepn. A auak ckasbiBaeTbua nnemeHmux puan Knouy
epeTuKy, YTO B MOANMHHUK HE MWUCaH. S

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' 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
obrezanie, is far more complex. Gennady gives the subject of the heretical
icon as Preobrazhenie z deyarniem, yet there is little evidence that a
subject such as Transfiguration with the Acts ever existed in

L

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

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

1. AED, p.312.

2. In this letter there is, in fact, no mention at all of the heretics'
'judaizing'.

3. AED, pp.312-3.

k. See Antonova and Mneva, Katalog, pp-104, 263; Millet, Recherches,
pp.216-31.
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enough composition, and one particularly appropriate to a church dedicated
to the Saviour of the Transfiguration.

The Teast of the Circumcision could have been depicted on such an
icon, except that it is apparently unknown in Russian i conography before
the seventeenth century, when it is represented by a composition similar
to that employed for the Presentation of Mary in the I empZe. The subject
of the composition described by Gennady has been identified by Popov as
the Eucharist, a rare iconographical version of which shows Basil of
Caesarea, author of the 1iturgy, literally 'taking the body of
Christ'.? Gennady's reaction to this unfamiliar composition is perfectly
understandable; 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 anothar.

The carved cross which testified to the third heretical malpractice
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'
list of Marcionite and Messallar heresies,® but, as would have been clear
to Gennady's fellow churchmen, it was symptomatic of yet another

'judaizing' heresy - the heresy of the lconoclasts.® As the letter to

1. For this information | am obliged to A.S. Veselovskaya and her colleagues
at the Rublev Museum. When | consulted them, in the summer of 1975, they had
iust received an icon of the Circumcision, their first and only knowin 17th
century example. There are, to the best of my knowledge, no icons of the
Circumcision among published Russian icons. (See Appendix )

2. Popov, Zhivopis' 7 miniatyura, p.51.

L. cf. the letter of Abbot Pamfil of Pskov, written about 15CL, inveighing
against the unseemly heathen revelries with which the Pskovites celebrated
the feast of St. John the Baptist. PL, vol. 1, pp.90=51

5. See above, pp.27-8.

6. See above, p. 31. The report on the origins of the lconoclast heresy
presented to the Seventh Oecumenical Council at Nicea in 787 described it as
the result of Jewish propaganda (MansZ, vol. 13, col. 197) and condemnad the
lconoclasts, for: 'Imitating the Jews, Saracens, Hellenes and Samaritans, as
well as Manicheans and Phantasiasts or Theopaschites, they wanted to banish
sacred images e

>« trormiaTetter writtenby Driitry Gerasincey ¢ 1518 it is cleer that LcnndJ\\Jus
susplcnouscdzanyummn\ut+1anunfarullar iconojraphy. Audreyev, 'lnoLLtngv
PL.272-3; Fodobedova, ..corovskaya Sikooe, 4. bh=5.
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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 1488 Gennady had assembled the necessary material for a
conciliar trial.l He did not have to wait long for results. A Council did
apparently meet, though without his participation, for in February 1488
Gennady received a joint document from the grand prince? 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 alreaay 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."

The document issued in the name of the grand prince states:

lMucan ecy KO MHe, A3 ® K MUTPONONUTY, TPaMOTy O epecex W O Xyne
Ha Xpucta CuiHa boxwa wu Ha Mpeuuctyw Ero borcMartepb, M O nopyraHuu
CBATLIX MKOH, 4TO KoTOpue B Hosercpoge cBAWEHHWKU, U AWAKOHLI, U
AWaKu, U NPOCTbie NIAW, KMOOBCKYK BEpPYy BSefiMu4ainT, a Hawy Bepy
npaBocnasHyw XpUCTOBY XYNAT, Aa W CNUCOK €Cu Tex epecey npucnan K
HaM Ha Tex epeTUKOB: # A3, C CBOUM OTUEM C MUTPOMONMTOM U C
enucKkonsl M co scem cobopom, MO TBOEMY CMUCKY PO3Cyaunm, UuTO non
puropeit CemenoBckoi, ga non Epecum Hukoncko!i,na nonos i puropues CbiH
CaMcoHKO amak, No MpaBMMOM UAPbLCKbLIM, AOWAW FPafcKue KasHu, NOTOMY
YTO Ha HMUX €CTb CBUAETeNbCTBa B TBOEM cnucke; a Ha [pugi Ha
Bopucornebckoro 8 TBOEM CrNMCKe CBURETENbLCTBA HET, OMNpPOYM Nona
Hayma. W 83 nona [puropsa, pa nona Epecuma, pa CamcoHka Auaka
Benen 3gece Kas3HWUTYU TPafcKolw Kas3Huw, A3 Ka3HuB, NOCMan ecMu ux K
Tebe ... u Tl 60 y coba cobpae cobop pga obnuums ux epecb, da
NoHakKa3an Mx; U TCNbKO He MOKawTCA U nepen Tobow O TOW epecn, u
Tol MX NOWMM K MOMM HaAMECTHUKOM ... A Ha KOTOPbLIX €Cu nucan, B TOM
e Cnucke, O Tex We epecex, Ha CBAWEHHMKOB M HA [WAKOHOB U Ha
AMaKoB, M Ha MPOCTHIX Noaen, KoTopble B HoBeropoge ®uBYT: M Thl Tex

1. A list of the heretics, evidence against them and references to the
relevant anti-heretical literature (4ED, pp.310, 312). It seems he also
sent out additional anti-heretical tracts, for the letter to Nifont ends:
MpoTtueeHb nocnan HugpoHTy enunckony Cyspanckomy pBa OPunoder enuckony
MNeppMckomy B oaHb peun o epetuuex ¢ CemeHoM B 3e3eBUTOM.

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' (New Catholic Encycloraedia,
vol. 13, p. 223; cf. Prosvetitel', p. 480; Popov, Obzor, pp.22-3).

2. AED, pp.313-4.

3. ibid., pp.314-5.

4. Merilo pravednoe, p. 185.
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ofbicKMBAM C MOWUMM HaMeCTHWKbl. W KOTOpPbIX Obbiwews, NO NPaBUNOM
CBATLIX anocTon n CBATHIX OTeub ByayT AOCTOMHL Bawek Ka3HW LEPKOBHbIE,
MHO TO M cam Befaewb; a ByayT AOCTOMHL, MO Npasunom, rpaackue
Ka3Hu, U Tbl TeX NOWAM K MOUM HAMECTHUKOM ...}

The communication from Metropolitan Geronty, which is an expanded

version of

evidence:

the grand prince's document, sheds further light on Gennady's

.-+ Mnucan ecn k Ham cBou rpaMoTHl, K FOCMOAMHY U CbHY MOEMY
BENMKOMY KHA3KW UeaHy Bacunbesuuw Bcea Pycuu, ga n ko MmHe, O
TOM, 4TO nposabawT epecu B Hoseropose, Xynbl U NOPYraHbAa OT
CBAWEHHUKOB, # OT AMAKOHOB, W OT AMAKOB, M OT NPOCTLIX Nwaew,
Aa N CNUCKE eCUM Ha Tex epeCHMKOB Npucnan K Ham, MO UEMYy ecu
obuickuBan, xax oHw xynunu Xpucta CeHa Bowwa w MpeuncTtyw Ero
boromatepb u pyranuch CBATHM MKOHaM, a BENMUAKT WMAOBCKYK
BEpPy, @ Hauy NDaBOCNaBHYK XPUCTUAHCKYI Bepy XYNAT

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 'judaistically philosophizing' 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® and later incorporated in the eariiest known
anathema against the Novgcrod heretics,® 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 KHA3b Benukui npukasan ¢ To6oiw TOoro gena obBLICKMBATH
HamecTHuKoM fAxkoBy aa lpbio 3axapumueM: M Tl BB C HUMKM TOro gena
obeickuBan Bmecte ... [la obbickmBan Gbl ecu, CbHY, TO A€NO MNPUAEKHO,

uTObBH XPUCTHAHLCTBO B 3MylWweHbu He ObiNlo, a llepkoBb 6b Boxusa
GeamATewHa Gwna.®

This was not the first time that a Metropolitan of Moscow felt the

need to remind an Archbishop of Novgorod tc keep faith with Ivan 11| before

. AED, pp.313-h.
. ibid., p.314 (the italics are mine).

1

2

3. See above, p. 31.

L. cf. MPG, vol.1, cols.1461-1474; ibid., vol.104, cols.866-90; Begunov,
Kozma Prezviter, p. 373.

5. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 21k,

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,! Metropolitan Filipp wrote two letters to the then
archbishop of Novgorod, Filofey, and to his flock, lamenting the fact that:

HoiHeua we, CbHOBE, ChblllaHbE MOE€ TAKOBO ... OT XpUCTUaHbCKaro
Focnopapsa Pyckaro oTcTynaeTte, a cTapuHy cBow 4 obbluan 3abeiBum, Aa
npucTynaete aeu, K uyyxemy K JlateHbckomy [ocnopapio k Koponw ...

and warning:

WHo, chiHOBe, He ctbnasHakTecb O TOM, a MNOMHWTE, CbLHOBe, aNOCTONbLT
ckoe cnogo:'6paTee, bora 6onttech, a ¥HA3A YTUTE, boxuin Bo cnyra ecTb.'?

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 otstupleniya, whether from Orthodoxy or from Moscow:

A HuHe cnbww B perex sawnx, B8 Hoyropoguex, ga n B MHOrMX y Bac B
MONOAbLIX JOAEX . . MOOCTPAWNTCA HAa MHOras CTpeMfeHus U Ha BENUKOE
3eMNn HeyCcTpoeHue, HEeTUWMHY, XOTAUU BBECTU MATEX BEMANK W pPackony
B cBATen boxben lepkseu, ga ocTasAa NpaBocnasuve M BENUKYKW CTapUHY
pa nprctynntu K JlateiHoM. A Tol MM, CbiHY, TOrO He BB3BEeCTuWb U HE
onuuwews, 3aHewe, CbiHY TO €CTb UepbKOBHOE NpaBNeHme nacTBb Hawea u
noneyeHue Hawe CBATUTEMbCKOE.S

In Novgorod,matters political were never far from matters religious,
and it is this which explains lvan's insistence on the presence of his
namestniki at any further interrogation of the heretics. This is also clear
from a consideration of the events of 1488 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 3umbl Buira nonos Hosyropopackux no Topry KHyTbem: npucna 6o
ux n3 Hoearopopa Kk BenNMKOMY KHA310 Bnagwika leHager, 4YTO MNbAHM
NOpyranncsa CBATHIM WKOHaM; W Mocna MX ONATb KO Bnaasiye .

. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.37-41.

. AI, vol. 1, No. 280, p. 513.

. ibid., No. 281, p. 516.

. PSRL, vol. 6, p. 238. This account, quoted from the Sofiysky Il chronicle,
is also found in the L'vov chronicle (PSRL, vol. 20, p. 353) and later
derivations from these two chronicles (see AED, p. 111, n. 9). The source of
this account is the hypothetical 1489/90 chronicle svod sympathetic to

1
2
3
4

Metropolitan Geronty (Lur‘e, 'Nezavisimy letopisny svod', 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 lvan Ill, 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 (4ED, p.111-2). This may indeed have been the motivation of the
chronicle r. In view of the detailed information given 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 1488 omission is due to.../
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The torgovaya kazn' 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 3uMbl nocnan kHA3bL Benuku, W npusenu u3 Hosaropopa 6Gone

CEMM TLICAUL XMTbWUX nNogert Ha MockBy, noHewxe xoTenu ybuTu HaMecTHMKA

BENMKOro KHA3A fKkoB 3axapbuua; WHbBIX Xe AyMUOB MHOTO AKOB nepecek m

nepesewan. !
This was the same namestnik 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 namestniks 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 lvan 11l in 1488 i1l 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 spiski,* men ‘of relatively secondary importance',>

..official 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 neta Guwa KHYTOM HOBOFOPOZLUKMX MOMOB NO TOPry, MNpuUcnan wmx w3

Hoearopoga lenaguii snagbika, UYTO NOPYTranuca emy nwnHm.(TatJshchevjétoriya,vol.Vl

1. PSRL, vol. 6, p. 238; ibid., vol. 20, p. 353. p. 75)
2. RD, p. 190.
3. AED, p. 112,
4. RD, p. 190.
5. IB, p. 138.
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and even acquitted one of the four.! The grand prince did not condemn all
the heretical practicesmentioned by Gennady,? 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 rerLorts investigated the matter of
the heresy and declared:

YTO B TBOEM cnucke nucadbl, non [puropen CemeHoBckoOM, ga non
Epecm Huxkonsckon, pa nonos cuH [puropbes CamcoHke auak, u Te ...
AOCTOMHW W3BEPKEHUID M OTNIYUEHbOY OT CBATHE LIEpKBM 1 MPOKNATHIO
noafnexaTt, NOTOMY UTO Ha HUMX B TBOMX CNMCKEX CBegeTenNbCTBa €CThb O
MX epecex M Xynrax M O NOpyraHbk; a NO UAPCKbLIM NPaBWoOM

AOCTOMHB rpaackulAd ka3wum ... A pngsa guaxk He pgowen ewo, nNO
NpasuvnoM, rpaac«kue KasHu, NOTOMY UTO Ha Hero oguH cswgeTenb, Mnon
HayM: u To TOoro tamo ofeickuBan, u UTO Ha Hero ofbsiyews, RO
NPaBuUNOM, Ka3Hb AYXOBHY®O vsnW rpagckyw, MHO TO cam sepaewb. A
KOTOPbLIX €CHU MHBIX NKcan B CBOMX CMNMCKEX, CBAWEHHUKOB WM OAUEKOHOB U
ANaKoB NPOCTHIX Naen, 4YTo Te nuxue gena penawTs, U Tol Obl TOro
OBLICKMBAN C BENUKbLIM MPUAEKAHUEM U CO MHOMUM u3BeuweHuem ...>

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 spiski were
tried for all the eresi, kKwly i poruganiya listed by him® 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® - 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's spiski, and covered by the

stock phrase svyashchenniki,< diakony,< diaki,i prostye lyudi.’

1. IB, p. 138; RD, p. 189.

2. AED, p. 112; IB, pp.138-9. Lur'e probably means the 'grand prince with
the council' 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.

L. AED, pp.314-5.

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 spZsk?Z 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',
(see above, p. 41) was not properly prepared in time for the Council meeting.
7. cf. Timofey Veniaminov, above, p. 40,
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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 synod 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 acvanced against his attendance at a Moscow synod in 1490, when, as
Gennady wrote to the newly-appointed metropolitan, Zosima:

3nece naksl, rocnofuHe, Haka3 rocyAapA BENUMKOrOo KHA3A O ero o

BeNMKuiX genex, a Benen mum TOoro Gepeum, a k Mockee exatu He Benen

33 CBOMMMU Aenu.l
In 1488, the year in which Novgorod suffered the  harshest. in a'series

of repressions designed to deprive the former republic of all traces of its

indepcndence deportations and confiscations on a massive sca]e,2 -
lvan 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

. Novgoredians: 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 |1l wanted their case to be given maximum

1. AED, p. 374.
2. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.59-60.
3. See above, pp. 43-4.
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publicity. This it certainly received, if we are to believe the evidence
given by the monk Sayva in a work dated 1488lwhich is headed:

Cua kHura cuvbpana OT anoCTON, W NPOPOK M CBATHX GOFOHOCHLIX OTel.
Teopenune uHoka Cassel CeHHOro 0cTpoBa - Ha WMAOB M Ha epeTMKM
nocnaxHue.

and is addressed to one gospodin Dmitrey Vasil'evich. Savva explains his

reasons for writing thus:

NomunHaw, rocnoguHe, TBOW NWGOBL NEPBYIO K Ham v Bepy .... Cuue auwe
Jyenosek OyneT pobp u ykpaweH BceMmu no6poaeTIIMU U NPUMECUT K HUM
Mafilo HEUTO XWQOBCKAro CEeMeHWU, UHO TO BCE €ro xuTbe HenoTpebHo

npeg borom u uenoseku, ¥ bor He cTepnuT emy u obAUUMT ero, AXILE U
HOB20POOUKUX NONO8, YYEHUE HUOOBCKOE NPULIIM. U Tw, rocnoguke
AMnTpeit, konu Gwin €Ccv NOCNOM, U FOBOPUN €CU C TEeM KUAOBMHOM C
3axapueit ¢ Ckapow. W a, rocnoguHe, Moncs Tefe: uTO ecu OT Hero
crsbiwan cnosa xXypbi, TO nOxanyh, rocnoguHe, OTNIOKM MX OT cCepaua
CBOEro M OT YCT CBOMX, RAKOXE HeKOoTOpoe cKapepgue

Savva was probably a monk of the Trinity monastery on Senny lIsland in
Lake Ladoga3 - apart from that nothing is known about him. The gospodin

Dmitrey to whom the letter was addressed has been identified as Dmitry

N

Vasil'evich Shein, a boyar of the grand prince,* sent in October 1487 on an

embassy k 3axapve kK Ckapbe K wMpaoBuHy® from which he returned sometime

after March 1487.% Zakhar'ya Skara (or Zakhar'ya Guil Gursis)?, variously
described in Muscovite diplomatic documents as zhidovin, Taman'sky knyaz'
and Cherkasin® was Zaccaria Ghizolfi, signore di Matrega (Taman') in 1471.9
After Taman', a possession of the Genovese Banco di Sar Giorgio, fell to the

Turks, Zaccaria evidently contemplated entering the service of Ivan 111,10

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', pp.II-1V).

. Belokurov, 'Poslanie', p. 1. (the-italics are mine).

. ibid., p. V.

. ibid., p. VI; 4ED, p. 110, IB, pp.131-4.

. RIO, vol. 41, No. 19, p. 71.

. ibid., No. 20, pp.73-h4.

. This was the Russian transliteration of his Latin name.

AED, p. 110, n. 5; IB, pp.130-1.

. This was a post, a governorship, not a hereditary title. Atti della
Secteta Ligure di Storia Patria, 1872, part I, f. 3, pp.841-8. The Latin
spelling of Zaccaria's name was Zacharia de Guisulphis.

10. "RIO, vol. 41, Np. 10, p. b1,

W OO~ EWN
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Zaccaria's religious affiliation is unimportant to us here.l 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 writing,the Novgorod heresy had already gained
notoriety as the heresy of Novgorod priests who had embraced the Jewish faith,
in other words 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 lvan Il rejects contacts (such as diplomatic negotiations)

with those who are not Orthodox Christians:

... NopobaeT rocypapw BenuvkoMmy KHA3W MBaHy BacunbeBuuw paposaTvcAa
CO CBOMMM JHOOMM XpucTuaHbi. A rpe 60 HbHe TakoBa Bepa, AKOXE B
Pyckon semnu, auwe rocyaapb Haw nocneayeT npafeay csBoeMmy Bnagumepy
n penbl fobprimu, sakoxe Brnagmmep wun ... awe ucnepsa 6uin noraH wu
60nBaHOM MOKNAHANCA . 2

He distinguishes between Christian and Jew not by race but by belief:

... HE no nnotu, HO NO Ayxy u no Bnarogatu oT Toro ABpaamoBa
KoneHa uasine Hcak

- and warns:

... Cero pagu BCAK Npunaranca Ko XpUCTY BO XPUCTUAHCKY Bepy, awe
XMOOBKWH, aile TaTapuH, awe UH KTO UC MOraHCKWUA BEPbi, NPUNOKMTCHA BO
XpucTtoBsy Bepy, Toi ByaeT cema AspamoBo BnarocnoseHoe M HacnegHuk
6yneT uapcTtBa HebecHaro. Auwe nM KTO MNPENOXKUTCA OT XPMCTUAH K
XUQOBOM, TOM He TOKMO oTnageTt oT 6narocnoeeHaro cemeHu ABpaMoBa,

HO ¢ Temn OygneT NpOKNAT M

From Savva we learn that the term zhidovskaa 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 1488 show that he felt the

Novgorod heresy to have been inadequately dealt with. |In February 1489, a

1. See AED, loc. cit., and IB, 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.
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year after the Novgorod heretics were condemned in Moscow, he wrote to
loasaf, former archbishop of Rostov and Yaroslavl',! 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 1488 for
treating the hzresy as a purely Novgorod matter and the archbishop's own
affair, 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 1488:

HbiHE Bbl NONOXWUNM TO AENO HM 33 4TO, Kak Ob Bam MHUTCA, Hosbropog c
MockBol He eauHO NpasocnaBue; He noBone3HOBanM ecTe O TOM Hu manals

What is Novgorod's concern should also be Moscow's, for the heretics
are dangerous. Here Gennady enlarges on the heretics' willingness to

forswear their own beliefs, which first led him to identify them as judaizing

Marcionites and liessalians:*

Chue u cum epeTuuu roBOPAT ABLCTBEHO, WM yuyaT npaBoCnasBHoOe
XpUcTHaHCcTBO cBoel 3nobe, M Kak UX CnNpocu, U OH TOBOPUT: A3, Aeu,
MPaBOCNABHON XPUCTHMAHWUH,3 TOro BCEro CBOErc NUXOBO fena 3anpencs.

It is this which made the heretics so difficult to deal with,for even
under interrogation® they refused to call themselves anything but Orthodox

Christians:

1. AED, 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 XIVth - early XVth centuries. (see below,
p. 60)

3. ibid., p. 317.

L. See above, p. 25.

5. AED, p. 316.

6. This interrogation involved the use of torture; in 1490 Gennady had to
defend himself in a letter to the synod of bishops,against the accusation
that he tortured the priest Samsonko,with the words: ... neTan ero CuH
6oapbckoi Benukoro kHA3A, a Moi Tonko 6uin ctopox. (4AED, p. 380)
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... Focypnapb MOM KHA3b BenuWKbM npukasan csowm 6oapom, fAxkosy Aaa
Opbio 3axapunuem co MHOW M cBOMM Goromonuems oOObICKATW TO Aeno
Hakpenko. W kak Mbl Tex epeTukoB Benenu npeg cobow NocTasuTu, WU
OHW Te BCE CBOMX [AEWMCTB no3anpenuca, da nodyanu ¢ 6escTpawvemsb
KNATUCA, a Ha3blBawT CHA XpUCTMaHe NpaBochasHbuie. !

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:
W nonel ux 3aBTpokas M nuB Ao obepa, obefHwo cnywaT. 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:

Tel Bypews HeuTo ocKopbneH OT KOro B TENeCcHOM aene, ga OCTasun
apxvenuckonoiw ... fla u ce B Cnyx MOM npuwno, 4TOo, Adeu, NOChAan no
Tebe KHA3b BeENUKb, W He OQuHOBA, MU Tol, Aen, HEe Noexan K HeMmy, a
Morn 6ot ecu U TaMoO KpenocTb CBOW NOAPbXaTU, 3a uTo Bygewb ocTaBun
apxenuckonel, a rocypapckoe 6Ob ecu ceppue He owecTtun. [fla He MHuU:
TO Man rpex CbTBOPUN €eCu;

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':

A HbHe 6Bbl ecn O rocypape O BenuKoM KHA3WM bora monun, uTobHl
rocypapw bor nonoxun Ha cepgue, 4tTobh ynpasun uepkosb boxuie ... oT
epeTuYbLCKaro HanagaHuMa, OT TeX epeTUMKOB, KMOAOBLCKAA MYyAPLCTBYOWMX
... NoHexe obpasy locnoga Hawero MUucyca Xpucta u lpeuncrteia Ero
MaTepu Hapyranucs!t

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.® 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. AED, 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 1425:

A.uTo MW NMueTe, UTO CyTb y Bac HekoTopuu nonose, A0 obepa NWUIOTL B MPa3AHWKK U
BO VHBIA AHU: WMHO KOTOPbLIM CBAWEHHUWK Ao obepa nueTb, U TaKoOBblM NepBOe W BTOpoOE “
TpeTue f[a HAKaWeTCA, AKO Aa nepecTaHeTe. W Mo cem TOro aile HEPaAUTU HaUHETb,
MHO BbB3fepKaHMe OT CBAWeHbCTBa TakosBomy 40 awwi. (AED, p. 250) .

3. ibid, p. 317. L, ibid., pp-317-8. 5. See above, pp. 35-L40
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fa ects nu y Bac B Kupunose, wnu B QapadoHtoBe, unn Ha KameHHOM,
kHurn: CenusecTp nana Pumckel, na AdpaHacen AnexkcaHppencks, Aa Cnoso
Koambl npossuTepa Ha HOBOABMbWYWCA epech Ha Borymumnw, Aa [locnanue
dotes naTpuapxa Ko kHA3w Bopucy Bonrapeckomy, pa llpopoubcTBa, Aa
butua, pa UapscTtBa, aa MNputun, pa MeHaHpap, aa Ucyc Cupaxos, pga
Jloruka, pa [JeoHucen Apenarnt? 3aHe ®e Te KHWUIM y e€peTukoB BCE €CThb.

1
It is generally accepted that the tcoks listed here were in the possession of the
Novgorod heretics, testifying to their 'astounding breadth of cultural
interests'.% |f these books did indeed belong to the Novgorod heretics .t is
surprising that Gennady did not mention them previously, for example :n his
report to Prokhor on the heretical writings which he had sent to the
metropolitan.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 (the heretics who 'stole
years' from the Orthodox)"“ 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 Huring the interrogation of the
Novgorod heretics mentioned in the letter to loasaf. One of the Novgorodians
he interrogated told him:

Xoannu, nen, ecma 3asce k O®epopy k KypuuuHy, Anaxky BenuMKOro KHA3s,

a npuxoauT, geum, Kk HeMmy Onekcei npotonon, aga Mctoma, pa CsBepuex,

Aa MBawko UpbHOM, UTO KHUIM NUWET, A3 NOy4yawTCA, Aeun, Ha

NpaBoCnaBHbIX . °

The two letters written by Gennady in 1490 were written on the occasion

of a conciliar meeting in Moscow, from which he was excluded on the orders of
the grand prince.® Though unable to attend Gennady nonztheless ensured he
should not be forgotten by his fellow churchmen, for his letters were

7

composed to be read at the Council: one to the metropolitan Zosima’ and one

to the bishops.8

. AED, p. 320. See below, ch.1V, pp.150-161, for a discussion of the books on

. IB, p. 197. this list.
. See above, p.29

. See above, p.39

. AED, pp.380-1.

. See above, p.48

. AED, pp.374-9. Zosima was appointed metropolitan cn 26 September 1490.

The council which elected him also condemned the Judaizers, on 17 October 1490.
(PSRL, vol. 25, p. 331). Gennady's letters were written sometime 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.l It opens with the
first of a series of complaints:

Uto ecu, rocnogmMH Mol, npucnan Ko MHe rpaMoTy ga CNUCKW 3 rpamMoT
C MUTpononuuux 3 FepoHTHEBLIX, a BeEnen MM ecu, rocnoguHe, nNo TOMY
e HanucaTm rpaMoThl, KakKOBb T€ CNUCKU: MHO TO MW, TFOCMOAMHE,
BeNUWbL cBepweHo OT MockBb oTnMchBaTMCA ... He MmoneBu Tako:

' Apxuenuckony 6onweMmMy oTAUMCAaTUCA OT MUTpPONOAMTa M OT Bnagok'; Aa
TO0O FPaMOTOK Hawe CBATMTENLCTBO NOA HOramu nonowunm!?

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 yTO MbH, rocnoguHe, Befnuilb NUCATU MUCMOBeRaHWE: WHO, rOCNoAuHE,
MCcnoBenaHmMe ecMu NONOoXMA OTUY cBoemy [epoHTUID MUTPONONUTY A[a BCEMy
6oxecTseHOMYy cobopy, apxuennuckony v enmMcKOnNoM; fAa TO UCNOBefaHue y
Bac B KasHe. A kak ecmu ucnosepanca npeg borom m npeg vnabpaHHbIMK
arrensl, Tak B TOM WCNOBEAaHWU CTOW W TEMEPBO HEMOABWKHO. Huxe K
Jlumsu nocwaqw epamomel, HU U3 Jm8m KO MHE NOCHAQIM 2pamom, HU NAaKyl
AUMOBCKUE CMABACHUKN CAYKAN 8 MOEL apXuencronvu. 't

Evidently the metropolitan had demanded that Gennady repeat in writing
the 'confession of faith' required of all newly-appointed bishops, as part of
the ceremony of consecration. Following the break with the Byzantine Church
over the issue of Un}on 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.>

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
eCMU oTAMcCan K BEefMKOMY KHA3K A3 W MMTpononuTy, a Bam To 6paTum Hawen BeLOMO
we 6yneT, Kak MUTPOMOAMT BEnMT yecTu npep Bamm Ty rpamoTty. (4ED, p. 379)

2. ibid. p. 37h4.

3. This complaint is voiced repeatedly in both letters (see AED, pp.374, 378
& 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) Ba uTO6b ecTe OTUO HaweMmy MUTPONOAMTY MOrOBOPUNM, fAa C HWUM BENIMKOMY KHA3K,
UTO6bl NO MeHe OAHOMUUHO Npuchan; a TONMKO KHA3b BEMMKWA XOTA HE XOUeT Mo MeHe
npucnaTu, a Bb 63 MeHe He uMeTe Aena Aenatu Hukakosa. (4ED, p. 381)

(2) Da uTobb ecu, rocnoguHe, CbiHY CBOEMY BENMKOMY KHA3K0 NOrOBOPUN HaKpenko,
4TOBbl U MHe Benen 6uTu y cebsa na u y 1e6a ... (AED, p. 378)

4. ibid., p. 375 (the italics are mine).

5. See the oath sworn by Bishop Genady of Tver' in 1461 before Metropolitan

Feodosy of Moscow. RIB, VI, No. 93.



55

Gennady's protestations reveal his fear of being held responsible for
any contact with Lithuania - the worst treason of all, in the context of
Ilvan'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.!

A 4To KOTOpble NMUTOBCKME OKaHHble Aena Npo3Abnu 8 Pyckod 3emnu, B
Benukom Hoserpape, B BOTHYMHe rocynapA BefIMKOro KHA3A, KOMW Gbin B
Hoserpage kHA3b Muxaino OnenkoBunu, a ¢ HWM Obin WMAOOBMH epeTHK, Aa
OT TOFO XMAOBWHA pacnpocTepnach epecb 8 Hoyropoaukom 3emnu, a
Aepxanu ee TanuHo, [a NOTOM NOYanu ypeKaTWUCA BBNMAHU: U A3

nocnewns 70, Ao {pa?} o TOM rpaMoTy NocNan K EENUKOMY KHAZI0 fla U KO OTUY
ero FepoHTuic MMTpONONUTY. WU KHA3bL BENMKUI KO MHE MpUcCRan rpamoTy
a Benen Mu TOro Gepeun uTobbl TO NMXO B 3eMNM He PacApPOCTEpPnocCh.-

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,* 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.® 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:

<+« XPUCTUAHWHY CYWY, WM XPUCTUaAHBCKAR MYAPLCTBYOWY
- and it is highly improbable that this Prince, arrested by Casimir in 14817
for joining in a conspiracy of the Orthodox Lithuanian nobility, would have
allowed such an active heretic in his suite.® 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, pp.U3-6.

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.

L. AED, p. 109.

5. Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp.37-40.

6. Prosvetitel'’, p. 31.

7. Fennell, 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 lconoclast heresy to 'a
certain leader of the lawless Jews ... callied Forty Cubits High' (Mansz, 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 Il
should be 'cleared' of the accusation of sympathy toward the heretics in the
early stage of the heresy:
U KHA3bL BeENMKUM KO MHE npucnhnan rpamoTy, W Bernen mu Toro Oepeus,
4yTOOH TO NMXO B 3EMMAM HE pacnpocTepnocb. W noTom npuucn oBbiCK Ha
epeTuKe, M A3 WX Benen MMaTu ga NoAaBaTHW Ha MOPYKY; W Te epeTuK,
NOpy4yHWKOB BbigaB, Aa 30exanu k MockBe ... U a3 nocnan K BEAMKCMY
KHA3K nepsBoro ceoero obbiCKa MOANUHHWUK, @ APYIFrOM MOANMUHHWUK K
MuTpononuTy nocnan. W KHA3b BenuKuit Tex epeTukoB Ha Mockse kasHun,
[a KasHWB WX, MPUCNAN KO MHE ...l
Having made the point that he had fulfilled the instructions of both
the grand prince and the metropolitan,? and had punished those who had
repented spiritually - handing over only the unrepentant heretics to the
grand prince's agents3 - Gennady then turns to the events following the trial
of 1488. The investigation authorized by the grand prince and the metropolitan
had apparently yielded further evidence, which Gennady sent to Moscow:
U KoTOphle NOKaARMMCbL ga CBOM fAencTsa nucanm Ha cebe camMu CBOUMM
PyKamu, u a3 Tex B NokKaaHue npuHAR ....H[a Tex ecmu peuer Hanucas
NOANMHHKUK, Aa NOCAan K BENWKOMY KHA310, a APYroM eCMu NOANUHHUK
nocnan lepoHTuo MuTpornonuty.
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 10 ce, rocnoguHe, chbcTana Ta A a3 nu Toro CamcoHka myuun? Begb nwiTan
bega c Tex MecT, kKak KypuuunH wns ero cbH DOAPbLCKOM BENUKOTO KHA3A, 3@ MOM
Yropckue 3emnu npuexan, pa oTcene Tonko 6Hbin CTOpPOX, UTOO rocyna HUKTO He
epeTuumn 3bewanm Ha Mocksy; a B3An. A uTo ckaawBan CaMcoHko, 4To B

NUCaHoO B NOAMWHHUWKE, 4YTO NpoTonon NOANUHHUKM MUCAHO, TO ObLNO YMETb Nu Tak
Onexkcen, pa Wctoma, pa Ceepuex, Aa ckasbBaTu, TONKO Owb Toro He genan cam?
non [fexHuc npuxoaunun k Kypuuwny, ga Cnpocunu mbl CamccHka, HOpei 3axapuy pa as:
WHBIE epeTuuM ...> 'Bunu ecTe Ha Mockee, C KuM CA ecTe

1. AED, p. 375.

2. See above, pp.43-4,
3. AED, p. 375.

L. ibid., p. 375.

5. ibid., p. 377.
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sbaBopAanu? Bepaewb nM, YTO rOBOPAT Ha
Mockse?' MW CamcoHko monsun: 'Bepaw, pewu,
rocnoguHe .., Xoaunu, pev, €CMA 3asce K
depopy k KypuumHy, amaky BenuKOro KHA3A,
a npuxoaut, peuw, K Hemy Onexced npoTonon,
pAa Uctoma, aa Ceepuek, pa Usawko YpbHoM,
UTO KHWIH NUueT, ga Noy4awTcA, Aeu, Ha
npasocnasHbiX. ' .... 'lla npuexan, peu, C
Pepopom ¢ KypuuuHbeiM M3 Yropckon semnu
YrpaHuH, MapToHKOM 30BYT': TO OH nouemy
yBepan toro MaprtbHka, Tonko ©Ob OH Yy
Kypuuymuna He Boasoprn ca? A noTtoMmMy VvHO
KypuuuH HauanHuk Tem BCeM 3nogeem. t

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,? 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:
U koTopbie epeTuxsl 3gech BN NOK3afNMCA ... MNCCMALWKB TO, UTO Ha
Mocckee xmBYT epeTuku BO ocnabe, ga 4 B LSPKOBb W B CNTapb XOAWnu
Hero30paHHO. A uHbe ge u cnyxunu Tam: Faspunko non ¢ Muxahnoss
ynvwuye, TOT, geu, cnyxmn Ha Mockee, a [leHnc non - TOT B Apxarrene
cnywun, fa Ha nAuTypruuv, e, 3a nNpecTonoM nffAcan, Ga M KpPecTy CA
Hapyran ...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) cven officiated there...'
Neither is Gennady trying to suggest, when describing the 'dancing' and the
'desecration of the cross', that these are Jewish religious customs any more
than was the heretical act perpetrated by the subdeacon Alekseyko:
fa 3pecb Anekcenko nogbAuen Ha NOMECTME XMBEST [a HAMNUBCA MNUAH,
Bfie3 B UYACOBHY, A3 CHAB C nasuvum MKOHY -~ YcneHue [lpeuuncTnie, pa Ha
Hee CKBEPHYI0 BORY CNyCKas, a MHble MKOHbI BBEPX HOramu nepesopoyan.'

He is merely citing more examples of heretical acts. With the exception of

Alekseyko, all the heretics named for the first time in Gennady'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'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. (4ED, p. 376)

3. AED, p. 375.

L. ibid., p. 380.
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living prcof of the spread of the heresy from Novgorod, are mentioned because of

their activities in Moscow. In the letters to Zosima and the bishops

Gennady transforms the heresy Hosyropopacksx epeTMKoa,»MgostKaamynprTBywmmxl

into nuToBCkMe okaHHbe gena? 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 denonstrate the Church's obligation to protect the
faithful against heresy."* With flattering praise:

W HuHe Gnaropapwum bora, uto Te epeTuye or TebAa npeweHue NpuUHANN,
KakK ywe Tui, BnarcpaTtoeio CBaTaro Jyxa, noctasneH 6biCTb Ha TOW
BbICOKLIM CTEMEHb CBATUTENbCTBAa BefiMkMa MuTpononuTta scea Pyckua
3emna ;>

he introduces a lengthy exhortation to the metropolitan, which ends with a
programme for a thoroughgoing purge within the church ('nposepka kaapoe' in
the words of Klibanov):®

Tobe, rocnoagvHy oTuy MoeMy, fAa c Tobow Hawu GpaTtba, apXUMEnUCKONL U
enucKonel, cobor YYuHMB, Aa Tex MPOKMATLK NpefaTv, KOTOPLIE MCUe3nu
OT xnTua cero: Anekcem npotonon, ga Wctoma, ga KMsawko YepHow, uTO
336exan 2 3yboBbM, Oa U B KMOOBCKYW Bepy cTanu. [a koTopbie B
NOANUHHMKEX NMUCaHbl, Tex Obl BCex NPOKNATION npeaatu, Aa M TexX, Kb
KOMY OHW MpuUXoaunun B COrnaweHue, unu KTO NO HWUX NOPYKY Aepwan, wau
KTO Y HWUX reudanHuk, WU KTO Hu BygeT nocneposan ux NpenecTtun; Aa v KO
MHe bbb ecun, K CBOeMy CbiHY, O TOM Haka3an, Bena TO YUMHWUTU: U A3
Gbix, TBOW ChiH, TaKO¥e TexX epeTUKOB M MX eAuHOMbICNeHukos CbbopHe
npoknaTuo npegan, Toro gna, 4tobs nuxo npeCTano.7

1. AED, 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.

4. 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:
... WHO Te epeTuue BCce TO [encCTBOBANM, A3 HE TOKMO TO, HO Xyfy Ha CaMoro
Xpucta rosopunu ... quite unconcerned that the laws he quotes were directed
precisely against those who 'blasphemed against Christ himself', i.e. non-
Christians. (4ED, p. 376)

5. ibid., p. 376.

6. RD, 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:

ev. A3 OH-TO ¥ HUX U NEUANHMK, 8 O roCyAapCKOW uecTu noneyeHua He
1
nMeerT.

- 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 6e,qa cCTana 3eMCKaa fla He4yecCcTb rocydapcCcKaa Benukaa: uepksu
CTapsie M3BEYHLIE BLIHOWEHH M3 ropoaa BOH, Aa M MaHacTbhipe CTapeoe
M3BeUHbiE NepecTasBieHbl.

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 uTO BLHIHECWM uepKBu, Aa U rpobbl MEpPTBLIX, A3 Ha TOM MecTe

cap nocagmMTtn, a TO KAKOBa HeyecTb yumHeHa? Ot bora rpex, a oT
nopgen copom. 3gece npuexan KUAOBMH HOoBOKpeueHown, [LaHunom 30ByT,
@ HblHE XPUCTUMAHUH, 08 MHE CKas3biBanl 3a CTONOM BO BCe Noau:
noHapagunca, gen, ecMm m3 Keeea Kk MockBe, WMHO MU, L[eu, nouanu
wmnpoee naaTtu: ''Cvbaka, pgeun, To cA kyas Hapaaun? Khasb, aewm,
BENMKUI Ha MOCKBe uepkBuM M3 rpaga BCe BbiMeTan BOH.''?

The archbishop was not exactly a model diplomat, for he follows up this
rebuke with an instance that could scarcely have been pleasing to lvan |11,
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 TONKO rocypgapb Haub,CbiH TBOM KHA3b BENWKWM, TOro He obuiwet, a
TeX He KasHuT: MHO KaK eMy C CBoer 3eMnn Ta copomoTa cBecTu? AHO
®pA30OBEe NMO CBOEM Bepe KaKoBY KpenocTb fAepwaT. Ckaswesan mu nocon
yecapes Npo WNAaHCKOrO KOPOSMA, Kak OH CBOw ounmcTun 3emnwo! W as ¢
Tex peueli u cnucok k Tebe nocnan.3

Nor was Gennady likely to win support from the metropolitan with such

an appeal as this:

1. AED, p. 377.

2. AED, p. 377. He is here referring to lvan lll's rebuilding scheme on the
Kremlin territory bequn in 1472 (PSRL, vol. 25, p. 323).

3. AED, p. 378. The so-called'Peuu nocna uecapesa'have been found inonly one manu-

script, huz. 3271. The following phrase alone was probably sufficient to condemn the
rechz: ... XBana Toro WLNaHCKOro KOPONA fAoua No BCeM 3eMiIAM No NaTUHCKON Bepe.. .
(Sedel'nikov, 'Rasskaz 1490', p. 50).
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... Tonko we Tb, rocrnoAvH OTel Halb, Tex €pPeTUKOB HAKPEenko He
obbiews, Aa vMx He BenUWb Ka3HWUTKM A3 M NPOKNATWUIO NpefaTu: MHO yKe
Mbl Kakune-TO Bygem Bnagsiku? UTO M Nakbl Hawe NacTelpcTBO sopeTca?l

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 'nMtosckue okaHHbie pgena':

fa 4TObBL ecu, rocnoguHe, CbiHy CEDEMY BENIMKOMY KHA3I0 NOrosBopur

Hakpenko, 4Tobu u MeHe Benen 6oiru y ceba pa v y 1eba ... 3aHexe
3[eCb Kakue pena BefiMkue HW eCTb, a Toro gena bonuwu HeT; Konu CR
TO feno ynpaeuT, WMHO UM, 34eliHLM BENMKbIM [EfIOM YKpenneHue 6ygeT. ?

A short complaint is added almost as an afterthought:

Oa wanywce Tebe, cBoeMmy OTuy, Ha 3axapa Ha uepHbUa HAa
CTPUroNibHUKE .

- who, like the 'judaistically philosophizing' 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:
... @ NUwWeT B C304X rpamotax: 'mocnan, peu, ecmyu No BCEM FOPOAOM
Ha epeTuKa rpamcoTh'; WHO, rocnoguHe, BCe BeneHO Tepnevu, ONpouwm
epeTMKa, a A3 He epeTWK; HbiHEe MNakbl MoeMy cTapuy MoHe npucnan Ha
MeHe ¢ nanboiw c senukow,, UM A3 C TOe rpamMoTel cnucok Tebe, caoemy

rocnoauHy oTuy, aocnan, u To 6e3 MeHAa noxanosan obopoHun OT TOro
3axapa CTpUronbHMKa. S

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 3axapa ecmu nocenan TOro ANA: WAanoBanMCb MHE HA HEro UpbHUW:
nepectpurn mnx ot kHA3A Pegopa oT benbckoro, ga npuyacTuMa Tpu ropgsl
He paBan, a cam, Qen, He npuyawman xe ca.t

On being given the reason for this refusal, Zakhar apparently replied
that IN%NNE 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
1490, 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 6e3 is a misreading of 6u?

L. ibid., p. 380.
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that the monk was guilty of the heresy of the Strigol'niks and he exiled him;
however, thanks to the intercession of the grand prince Zakhar had been

enabled to escape to Moscow:

... A Beab TO O HeM HeXTO neyanoBan CA: a YeMy TOT CTPUrONbHUK
BeNUKOMY KHA3K? !

Our information on the Strigol'niki is very limited, but we can be
reasonably certain that the attack on simony was a crucial aspect of the
teachings of this late XIVth - early XVth century Novgorod and Pskov heresy.?
One of the six known tracts against the heresy criticises the attacks of
the Strigol'niki on the Orthodox church in these words:

Koet 6o uepkseu npuneamte? Hu ybo naTbHbCKaA UEPXBU ... Tako U CUA

Ke NOo Mb3Le cTaBneHme, TamMo M cuA BbiBaeT: NGUCTUHHE OTnpoaaeT
LepKBU Mana. S

The practice of simony had been condemned by the Russian Church
as early as 1274 at the Council of Vladimir," 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 HuHe Ha Mens nxy cwmsBaeT {w0T?7}, MoeMy o6bicKy Bepy He uMyT. A 1O
BeAb 4Yb€e nedanosaHbe? EpeTukom nu ObiNo obnuiraty Hawe
cBAaTUTENbCcTBO? ....A ce a3 cBATUTenb, ga ABa GospuHa BENUKOro
KHA3A, Aa MoW BOApWH, Oa ONPOUYb TOro HEeKOoNMkO faeTel DOoAPbCKbIX

BEMUKOrO e KHA3A, 0a K TOMY MryMmeHsl 03 CBAUWEHHUKbI: MHO TCMYy He
T
BEPAT, Oa MMMO Tex BCeX, Aa Ha MeHe COo nxep.>

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. AED, p. 23h.

L. 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.l 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 hishops Gennady's attack on the
grand prince's d'yak is far more direct:
A notomy uHO KypuuuH HauanHuMk Tem BCeM 3noaeem.?

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:

WHO eMy Kak MO meHe nocnaTu, a AOKONE epecb He AOKOHUAETCSH, a OT
3axapa MeHe He OBOpPOHAT.S3

decided to prove to his fcllow 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.* To this piece of blackmail Gennady added threats:

A Bnagviku Bu ecTe He chnewuwnn CTaBMTb, [OKONE epecu He UCKOpeHuTe.
A TONKO HbHE C Tex epeTvuex KOHUA He YUMHUTE, MHO TO YyXe
ABLCTBEHO BEpE HaWeWn ROoMNpaHue; a WMHOTO 4Yero YacTu 4YTO TONb A0NTro
epeTUKOM YNnpast! He YUMHAT?.... A Bawum apxuMaHapuThl, W WUTYMEHb, W
npotononsi, ¥ Nonel COBOPHLIE Cb EPETUKL CRYKWUIU: MHO BEARb MHOMY
OTAyUYEeHUEe, a UHOMY M3BEPKEHUE MUCAHO ...

A opHoBa BBCXOTAT cobopy 6ubiTu O Bepe, a Bbl Obl HG TO He APb3HYNU:
3aHExe M3NoWeHa HaM NpasocnaBHaa Bepa Ha nNpeeoMm cobope, Aa M Ha
BTOpoM O CBATem [lyce, Aa w npoumn cobopu BCu npbeoMy cobopy
nocnegosanu, a Ha cegMoM cobope 3anevaTnenu L0

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.

L ,

. ... OpUCRan .yA3b BEMNUKHLIN KO MHE rpaMoTy, a MWUTPONONUT Apyryio, O
NOCTaBNEHUN KOMNOMEHCKOIrO BRaAbikM ... a BEAAT MM OTNUCL AAaTW BE3BUMAHO ... n A3
He fgan Takow otnucu; (AED. p. 379) ... a QOKONe epecb He AOKOHYAETCA, A2 OT

3axapa MeHe He OGOPOHAT, W MHe oTnucu Hense aatu (AED, p. 381).

5. ibid., p. 381.
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examine the grounds for Gennady's doctrinal accusations against Zakhar and
the heretics.! 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 - 'Begaewb nu, uTo
rosopaT Ha Mockee?'? - than doctrinal.3

Gennady's fellow churchmen may have been ‘disturbed not only by the
procedures and reasoning behind his accusations, but also by the punishments
he demanded for the héretics. For after pointing out that the lconoclasts

anathematized for trying to alter the tenets of Orthodoxy

as defined by the Seven Oecumenical Councils, he goes on to say:

flkoxe unkoHOOOpbLLUEB NPOKNATUMID NPepawa, TAKOKe U HbiHe MKoHODOpLUU
NOABUMAMCHL: KOMM wWennAeT WKOHb, peweT, beauecTsyeT - WHO
NpoKknNATbe eMmy Toxe, a mobo u cyrybo nogobaeT mx npoknATH.

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.® But Gennady did not want
the new iconoclasts' to receive the same treatment as the iconoclasts of old:

A 1 Ka3Hb MM HE pOBHA Xe C CYUWWMM epeTUKbl: NoHewe OT epeTvKa
yenosek bepexeTcAa, a OT CuUX 2DeTUKOB Kak ca yEepeuu? A orHu cs
30BYT XpUCTWaHe, Oa UEeNnoOBEKY Pa3yMHOMY = M OHM CA He ABAT, a
rA¥YNOro - v OHW Chbenu: TOro AnA UM Ka3Hb BABOe Hapobe, ga u
npoknATee. A O Bepe He BENEHO NpUIoKUTHU unm ynoxuTtn ... fa euwe
noav y Hac nNpocThle, He yMenT No OObIUHLIM KHWUIaM roOBOPUTM: Taku Ol
O BeEpe HUKAKUX peyer C HUMKU He naoavnu; TOKMO TOro ANA YUMHUTWK
cobop, UTO MX Kas3HUTU - weuu pa sewatm!®

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. |t may well be that he found

himself accused of treaking not only canon law on simony (for this was, indeed,
given as one reason for his dismissal in 1504; PSRL, vol. 6, p. 36), but also
canon law ori 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 bistop 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
yucstions were entirely .on religious matters (Kazakova, la "o sa/p»// o0
p. N86 ct scq.).

L. AED, p. 381,

5. See above, p. 61.

6. AED, p. 381.

3
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exhortation to the bishops to eradicate the heresy of the 'new iconoclasts'!

Gennady closes this, his last known letter on the subject of the Judaizers.?
His letters to Zosima and the bishops were written after the 26th

September 1490.3 On the 17th October of the same year the Council made its

decision on the matter of the heresy," publishing its findings in an Edict>

(Prigovor) anu an Instruction® (Pouchenie) issued in the name of Metropolitan

Zosima anrnd the Clouncil.

The Edist and the Imstruction give an identical list of those accused:
3axapbio uepHbua, [aspuna,npoTonona Hosoropoackoro, nona feHuca,

nona Makcuma, nona Bacunba, Makapa auawkoHa, [puwaw grnaka, Bacwka
absaka, Camyxy AvaKka M MX CHBETHMKOB €PECTHLIX W €AMHOMBLICNIEHMKOB ...

7
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
sc 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

tried and condemned:

Edict Instruction

3Nyl Bally OKaHHyl ¥ MPOKNATYKW epecb, ... 30BYyWeCA CBAWEHHWUW, A3 KpsioWecA OT
uUTo ecte uuHunm B Bennkom Hoseropope nwaen TamHO, fa NUWYT M YUYATCA U peEpPwaT

3Nan U NPOKNATaA aena HenopobHasa: KHUMB OTMETHHa, M noxeanawT B cebe
MHO3M OT Bac pyranucs obpasy oTpeueHHbn BeTtxui 3akoH, n Bepy
Xpuctosy u [lpeuncteie 0bpa3sy, KUAOBCKYIO XBaNAT, M MOHOWAACH peuMu,
HanMMCaHbiIM Ha MKOHAX, a MHMKM OT Bac rnaroswwe xyny Ha locnoga Hawero Xpucta
pyranuce Kpecty XpucToBY, @ WHUHM OT CuHa Bbowxma u Ha Ero MNpeuncrtyw

BaC Ha MHOMMa CBATHLIA MKOHbI XYNHbIE Boromatept, Aa ® CBATLHIM MKOHaM He

peun rparonanv, a MHMM OT BaC CBATHLIA KMAHAKTCA, @ 30BYT WKOHb MAOSEL; &

MKOHbLI WENNANMM 1 OFHeM Cxuranu, a BENUKLIX CBATUTENnen pycckux [leTtpa u

MHUW OT BaC KpecT cumnonoeH 3ybul Anekcna wn Jleontua u Ceprua uyporsopues
McKycanm, a WMHUM OT BaC CBATHMM U MHBIX CBATHIX NpenofobHuinx OTeub MHOruIX

1. AED, p. 382.

2. For a discussion of the authorship of Poslanie neizvestnomu ascribed to
Gennady by Lur'e (4ED, pp.390-391), see below, Ch. 1I1, p.85-6.
3. PSRL, vol. 25, p. 33%1.
L. ibid., pp.331-2.
5. AED, pp.382-4.
6. ibid., pp.384-6.

7. ibid., pp.383, 385.
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MKOHaMU 1 KpecTul O 3eMm bunu U YyKapaxy peuMn XYJHbiMU, uX NOHOWAaKWT W HE
FPA3b Ha HUX MeTanu, 38 MHUU OT BacC uTAT.?

CBATHIA WKOHL B nfOxaHw MeTanu,

A3 WHOro noOpyraHWMA ecTe MHOro

YMHUNKU  Hap cBATbIMM  OoB6passl
HAaNUCaHHBIX Ha MWKOHaX.

A wHnn OT Bac Ha camoro [ocnoga
Hawero Wmncyca Xpucta CuiHa BoxbAa mn Ha
Npeunctyw Ero boromaTtepes MHOrMa xynn
napeknm, a uHMM oT Bac locnoga Hawero
Xpucta CuiHOM boxuum He 3Banun, a wWHWU
OT BAaC HAa BENUKUX CBRTUTENEN M
YIOGOTBOPUEBE O3 WM H3 MHOTUX
npenofobHbIX OTelub XYNHbie peun
M3Nocunu, a MHUKM OT BaAC BCIO CeaMb
cobopoB CBATHX OTE€Ub NOXynuwa, a

WHUM OT BaC BO BCA rOBEHMa enunm MACO
M Cbipbl M AMNAG U MNEKO, WU MeX OBEeHUSA
B cpeAy W B MATHUUI TaKOXb €nn MACO
M Cop U AMUA KU Mnexko. A Bcu ecTte

unu cyboTy naye BbCKpeceHua XpucTtosa.
A MHUM OT Bac BbBCKPECEHLI XPUCTOBY #
ero CBATOMY Bb3HECEHbLI0 HE BepywT.

MHO BCE TO UMHUNM ecTe no obbiuaw
KUOOBCKOMY . . . 1

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:

... W rocrnoguH MoM ... KHA3b Benukeit MBaH Bacunbeswu Bces Pycn u C
apXUEenuCKONOM, W C BCEMU EenucKoNb, A3 U CO B8CeM CBAweHuM cobopom,
M C MHOTbIMKM CBOUMKU OOAPL U AbAKbL, BLHCAYWaB FPaMoOT [a M CNJCKOB
Fenapmna apxuenmckona Hosoropogckaro, Aa O Bawmx 3MbiX €pPeCcTHbIX
pgenex cnpawmsanu ecMA Bac, 3 Bol CA nepej Hamu 3anpenu, a Ha
leHagua apxuvenucKkona MHOrua ecTe Xynsl Fosepufv. A uTO nepep Hamu
B cobope 3fjewHwe nogv ... CBUAETENbCTBOBAMM Ha Bac Ha nuue O BaweMm
6e3UnHUM 1M O nopyraHum m O XyNne Ha CBATHIA WKOHLI, @ Bbl TOro BCero
nosanpenuca ecTe, MHO TO ecTe cyuwun NPENecTHMUM 1 OTCTynHMUW BED.I
Xpuctoss ...S3

The accused men, as we can see, again resolutely refused to admit to
the heresies ascribed to them® 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?),
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. AED, p. 23h.
L. RIB, vol. VI, col. 86-87.
5. AED, p. 380.



66

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.! That cases of descration of
icons and of the cross did occur in Novgorcd cannot be doubted (they were
condemned already by the Council of 1488), but the only man actually named as
committing such acts in Novgorod in Gennady'c known letters, the subdeacon
Alekseyko, is not listed among those tried by the Council of 1490. On the
other hand the_Councilfs 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 adesecrator of the cross, this time in Moscow, was the
priest Denis. He is not only listed among the accused at the Council of
1490, but is given speciai mention in the Instruction. It is interesting to

compare the reports on Denis in Gennady's letter to Zosima and in the

Instruction:
fennc non - ToT B Apxarrene cnywun, ... TY B xpame obpeteca non JeHuc
82 Ha AnTypruv, aeu, 3a NpeCcTOSOM HOBOropogeub, CTOAWE B pPU3ax, XOTA

nnscan, fa v KpecTy CA Hapyran ...S3 cnysmtu. MW pewa eMy oT BCex enuCKOMOB
CfOBO MOHOCHO, PpKywu emy: 'Uswigu,
yenoseue, W30 ONTapA, HEQOCTOUH €Cu
coBopHE CAYKUTU C CBATHIMWU ENUCKOMDI:
npywnu Ha sac peuyn peur HepobGpoul ewe npu
FepoHTun MuTpononute scea Pycu, a u e
Ha opHoro Tebe, fa M CNUCKKW Aen Bawmx wu
rpamoTet OT leHagua ... npuunu Ha sac.'Y

Gennady wrote about Denis ¥or 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 Ediet and Instruction.

2. AED, p. 313.

3. See above, p. 57.

4. AED, p. 384 (the italics aremine.)
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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:

(3axapwve) Npectynaewn 3akoH BOxMIt ¥ He BENUUM CA KMAGHATU MKOHaM
ceaTeM?' OH we oTeBewas mapeue xyny Ha locnopga Hawero Wucyca XpwcTta
M Ha Ero Mpeunctyiw boromaTteps ... [letpa n Anekcua un JjleoHTHa
YIAOTBOPUEB, M ... MHOIUX CBATHIX NpenogobHbix OTeub ... BCHO CELMb
cobopoB CBATHX OTeub 1
It is unlikely that the Instruction is here quoting Zakhar's own responsc:
this is not an answer to a question, but a deduction from an answer.?

The accusation that heretics wrote and used heretical books and the
uncanonical books of the 0ld Testament does find some support in Gennady's
letters.3 But in the case of the two remaining discipiinary malpractices
listed by the Edzet and the Imstruction 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 fastis" 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 urlikely 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. A4ED, p. 385. Zakhar's views, as reported here, are ascribed to all those
condemned by the Council (see above, p. 64).

2. Since kAula 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, zdeduced accusation could be that his attitude
towards the act of Communion implied blasphemy against Christ, hence also against 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 0ld 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 (4ED,

p. 320). .
L. The nearest to this is Gennady's claim 'W nonw ux 3asTpokas v nus pgo obepa,

o6eario cnywxat' (see above, p. 52)
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accusation, an identifying characteristic of 'judaizing' heretics.!

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 rri_.tual 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 disciplirary cffences 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 EdZct and the
Instruction.?

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:

3Nyl0 Bawy OKA3HHYK YW MPOKNATYI0 €pecb, UTO eCTe UnHunM B Benmnkom
Hoseropoge 3nas u nNpoknaTas gena HenogobHas ...S3

stressing, as in 1488, that the heresy was a Novgorod matter.

While willing to endorse Gennady'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:

Ba Bbicnywas CnNuCkh, Aa M FpaMOTbl, A3 U MOCKOBbLCKMX MiOAEH, fAa U
CBaWEHHMKOB cBaeTer CTBa Ha TEX €PecHUMKOB, U BefieN KHA3b BEenNUKW
CBOeMy OTuil 3oCuMe MUTPOMNOMUTY BB3PETU B CBATHLIA NpaBuna O Ux
epecex, UTO O HuX Nuuer.

M rocnopuH 3ocvma, mutpononnt sces Pycu c Bcem GoxecTseHbiM cobopom
Bb3puvN B nNpasBuna CBATHX OTeub: U bowecTBeHaa npaBuna TakKoOBbIX

1. Whereas all other accusations in the Edict are prefaced by 'some of you',
'others', or 'many of you', observation of Saturday as holy day is ascribed
to 'all of you'.

2. See above, pp.64-65.

3. AED, p. 383.
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€peTHMKOB NOBENneBalT M3 CaHy u3Bpewn U OT UEPKBU OTIyuuTu U
NPOKNATLO NpepaTH, a UAPCKaA NpaBuna v rpaacCKbii 3aKOH nosenesBawT
TAKOBbIX €PECHUKOB Ka3HWUTW M B 3aTOUEHME NOCNATU U KOHEUHEN Myue
MOBUHHKW CyTb. [ocnoamH we 3ocuma MuTponomuT Bcea Pycm u co BCeM
BowecTeeHbM U CBAWeHLM COBOPOM MO MNpPaBuioM CBATHX AMOCTON U CBATHIX
OoTeub Tex E€pPEeCHMKOB... M3 caHa m3Beprowa W OT cBRThHA boxua Uepksu
oTnyuMwa. !

The Council's members, it seems, felt rthat the case against the
heretics who appeared before them was insufficiently grave
to merit a reiteration of the anathema already imposed in 1488.2

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 decrees that such heretics should be
punished and imprisoned and have deserved the capital penalty.' In order to
see what civil law penalties were imposed by the grand prince we must
examine the chronicle accounts of the Council of 1490.

There are four different versions of these. In the first the
announcement of the election of Zosima as metropolitan under the year 1497
is accompanied by the following account:

Toe we oceHun okTaGpA B 17 noBeneHuem BenuMKoro KHA3A lBaHa
Bacunbesuua Bces Pycu apxumenuckon TuxoH POCTOBCKbIWM, enuckon

HupoHT Cysganbckem, CemmoH PazaHbeke, Bacuan TeepbCikuin, [poxop
Capbckeiv, OGunodeun MepMcKem, apxuMargpuTt, UryMmeHu n BeCb CBAWEHbIM
cobop Pycckuia MuTpononus cobGoposawa Ha 3axapua uepHbua U Ha
Hosropoackoro npoTtonona [aepuna u Ha [JeoHucua nona Apxarrensckaro
M Ha Makcuma nona UoaHoBDBCKOro MHa Bacunba nona [OKpoB®CKaro M Ha
Makapa gbAkoHa Hukonsckoro u Ha pugw Absaka bopucornebvckoro nHa
Bacwoka 38TA [eHucbeBa u Ha Camyxy AbAka Hukonsbckoro. W mutpononuTt
3ocmma U cobop 0b6bICKGB MX epecut NO APXUENUCKOMNOBLIM MO
MeHaabeBbIM MOOMMHHLIM CMUCKOM, ewe npuchinan K [epoHTui MUTpORONUTY,
M OT CBATHIA UEPKBU OTNyUYUWa, 1 B 3aTOoUeHbe WUX pasocnama.3

This version appears in the official contemporary (Moscow = 1. -y \are \5thc))

chronicle compilation,* and in many derivative versions.

1. AED, p. 385.

2. Lur'e (4ED, 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' 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. IB, p. 139.

3. PSRL, vol. 25, pp.331-2.

L, Shakhmatoy, Obozrente, 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 Scrsky and Paisy
Yaroslavov to the list as given in the first version). |t goes on to

list the accusations raised against the heretics:

<o+ XOTAWMX PA3BPATMTU UMCTYID U HENOPOUHYI NPaABOCNABHYI BELy exe
B XpucTta bora Hawero, 8 Tpouus cnaswmaro, v nory6utu Xpuctoso
crvapo ... Inaronouum we muMm npo locnopa Hawero Wucyca Coira Sowma:
'kako MoxeT bor Ha 3eMni CHWTU U OT [leBnl pPOAMTUCA AKO UYenoBeK?

HO HWM eCcTb Tako; AkO npopok He nopobeH Moucew, a He paBeH bory
Otuy'; m He BepoBaxy exe oT npeuucThia [JesbiAa boropoguua poxaecTsy
€A, HW BbBCKpeceHuw Ero, HU Ha MkKoHax HanvcaroMmy obpasy no
JyenoseubcTBy locnopa Hawero Umcyca Xpucta CoHa Bowuma He
noknaHaxyca, Hu [lpeunctoia obpasy, HW CBATLIM €ro YroasHWKOM, HO
XyfnfAwe u pyrawnweca rnaronaxy: 'To cyTb Aena pyK uenioBeYbCKbIX,

YCTa UMYTb # He rnaronwTb M npouee, nogobHu uM ga OyayT TBOpPAWeEH M
BCU Hapewwenca Ha HA'; M Takoxe u BowecTBenyo cnyxby HernoaobHo
CbBpLanwe RAwWe v NUBWE, U Teso XPMUMCTOBO HLBOUTOKE BMEHAWIUE AKO
npocTt xneb m KpoBb XPUCTOBY RKO MPOCTO BMHO, W WHLBIE €PECHM MHOT b
TBOpsuwe NpoTuBHO npasunom CeaTeix Anocton m CaaTeix OTeub, HO Gonuun
BeTxaro 3akoHa gepwaxyca, no Wypelcku dacxy npasgHosaxy, B cpeay M
NATOK MACO U MNEKO AQAXY M uHble gena HenogobHula epeTuueckasn
TBOPAXY, MXKE He MOWHO M NUcaHwio npeaaTtv ... U Ha cuvbope ... Tex
CBOUX epecen CKBEepHbIX gen 3anpewaca v Orila AKO BO MCTYNJIeHUM yMma.

The verdict of the Council is here expanded:

BnarosepHbiti e 1 XpUCTONBOUBLIMN UCTUHHLIM NpaBocnaerio NobOpHUK ...
KHA3b Benukbit MBan BacunbeBuub, rocygpapb Bcea Pycw camopgepxely, co
oTuem csBouM M3ocuMow ... ODbICKAGB WX CKBEPHLIA epecu o
apxuenuckonoBsim [ eHagneBsiM NOANUHHUKOM W D MOCKOBCKbIM
CBUAETENCTBOM, TeX epeTUKOB ... OThNyuYumwa, M U3 CaHy u3Beprowa u
NPOKNATWMIO Npefawa, v B 3aTOoueHMe NOoCcnawa uUx, a YUCTYID ¥ HEROPOUHYK
NPaBoOCNaBHYI KPECTHMAHbCKYK Bepy ACHe yTBepiuuwa .

The third version of the 1490 Council, found only in the Novgorod Iind
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:

Ceu y6o EHapeu apxuenuckon neto 6999 epeTukos mabicka M obnuuu B
Benukom Hoseropose w# nosenexHuem BeNUKOro KHA3A MBaHa Bacunbesuua
Bcea Pycu u no ONarocrioBeHuio NpecBrAleHaro MutpononnTta 30CMMb
FeHapgeu Bnagbika OfHMX Benen weuu Ha [yxXxOBCKOM none, WHbIX TOProsbie
Ka3HW npefanu, a MHLIX B 3aTouyeHue nocna, a wuHboe B JiuTBy 3b6exanu, a
uHbie 8 Hemusi.?

~

. O . .
The fourth account is found in the Stepennaya Kniga and in the Nikon
4
chronicle (Shumilov 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.cit.,n.d)
g. ibid., vol. 21, p. S6Z

ibid., vol., 12, p. 22
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since it is not based directly on sources connected with the Council of 1490,
but on a much later source, Joseph's Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya eresi,l and
merges information about the Councils of 1490 and 1504.

The first version of the chronicle account adds little to our
information about the Council except confirmation, from an 'offical’' source,
that the heretics were not anathematized by the Council in Moscow. Neither
were they given the severest civil law punishment; imprisonment was evidertly
considered sufficient.

The secopd version of the account is contained in a Novgorod chronicie
probably written at Gennady's court.? It expands the iist 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 pravila to which Genrady 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 ditference between the
evidence of the Novgorod IVth chronicle and other contemporary sources on the
heresy." Gennady's letters written before the Moscow Council of 1490
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. 11}, pp.132-3.

2. AED, p. 117; IB, p. 140, n. 216.

3. See above, p. 26 et seq.

L, Lur'e suggests that the conciseness of the 'official' 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. (IB, p. 140, n. 216). But there
is nothing unusual about the 'official' entry for 1490 (cf. chronicle

accounts of the 1504 Council against heretics, equally concise). What is
unusual is the detailed entry in the Novgorod IVth chronicle.



condemned, all 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 archiepiscopal 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 1490.

The Novgorod IVth chronicle is not‘the only source to mention
anathematization of the heretics in 1490. The'Skazarnie o erest naugorodstey
kak sluchisya o ney urazumeti'l! tells us how Gennady discovered in Novgorod:

epeTukn, Mecanu{aH}ckas MyapbCcTBYOUWME A3 U XMAOBCKYK e€pech
Oe pxawumx

who escaped from him to Moscow, where:
MuTpononut 3ocuma BceAa Pycu, c noeeneHueMm rocyaapa ... BefMKaro
KHA3A MBaHa BacunbeBuua Bcea Pycu cosakynu cabop ... M ux cady
M3Beprowe W NPOKNATUI WX npegawe ... Nocnawe kK [eHaguio
apxuenuckon 8 Hosropaa, ga {MlMaTe BnacTb KasHWTu UX u B
3atouyenue nocnatu. A 3 3axapa uepHbUa COfpawe NMAaThe 4epHedcKoe
W nocnawe v B 3aToueHuwe Bnagsiue HudoHTy cysganscxkomy, a [fenuca
nona notaunwa 8 I'anvuué u Tamo 6ecam obnagaH 6bICTL, 3Nne u3Bepxe
CKBepHaBaw CBOK AyWO.
Though the Skazanie o eresi naugorodstey is found in a relatively late
MS. it was probably written soon after the Council of 1490.2 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 |ind
chronicle" on the fate of several of the heretics after their trial in
Moscow. It appears that, as in 1488, 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 |ind

1. RIB, vol. 6, No. 116, col. 787-8, n.2. This ‘'skazanie' 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.

L. The Novgorod !ind 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! on Dukhovskoye pole,? but also from two XVIth century MSS. of the
Synodicon, which contain the following anathema:

HoBosBuBwMUCA epeTuyn HOBOropoauun u rnaroswwun xyny Ha locnopna
Hawero WUucyca Xpucta u npeuymnctyw Ero matepp v Ha CBATUM
yipgoTBopum: 3axap uepHey, Coderickun npotonca Faspuno
HoBropogckui, non feHuc ApxaHrensckui, non Makcwum MeBaHoBCkui, ron
Bacune Mokposckuit, Makap anaxk Hukonsckon, [puas aunak
bopucornebekoit, Bacwk nonos, 3aATb feHucos, Camyxa puak
Hukonbckon, NeBawxko MakcumoB cbiH nonoB M ¢ mx nobopHukn pa BGypy~v
npoknatu. W Bcu epetuun pga byayT nporcnm'm.’3

It has been suggested that this anathema was pronounced by the Moscow
Council of 1490.% Muscovite evidence on the Council makes this unlikely, as
does the list of heretics named in the anathema, which includes lvashko
Maksimov (presumably the son of priest Maksim Ivanovsky), not named in any
other source connected with the Moscow Council of 14906.° This anathema may
have been entered in the Synodiki after the Moscow Couucil 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'® and is found
in the Synodiki of the Novgorod and Vologda-Perm'’ eparchies it is probable
that this anathema was pronounced by a Council convened by Gennady in
Novgorod soon after October 1490.

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 descriptionsof this execution in the Prosvetitel'. This late, and in
our view fanciful, 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' were burned in a cage,
presumably for treason (Fennell, Ivan the Great, pp. 146-7) 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 Sofiyskaya storona.

3. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 215. The older of the two MSS. is dated
1534-6.

L. ibid., p. 217.

5. He was condemned for heresy by the Moscow Council of 1504. See below,
Cho 111, p. 79.

6. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 215.

7. ibid., pp. 215, 218.
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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'! or against the wishes of Metropolitan Zosima.?
None of the sources connected with the Council of 1490, 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 lInd chronicle clearly
states, on orders from Moscow.

This is not to say that lvan Ill 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 1488, he was required to convene a local Council there and in November
1490 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': uTo ecTe uUMHUNM B BENUKOM
Hoeeropope: this heresy it condemned, but no more. Whether Gennady was
1. AED, p. 131; IB, p. 140; RD, pp.201-2.

2, cf. IB, pp.150-1.
3. PSRL, vol. L, p. 159.
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satisfied with this decision we do not know, but after 1490 references to any

'judaistically philosophizing' 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 institutions consecrated to this saint are known to have existed
in XVth century Novgorcd - the Monastery of St. Licholas; the Church
of St. Nicholas Bely, in the PRokrov Monastery; and the St.
Nicholas Cathedral in Yaroslavovo dvorishche.

L. Archpriest Aleksey: little is known except his rank; by 1490 he was no
longer alive.

5. Priest Gavrila: Gennady probably learnt of his presence in Moscow from
Samsonko in 1488. Described as Priest Gavrila or 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 cobtained from Samsonko in 1488. 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 'Na 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 'na Myachine'.

1. See below, Ch. |1, passim.



10.

11.

12.

13.
1h.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Ivashko Maksimov: son of priest Maksim. First mentioned in the
Novgorod anathema.

Priest Vasily: first mentioned intheverdict of 1490. Priest of the
Pokrov Church, Zverin Monastery.

Deacon Makary: first mentioned in the verdict of 1490. Deacon of a
Church of St. Nicholas.

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 $S. Boris
and Gleb.

D'yak from Oyat': name unknown. Nephew of above-named Gridya. Fate
unknown.

Priest from Oyat': name unknown, fate unknown.

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.

D'yak Vasyuk: condemned, 1490.

Pod'yachiy Alekseyko: desecrated icons, 1490. No further information.
Monk Zakhar: condemned, 1490. Monk of the Assumntion Monastery at
Nemchinovo, in the Novgorod diocese.

D'yak Istoma: in Moscow in 1488. Information about him obtained from

Samsonko.

D’yak Sverchok: in Moscow in 1488. Information about him obtained from

Samsonko.
Ivan (lvashko) Cherny: information about him obtained probably in 1488.
Gennady reported in 1490 that he escaped in company with Zubov, but
does not state where.

Zubov.

Fedor Kuritsyn.
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As we can see from this list, 'heresy of the Novgorod priests'! is the
most appropriate description for the heresy condemned in 1490. All the
Novgorodians named here were members of the clergy: nine priests, one deacon,
four d'yaki, one pod'yachy? and one monk.

How accurate, on the basis of sources written before and during the
year 1490,3 was the 'judaizing' label attached to the beliefs of these ien?
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 1490, anti-trinitarianism and iconoclasm,
were characteristic of the beliefs of the 'Novgorod priests', as has been
generally accepted by modern historians.™

Gennady was appointed to the Novgorod archbishopric with a specific
brief from Ivan Ill: to watch for and report any signs of departure from
orthodoxy, whether political or religieus. 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 Antichristi. It was not
difficult to find such signs in the Novgorod see, where, as his early letters
show, discip]inary malpractices 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 Pokroyv and Zverin Monasteries. This may explain
Gennady's choice of Dukhovskoe pole as the execution ground in 1490 (see
above, p. 73)

3. Llur'e includes the Pos lanie tikonopistsu and the three 'discourses'
on the worship of icons appended to it among the sources written before the
Council of 1490. In our view these could not have been written by

losif of Volokolamsk before 1503 (see below, Ch. 1, pp. 89-90)

h. AED, pp.120-3; I3, pp.158-60; Begunov, 'Sobornye prigovory', p. 211;
Smirnov, 'Tserkov' | obrazovanie', 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 'litovskie okannye dela', each time carefully

altering his evidence to support his case. Most of his accusations and

deductions were incorporated in the verdicus of the Moscow and Novgorod
Councils of 1490 and applied to all the heretics condemned by them. Among

these was Zakhar, who found himself on trial because cf his opposition to
simony; there is little proof that the other heretics condemned in 1490 were
any more guilty of propounding the heretical doctrines attributed to them
than was Zakhar. But tefcre.we drawany 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 : 1490-1504

If we accept the evidence of those sources closest to the Council
of 1490, it follows that Gennady's opinions regarding the treatment proper
to the 'judaistically philosophizing' 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 fate % the Moscow Council's
unwillingness to anathematize the Novgorod heretics or to condemn them to
death was indeed proof that Novgorod and Moscow were 'not one Orthodoxy'2
Only in 1504, ten years after the removal of Zosima from office and a
year after the arrest and imprisonment of Gennady himself, did the grand

prince lvan Vasil'evich, together with his son and heir Vasily, convene a

Council which:

obuickalla epeTMKoB ... M COXrowa B KneTke guaka Bonka Kypuuuna, pa
Muto KoHonneea, pa Meawka MakcumoBa, pexkabpa 27, a Hekpacy
Pykasosy noBenewa f3bka ype3atm u B HoBeropoae 8 Benvkom coxrowa
ero ... apxumanHaputa Kacmana Opbesckoro coxiowa, ga 6parta ero
UBawxka Camouepnoro, ga [pupgw Keawniwo, ga Mutio llycrocenoBa, Y uHbLIX
epeTMKOB COXIrowa, a MHBIX B 3aTOueHMe pasocnaita, a MHsIX MO
MOHacmpeM.3

The argument concerning the relationship between the persons condemned
in 1504 and the Novgorod heretics who 'philosophized judaistically' is one
of the most contentious in the historiography of the heresy. The distinc-
tion drawn between the so-called Moscow and Novgored groups of heretics is
most commonly a social one. Thus, Smirnov and Klibanov4 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
RIB, vol.6, No.116; AED, p.520
AED, p.317

PSRL, vol.6, p.24k
. Smirnov, N. A, 'Tserkov'iobrazovanie', pp.80-83; RD, pp.204-5

W —
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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,l the outlook
of the Moscow group was characterized by a 'criticism of the Christian
post-evangelical tradition',2 and especially of monasticism.3 But even so,
the Moscow heresy is regarded by Lur'e as a continuation of the Novgorod
heretical movement.

Zimin,4 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. St8kl is even more categorical: 'The
distinction between the Moscow and Novgorod heresies is so clear that one
can speak of two different heresies with different origins'.5 And in two
recent studies of the work of Fedor Kuritsyne(whom CGennady described as a
nachal 'nitk of the Moscow heretics7), 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 brcught to Russia from the West.

These differences of opinion as to the nature of the heresies in Novgorcd
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 tsarskaya pravila i gradsky zakon, as

quoted and disregarded by Zosima's Instruction.

1. AED, pp.122-6 ,169-203; IB, pp.178-81

2. IB, p.178

3. cf. Fennell, Ivan the Great, p.332

L. Zimin, 'Sobornye prigovory', pp.221-4

5. Stikl,'Das Echo von Renaissance und Reformation im Moskauer Russland',
p.418

6. Haney,'The Laodicean Epistle', p.841; von Lilienfeld, 'Uber einige Zige',p.b

g. AED, p.381

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 ISOMZ are uninformative
on the beliefs of the heretics and we possess no documents, such as the Edict
and Instruction of 1490, giving any account of the accusations raised at the
later Council. Whatever the shortcomings of Gennady's corresponderce 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 *he continuing campaign
against the Judaizers is hard to find in sources oricinating in the decade

. L 2 * .
after 1490. Metropolitan Zosima's Index” (1490-94) contains several caution-
ary references to heresy and heretical writing:

.. CYTb & M MYUYEHWUYECKAR CMOBECAa KPWBO CKAAEHA ... SIOKHbLIA
NMCaHWA y NONOB NO MONUTBEHUKOM ... epeTuut Gbinv MckKasans
npepaHMsa anoCcTONbCKA W yueHuAa oTueckaa, Homu CoSop obbickas
OKYCHN M M3uucTua ...9
... @ exe Ge3yMHUM NONL MEUYATANM C HAPOAOM ABEPU LAPCKUE B Beuep
cy6oTb Benukua, ywxe nosge cyuwe, nogobacAa wxuiom, cero He nopjobaeT
TBOPUTH

It is clear that the errors menticned here had been 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 boocks
and practices, would seem to be a particularly suitatle 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' was a crucial aspect of the
. . 5 . .
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. 792-4

3. ibid., col.792

k., ibid., col.794

5

. Zhmakin, Mi{tropolit 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 1492,

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 worid,l and by the time the Metropolitan Zosima requested him to pro-
vide new Paschal tables (sometime between 1490 and lh922), Gennady had in
fact been working on the problem for several years.

However, on 27th November, 1492, at the arnual Council of the Church,
it was not Gennady's but Zosima's own Paschal tables that were adopted
together with his Izveshchenie o paskhalii and sent out to all the eparchies.3
And since Zosima became the target of some of the most virulent attacks in
fosif's writings and was himself accused of denying the possibility of the
Second Coming and of life after death,4his Izveshclienie 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 lvan III? in which Ivan is' likened to
the Emperor Constantine of Constantinople, the New Rome, and to Grand Prince
Viadimir. The aim of this comparison is not, however, to glorify Muscovy,
or the Grand Prince in his capacity as secular ruler,6 but to stress his role
as protector of the Faith, through whom God

BEPY NpaBocnasHyw, exe B XpucTa bora, yrteBepau, epbTUUBCTBYOWMX Xe
Ha NpaBOCNaBHYW Bepy APUCTOBY OTrHa, AKO BONKbl.”

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:
TpyRonio61Bo NoTWasBCA HanNMCaTW NAacXanuio Ha OCMYK ThiCAWY NeT, B Hewu
Ke UYaem BCemMpHaro npuwecTsua Xpuctosa®
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
L, AED, p.473, see below, p.99
5. RIB, vol.6, No.118, cols. 797-9
6. IB, p.379
7. RIB, vol.6, No.118, col. 799
8. ibid., col. 800
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are altered to:
NnoHexe 4YaeM BCEMUPHATroO npuuecTBuA XpUCTOBa Ha BCAKO apemnl

Lur'e suggests (and he stresses that this can be no more than a hypothesis)
that in his ideas Zosima was close to the western chiliasts.2 On the basis
of available evidence this is not easy to prove or disprove; what is clear
is that Zosima is here being no more heretical than was Dmitry Trakhaniotesg
in his pursuit of the sedmorichnoe chislo 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
to the heretical ideas attributed to him by losif of Voloko]amsk.4

In our view, neither the two passages quoted above, nor Zosima's invoca-

tion:

YnoBaHue umes BbB3NOXM Ha [ocnopa bora mu Ha npeuncrtyio Ero
boromaTtepb U ... MOonUTBaAMU CBATHIX OTel cegsmaro cwbopa ... u
MKEe B CBATHIX OTel Hawux HOBLIX 4IOAOTBOPEL NPeCBAUEHDBHbIX
MuTpononuT Bcea Pycu, [letpa uv Anekcus, u npenopobHaro oTtua
Ceprusa

permit us to deduce evidence of heresy in the Izveshchenie o paskhalii.
Nevertheless, there is little ccubt that this work, and especially its closing
sentence:

M auwe rae obpAwyTCA MHBIA CMOMbl ... CMM XE€ HEeCbHrlacHsl U pPa3BpPaTHHI,
na obpaTAaTCcA M He NpUMeMnuTCA, M OT CBATHIA CHOOPHBIA M anoCTONLCKUA
LepKBe OTNYyUYaTCA TakKoBaa MyApbCTBYLOWUE

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
only Zosima's but also his own redaction of the Paschal tables.7

RIB , col. 800

IB, p.380 et seq.

See above, ch.ll, p.36

See below, p. 99

RIB, vol.6, No.118, cols. 799-800
ibid., No.118, cols. 801-2

. ibid., No.119, col. 803

SNOYUT W N —
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Gennady was perturbed because Zosima's tables gave calculations for
twenty years only:

... erga usonget 1a 20 net a bor 6naroBonuT euwe MUpy CTOATHU
«.+ W MOHEXE BEeK CeaMEepUUYHbBIM YUCNOM UCUMTAEM €CTb M Mbl TOro
pagu nocTasunu Tako Ha 70 nert..

Although the archbishop announced that he was circulating both versions
of the Paschal tables, he left no doubt e¢s to which of them he considered more
correct, for he ordered that his version be copied by all priests and all
Christians:

... fNabbl UM O TOM MATEXa He 6bino0. 2

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
has no end'.3 Then after giving instructions for the use of his Paschal
tables, Gennady continues with an admonition against doubts, such as those
created by uncertainty cver the date of the Second Coming:

... NOHEXe cegMb THICAWHOE BPEMA Npemge ... a Heuu MHewa AKO
CKOHUaBaeMe CeaMOM ThICAWNM BbITU CKOHUYaHUE MWUPY ... UHO O TOM
MonBa bGwna B noaex He TOKMO MPOCTHIX HO M B MPEeMMyWMX O CeM
MHOTUM CYMHeH4A BbicTb ... Cve ycTaBneHo KOMOBPAaTHO @ KoHUA He
MMaT TOro paguM 4YTO CKOHuUaHue Mupy bypet Ge3eecTHO

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:

. RIB, vol.6, No.119, col. 803-4
. ibid., col. 805

]

2

3. ibid., col. 806
4. ibid., col. 810
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. HO U QapucencrteywT, BpaTbio yKapawwe (cve xe oHoro snetiwm
ecTb), HO M Ha Bora xynow Boopysawwecs.

The danger of ahidovskaa mudr'stvuyushchie was replaced by the danger from
those who criticise their brethren.

There is another Introduction to the Paschal tables of the late XVth
century which also omits any mention of the Judaizers - a short piece in
a Lenin Library MS., BIL, Muz. 327].2 This, too, may possibiy have been the
work of Gennady,3 but its style (and humility) make such authorship un]ikely.4
The same MS. contains a further work written after 1492 and concerned with
the problem of the 7th millenium5 - an anonymous fragment described by Sedel.
nikov as a 'special redaction of the corresponding passage from Gennady's
letters to Prokhor and Ioasaf‘.6 Lur'e considers that this redaction is
Gennady's, but the argumentation and fondness for opprobrious epithets
suggest that the Poslanie neizvestnomu, as the fragment is called, is by
another hand.

The very first paragraph of the fragment so contradicts Gennady's words

that it couldalmost be an attack on the archbishop himself:

NocnaHune HenssecTHOMY Nocnavune Hoacady

A UTO O neTex epeTuum CMywaoT Da n TOo MM ca MHUT: ogHoBa OyayT
NPOCTEIX NoAer, UTO ywxe Hawen epeTuuM y Hac ykpanu nert. 3aHexe
CeaMblA THICAWM NeTa uaownm, a UHbIX Yy NaToHbL Hawero 6onwn OCMUK NeTbl ....
Bep ewe neTta He M3OWNM =~ M OHWU TO A TatapoBe CKa3bBawT: ewe y HuUx Ao
KyT, @ neta BCex Bep POBHO npuwnm, CKOHYaHuna Mupy ... 100 netr pa gsa.

a TO HeBepHbIA 3 cobow NpuKNaabBalT.

Gennady had expressed certain doubts about the prophecies of Enoch con-
cerning the end of the world. The Poslanie neizvestnomu defends them:

1. RIB, vol.6, No.119, col.817

2. Full text published by Sedel'nikov, 'Rasskaz 1490 ob inkvizitsii', p.L6
3. ibid., p.l6

L. Although BIL, Muz. 3271 is a sbornik of works mostly of Novgorod origin,
it also contains one item 'close to the Vologda-Perm' Chronicle tradition'
(Lur'e, 'The London and L'vov MSS. of the Vologda-Perm' Chronicle', p.89).
Since we know that, in addition to Gennady, at least one other bishop, Filofey
of Perm', was instructed by Zosima to investigate the matter of the Paschal
tables (PSRL, vol.20, p.288), this Introduction may have been written by
Filofey.

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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NocnaHue HeuzsecTHOMY Nocnanue Woacaody

flkoxe nucan ectb EHox npaeeaHsit:.... WHO MHMT MM cA no EHoxy Bex pabBoTaeT
M pa pasymeeT uenoBeK BpeMeH MNpeMeHy YenoBeubCTBY, a ceaMb ThiICAlWbL NeT

M UYTeT cBOeAa Xu3Hu koHeub.' Tonko YenoseubCKa paau npemMeHeHua

TO M AaHO pa3yMeTu, UYTO KOEMYXAo nonokeHa. A no borycnosy mM Ham Ha
yenoBeKky 3HaTW CBOEA KU3HWM KOHEUb- BCAK 4acC AaTW CKOHYAaHMa.2

Cupeuyb KOJNKO JiIeT XU 1M KOTOoparo
nera l'lpeCTaBl*‘ICFl.Z

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:

lNocnaHuve HeusseCcTHOMY CkasaHna o cegMoM ToicAwm

A TO neta ycTaBneHb Ha CE€AMb ThHICAUWb ... OT HauyAna Mupa cero ceagMopuuHoe

net, na Hu 6onuwe HW MeHWe TOro He ucno bor naue Bcex uucen npeanouTe.
MO YUMHUTU, TOrO pagu noHexe Toro pagu cegMopuueH Bek cel

BHauyane cameM borom yctasneHo MMeHoBacCA: B wecTtb 60 gHen ... Mupa

ceaMopuuHoe uucno - 8 weck 60 pgeH cero COTBOPMB M B cefgMbid AeHb OT paen
MMp cbTBOpWM bor, a B cepgmbit nouwu nounsaet ...4

OT BCex gen cBoux.S
The style of the attack on archpriestAleksey lends colour to such a
suggestion:

A uto Anekcen npoTonon, ApueB nobBOpHUK, UKe pa3cedecb AKO Ke
Apuit, Ton rnarona: 'Tonko wnsongyT neta, v Mu gen Bygem
HapobHsul,' - uHO oH He pgoxpan Toro! FBor ero npegan cataHe, suasA
ero HeobBpaTtHy ayuwo!®

Gennady mentions Arius only once in his letters, in his survey of
heresies in the Byzantine church,6 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:

U cBaTuit AnekcaHgp, natpuapx KoHCTAHTUHA rpaga, MOMMTBOKW
cBoew coTeopw Apuio pascecmucs.’

Only once does Gennady compare a specific 'Novgorod heretic' with a

‘heretic of old', when he describes Zakhar as a strigol’snzk; however, this

s intended not only as a term of opprobrium but as a direct pointer to

. ibid., p.390

. ibid., p.319

AED, p.390

. 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.tl, p.38,
n.3; p.58)

6. AED, p.316

7. ibid., p.495 (the italics are mine). Cf. AED, pp.496 and 519

1
2
3
4
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Zakhar's beliefs. losif, on the other hand, frequently likens the 'newly-
appeared' Russian heretics to their odious Byzantine antecedents, as in this
attack on Metropolitan Zosima:

. 3MMIA TMOIrNaBHbLIM, ONHIO FEOHLCKOMY nuuwa, Apue Hogull, MaHeHTa
3nevwnn, cataHWH nepseHely, 30CUMA npecKeepHbiit. 1

As we have seen, with the exception of the Poslanie neizvestnomu
and works from the pen of losif of Volokolamsk, none of the writings that
appeared after the introduction of the new Paschal tables in 1432 make any
connection between the Judaizers and doubts about the 8th millenium or about
the Second Coming of Christ.

The view that 'rationalist critique of Christian dogma'2 was an iden-
tifying feature of the heresy in Novgorod owes much to the evidence of losif
of V&jokolamsk, and we are also heavily dependent on his writings for informa-
tion about the Judaizers' heresy after 1490. Thus a problem central to the
present study is the question of the reliability of losif's works as a
source.

"losif wrote much and willingly', as |.P. Eremin says3 - 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 betweer losif's 'private' letters (such as the
letter to lvan |ll concerning the heretic Klenov4) and his 'epistles',
loaded with erudite polemic (e.g. Poslanie ikonopistsu5), 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

PIV, pp.178-9
AED, pp.323-73

1. AED, p.473 (the italics are mine)
2. AED, p.126

3. PIV, p.l

!

5
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for the history of the Judaizers. |In this respect the work of Ya.S. Lur'e

on the Prosvetitel' 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 millenium,

Lur'e has shown that of the two major redactions of the Prosvetitel’,
the so-called short redaction, consisting of the Skazanie o novoyavivsheysya
eres? (hereinafter referred to as S), and ten or eleven Slova, or chapters
(hereinafter Py P, etc.) represents the original version, while the
so-called expanded redaction (S and sixteen Slova) is a later re-working.l
His archeographic research has demonstrated that both redactions were compiled
by losif from his own and others' epistles and tract52 which he incorporated,
with minor alterations, in the 'book against Novgorod heretics',g as Lur'e
terms it.

The sources of the short redaction of the Prosvetitel' have been iden-
tified by Lur'e as follows4'

Prosvetitel'  Source

S Gennady's letters to Prokhor and loasaf; 's letters to
Nifont of Suzdal' and to Vassian Sanin.

P‘ - Ph No known prototype. Probably specially written for the
Prosvetitel', though PI is close to losif's letter to Archi-
mandrite Vassian.

P. - P losif's Poslanie ikonopistsu with three Discourses on the

worship of icons

Iosif's(?)6 three Skazaniya on the 7th millenium.

Ps = P10

1. AED, p.442; IB, pp.97-8. For a detailed schema of the manuscripts of
the short and expanded redactions, see AED, p.459.

2. IB, pp.l111-21

3. AED, p.h38

4., For a schematic representation see IB, p.119

5- AED, p.L&LIZ

6. Klibanov considers that the three Skazaniya may have been written by

Gennady or by Dmitry Trakhaniotes (FD, p.206). Lur'e does not exclude this
possibility (4ED, p.393)
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PI] 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 Zifé.l
Lur'e considers the original version of the Prosvetitel' to have been
written between 1502 and 1504, prior to the Council which finally pronounced

sentence of death on the leaders of the heresy,z 'following the fall in

3

1502 of those who protected the heretics at the court of lvan 11", The

'protectors' here referred to were Elena, daughter-in-law of lIvan Ili, who
was arrested in April 1502,4 and Fedor Kuritsyn, who is commonly thought to
have 'disappeared from the historical scene' around the year 1500.5 The
question of Elena's involvement in the heresy, based as it is entirely on

the evidence of Iosif,6 will be discussed later; here we may query the dating
of Fedor Kuritsynis'disappearance', for in an account of an embassy from

Ivan |11 to Alexander of Lithuania, written sometime between 7th May and

27 September 1503, it is stated:

. nocnaH B noabsumx Anexcenxko Manon [puanH coiH llenkuHa,
deopgopoBCKOM NoabAYEn KypmuuHa.7

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-quem date proposed by Lur'e are based on
the Poslanie ikonopistsu and the three Discourses,g which appear in the
Prosvetitel' as its 5th, 6th and 7th Slova.gThat the independent redaction

of these works pre-dated the Prosvetitel’ cannot be doubted, but were they-

10
as Lur'e maintains - written nearer to 1480 than to 15047

1. AED, p.416; IB, p.117
. see AED, p.4h42 for his arguments against an earlier dating of the work.
. AED, p.Lb43; IB, p.104-5
. AED, p.205
. AED, p.204; IB, p.407; Zimin, 'D'yachesky apparat’, p.248
. AED,p.436
. 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,
- AED, pp.323-73
9. Progvetitel'’, 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.

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
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The introductory epistle is based on Nil Sorsky's Poslanie nekoemu
bratu, to which losif added references to 'Novgorod heretics' and an intro-
duction to the three tracts which fo]low.l This may enable us to establish

an ante-quem date, for the letter is addressed to:

CaMOMY TV HAuYanNo-XYAOKHUKY cyuwy BoxecTseHbiX U UYECTHbIX WMKOH
KMBORUCAHNIO .

Such phraseology indicates that Nil's letter was probably addressed to
the famous painter Dionisy.s The writer's reference to the proximity of death

may be hyperboie:

Tol e cua Bnaropa3ymHe npoumTal M O Moelt xyaocTu Bnapbiye
XpucTy noMonmMcsa ... u NO cMepTW Moen He 3abyam, AKO neTa ywe

K CTapocTu npubamkunwaca m cMepTHaa vawa 6binva pacTBOpEeHa
yrotoenaetca.4

- but may equally be a statement of fact, as Nil died sometime around 1508.5
But perhaps the most useful pointer to the date of this letter is the very
practical reason that prompted it:
06aue boxecTtBeHbix [lMcanun nabpax, n B Manex MHOraa ChHBOKYNUB,
Tebe nocnax. Bem 60, AkO He uMMaum Tot y cebe MHOMMX KHUT.

Bearing in mind that Gennady had discovered in 1489 that the northern
monasteries we«e short of books,7 and that among these was the Kirillo-
Belozersk monastery8 where Dionisy was working between August 1502 and
September 1503,9 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.

. AED, p.321; IB, pp.215-6
AED, p.323
Popov, Zhivopis' i miniatyura, p.81
AED, p.324

cf. losif's own dukhovnaya gramota written because: smxy yBo sAko

eTa ywe K cTapocTu npubmmwmwaca (AT, vol.1;No.288, p.524)

AED, p.32k

AED, pp.128, 320

The monastery where Nil himself had been tonsured, and at which he remained
ntil the seventies or eighties of the fifteenth century. IB, pp.295, 305.
Popov, Zhivopis' i miniatyura, pp.75-6

W e ONONY VT ETWN —
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Although only minor 'editorial work' was done by losif on the Poslanie
and the three Discourses prior to their incorporation in the Prosvetitel', and
although the 5th-7th SZova 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
Skazanie) , together with eleven SZova - post-dates all its component
elements: the Skazanie, as Lur'e has already noted,could only have been
written after completion of all the SZova.1

The Skazaniya o skonchanii sed'moy tysyachiz (8th-10th Slova of
Prosvetitel'z) also suggest that the dating of losif's work should be re-
considered. Lur'e dates the Skazaniya to 1495,4 on the evidence of a
reference to the author of the Dioptra, who wrote 'in the year 6603 - four
hundred years ago .5 But on the matter of dates the first Skazanie (in
which the reference to the Dioptra is found) is self-contradictory, for it
concludes:

Aye 6bi Ha cegMb THICAW NET CROKEeHa MNacxamusa CBATbIMM OTuUbl, TO B
CEAMBTLICAWHOE NETO CKOHUANCA Okl MUPOTBOPHLIN KPYr: HUHE ewe
OCMbAECAT NeT W ueThipe yMAe MUMPOTBOPHAro Kpyra, a fneTto cegmb
THICAWHOE CKOHUANOCA.

The krug mirotvorny, described by Gennady as the only correct instrument
for calendrical calculations,7 consisted of cycles of 532 years each.8 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. A4ED, p.4h2. The list of the heretical rechi 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:

AKO He nopaobaeT MOKNOHATUCA PYKOTBOPEHUIO (6th Slovo)

precedes the claim that they say:

AKO He nogoBaeT NMcaTh Ha CBATHIX WKOHaXxX /
CeaTyio Tpouuy (5th Slovo) (AED, p.h70)

RIB, vol.6, No.119, col. 806
AED, p.hk0O

2. AED, pp.394-L41k

3. Prosvetitel', pp.333-40L
L, AED, p.392

5. ibid., p.400

6. ibid., p.kol

7.

8.
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the year 6916 + 84 = 7000, or lh92.1 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 1492 and
1494, and the Skazanie post-dates them both.

If the MS. on which Kazan's edition of Prosvetitel' is 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:
Awe 6l Ha ceaMb TeICYWb NeT CrOKeHa Macxanua CBATHMM OTUM, TO
BCEAMbTHICYUWHOE NETO CKOHYanbbi MUPOTBOPHLIM KPYF: HbiHe ¥e eue 80
netr v bk y wodeu mupoTtsopHaro Kpyra, a nevto 7 ToiCcywHoe CKOannoca.2

Before considering the evidence of the Prosvetitel' we must therefore
consider the evidence of its sources, as well as that of other works having
a bearing upon the heresy and written before 1504,

The earliest of these is losif's letter to Archimandrite Vassian,
dating from before 1478. As already noted, there is little reason to suppose
that this is anything other than a treatise on the dogma of the Trinity;3
a comparison with P]4 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 lIst Slovo of the Prosvetitel' it must have been
for purposes of reference, for apart from Biblical quotations there are few
textu colincidences.

The same cannot be said of the Poslante ikonopistsu and the three
Discourses on the worship of icons appended to it,5 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 pagu ycTpemvwacs HeubM pewum ... AKO rno XpucTtose BockpeceHun 1000 nev

A0 AHTMXpUCTOBA NpMxoAa .... Aue nn we 6b Tako 6Gbno ... ovcene 3a 500 ner

He noknNaHAaeM Obl Gbin ... Xpuctoc bor Haw.

5500 + 1000 + 500 = 7000, AED, p. 395.

2. Prosvetitel’, p.356. For further discussion of the dating of Prosvetitel’,
see below, pp.125-7.

3. see above, ch.ll,pp.22-4

b, Prosvetitel', pp.55-93

5. AED, pp.323-73

6. Prosvetitel', pp.170-333
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The letter is a very important example of that 'editorial style' 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 that  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.l They are not, however, original writings,
but 'original compilations' from the Bible,2 from John of Damascus, Kozma
Prezviter, Zlatoust-Margarit and other sources.3 To what extent are the
Discourses a polemic against the 'newly-appeared heresy of Novgorod heretics',
as suggested by two of their 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:

MHO3n yBo OT epeTuUuUbLCTBYWOIMX, Fayve XKe HbiHe B poge Hawem,
NpenbCTUBWMMCA HOBOTOPOAUKbLIX €peTUKOB, uxe Oe3yMHE M HEUCTOBHE
HeMano OOXEeCTSEHYIC Y anoCTONbCKYKW UEPKOBbL CMyTuwa, M MHOra

BHOCSWA ¥WAOBCKaA yuyewwma ... rnaronwTb, AKO He nogobaer
MoOKNoHATHUCS ... obpasdy locnoga Hawero Wucyca Xpucta, v llpeuncTasn
boropogurua n Bcex CBAThHIX, M UESCTHOMY M WKMBOTBOPAWEMY KpecTy

Ho Be3uecTsyiue 3/IOHPABHLIMM CAOBECH W CKBEPHLIMW PYKaMM, AKO M NCuU
6ecHmn 1 3yOb Kycawwe W B CKBepHaa MecTa MNOMeTawwe YeCTHLIA KpecTbl
M DoOXeCTBEHbIS MKOHb ... W rnaronoue - He nogobaeT pyKOTBOPEHWIO
NOKMOHATUCA .. .9

The accusations set out here are clearly based on the Edict of the

Council of 1490:

MHO3W OT Bac pyranuca obpasy Xpuctosy u [peuncroe obpasy ... a
MHMU OT BaC Ha MHGOIMA CBATHLIA MKOHLI XYSfHble peuu rnaronanum ...
KpecT cunonoeH 3ybbl UCKycanu, a MHMUM OT BaC CBATLIMWM HMKOHaAMKU W
Kpectamm © 3eMnio 6unu v rpAa3b Ha HMX MeTanu, a wWHWUKM OT Bac
CBATHIA MKOHbI B noxaHuo MmeTamm ...0

1. AED, p.322; IB, pp.239-4]

2. Prosvetitel',fe-.-:. =~ XU

3. For this information | 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 4AED, giving the sources and references. cf. IB, pp. 261-3.
4. AED, pp.325, 360. The term novoyavivshayasya eres'is common in anti-

heretncal literature (see above, Ch.ll, ¢ .  .¥).The wordlng of two of the
headings is also close to John of Damascus AOYOL ... amoloynTikog mpog
Touy Srafdrlovtag Tdg yilos elkdvac. (MPG, vol.9h, col. 1231}

5. AED, p.325
6. AED, p.383
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There then follows a discourse on icons based on John of Damascus'
De imaginibus orationesl and De fide OPthodoxag, in which references to
heretics, alternating with vague allusions to 'some who say ...' provide a

starting point for a new line of argument:

EpeTuk we, wmupgoBckaa MyapbvcTBYa, rnaronerb ...

To kako rnaronoTb epeTuyu, AKO He nopobaeT NOKMOHATCHA
PYKOTBOpEHbIM BelweMm? .

Awe nu we kTO rharonetb:'MouTec He MHO3UM ceefdeTenbCTBYIT OCEM
AKO He nopobaeT MOKMOHATUCA PYKOTBOPEHLIM aememé...4
Nake wmuaoBCKaa MYAPBCTBYAFNAronsTh epeTux ...

Maksl epeTuk rnaronetb ...

The second7 of the Discourses contains no direct reference at all to the
Novgorod heretics. It is the most derivative of the three,8 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-
heretical.9 But in the whole of the second DZscourse there appears only a
single reference to heretics:

Ceer we u [yx CBATbIM, MCTUHHLIA W KMBOTBOPAWMW bor, covBepweH u
eguHocyued Oty v CuHy ... n oT OTuya mcxopa, @ He oT CeHa, AKO
e NaThHCKaa MyApbcTBywwewn epeTuum rnarosiuTb.

1. MPG, vol.94, cols.1231-1420

2. ibid., vol.94, cols. 789-1228

3. AED, p.326

L, ibid., p.33]

5. ibid., p.332

6. ibid., p.334. This phrase and the entire paragraph which follows is an
almost literal rendering of the XIVth paragraph of the Ist 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 ,Dz,Da) ante-dated the Prosvetitel' , when they became P6,P7,P5 respectively
(AéD, 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: Dy,D3,D3. Since the headings of Dy and D3 describe both

as 'slova', while Dy is described as a 'skazanie' and provides a kind of syn-
thesis of all that has been said in D] and D3, 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 Dzscourse may only be considered anti-heretical
insofar as it is an exhortation to a true Christian life.l

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:

NopobaeT Bepatu, Ako BCA ybo 3anoseau Bca y6o 3anoesegu locnoga Hawero
locnopa Hawero Wucyca XpucTa ausBHa cyTb Uncyca Xpucta gumBHBI cyTb U niobul
M nonesHa, NOHexe cnaceHua pagn Hawero nounTannwmM A, MNOHEXEe CrnaceHma
peyeHa cyTb ... Bpar xe Hawb pbABON He paagun Hawero HecepnosaHbl CyThb
npecrtaeTb BCErga MCKbIM KOO MOrfnoTUTU M Ce BuAbIM UCKOHKM Bpar Haws

OT Npaearo nNyTy OTBECTU ... fAKO ¥e u OVMABON He nouuBaeTb, ONasHA
HblHE Ce MHO3M nocTpagawa ... M B MHOIbI pofla uyenoseuckaaro.d

epecun Bnagowa, MO0 pas3BpaweHHo
NpOoTNbKOBawWa MHOra oT bowecTsHbIX
NMucauuit, Toro paau OT HENOPOUHLIA
XPUCTMAHCKBIA BEPL B XMAOBBCTBO
OoTCcTynunwa: Anekces rnarofw nportonona w
nKe eAMHOMYLADPDBHCTBYOWUX C HUM, WKEe npexpe
8 Bemmuyem Hoseropope, NMOTOM e B MHOrMLIA
rpanst U MecTa pa3ceesBlie KMAOBBLCKOE
yuyeHue ...2

The rest of this Di{scourseis no more polemical than is the second; the

nearest losif comes to an attack upon heretics is when he writes:
Makel cvnpoTusHaa MyapcTBYAM 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

see below,pp.133-5,for a discussion of the purpose behind Prosvetitel’.
AED, pp.360-1

Begunov, Kozma Prezviiei, pp.297-9; cf. ibid., p.78

AED, p.372

W -
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against the Judaizers' heresy in Moscow.l 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
the heresy,2 John of Damascus to write, in the century, a tract against
the fifth century Nestorian heresy,3 and, in the Russian Church, prompted the
Metropolitan Daniil to write a work in the late 1530's attacking the heresy
of the Judaizers.4

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',5a letter that comes
down to us in numerous MSS.in two major redactions.6 The principal difference
between the two (apart from length) ;s that in the snort redaction7 the growth
of the evil of the 'Novgorod heretics' in Moscow is simply lamented, whereas
the expanded redaction8 attributes this evil to the occupant of the metro-
politan's throne:

Ha npecTtone CBATEM ... HbHE CeAMT CKBepHbit 3NnobecHbit BONK ...

WKE OCKBEPHM U CBATUTENLCKWA BeNUKMI NpecTon, osex ybHo

KUOOBCTBY YUA, MHEX Xe COLOMCKbHWMMU CKBEPHaAMW CKBEpHA ...

. It is difficult to determine to what extent losif's discussion of the
relationship between sacred and secular authority constitutes a specific

attack on lvan 111, 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 prececdent 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'. (/PG,
vol.94, col. 1281) cf. ibid., col. 1295: 'The political commonwealth is the
King's business; the ecclesiastical organisation beiongs to pastors and teachers.
To invade it is an act of a robber'.

2. Mango, 'The liquidation of iconoclasm and the Patriarch Photios' (summary),
9th Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, p.37

3. MPG, vol.95, cols. 187-224

L., Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', pp.342-61

5. AED, pp.h20-4; PIV, pp.251-4; RD, pp.212-5; IB, p.217

6. AED, pp.419-20

7. AED, pp.L24-7

8. AED, pp.427-33

9. AED, p.h28
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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, 20CcnoduHe, OTOM CTaTu HAKPENKO HEeKOMY, ornpoue mebA,
7
gocyoaps maweeo ... rnasa 6o ecu Bcem ...~

- 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
been sympathetic.z

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 ckas3biBan TM M caMoMy rocygapio moemy 6paT Mon BackaH ...
A uto ecu, rocnoguHe, KO MHe nucan .4

- and not simply as an anti-heretical tract directed at a wider audience.

It is the expanded redaction,6 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.h21-2

3. AED, pp.h23-4; PIV, pp.251-4; IB, pp.148-50

L. 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.h28-33
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BeaoMo Tebe, rocypapio Moemy, HblHEWHAs Benukaa 6epa, nocturwua
PYCK_YIO 3eEMNNI0 M BCE MNpaBocnasHoe XpUCTbAHCTBO. B Benwueﬁ )’60
uepksu [lpeuncrteie boropoguubl ... U Ha NpecTone CBATEM o2

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:
... Momo, ako ga Hakasyewu v yumwm BCE NPaBOCNABHOE XPUCTbANHCTSO,
€Xe He MNPUXOAUTU K CKBEPHUTENK OHOMY M OTCTYNHUKY, Hw26naro-
CnaBeHnAa OT Hero He npuuMaTu, HU ACTHU, HU NMUTU 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,3 as quoted here by losif. Zimin is therefore probably
correct in claiming that the letter to Nifont was wricten during an inter-
regnum - though not before, but following Zosima's term as metropolitan.

We learn from the chronicles that Zosima cstavi mitropolzyu on 17th
May 1494 for the Simonov Monastery im Moscow, from which he then went on to
the Trinity Monastery.4 His successor, Simon (the former abbot of Trinity)
was appointed more than a year later, on 20th September 1495.5

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 1482 Zosima's predecessor, Metropolitan
Geronty, had made the Simonov Monastery a retreat during his quarrel with
Ivan 111. In that year Geronty's threat of resignation had brought an
apology from the Grand Prince:6 perhaps Zosima was trying the same tactic
in 1494, Before formally resigning office sometime in !4957 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 1494 and

January 1495.8 With Zosima in the Simonov Monastery, though still formally

1. AED, p.322; IB, pp.239-41

2. Prosvetitel',f e-.-:-. =~ txt

3. For this information | 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.
L, AED, pp.325, 360. The term novoyavzvshayaSJa eres'is common in anti-

heretical literature (see above, Ch.!l, ¢ .  .¥).The wordnng of two of the
headings is also close to John of Damascus A0yo¢ ... @amoloynTikog mpog
ToUy GlaBaAonTag,Tag &yla EIKLVQ( (MPG, vol.9h4, col. 1231;

5. AED, p.325
6. AED, p.383
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na prestole svyalem, it would have been quite appropriate for losif to
address Nifont (probably a strong candidate for the office of metropolitan)
in the terms he did.

It would alsc have been quite safe to attack Zosima as:

CKBepHbit 3/100eCHbIN BONK, OBONAKMMCA B NACTLIPLCKY OREXY, WKe
auuHaM CesIIMenb, A NPOU3BoaACHUEeM Woha npedamesib” W NPUUACTIHUK
6ecaMb, MIKE OCKBEPHW M CBATUTENbCKWI BENMKWI NpecTon, geex ybo
KMOOBCTBY YUS, WMHEX WG COAOMCKbLIMMKM CKBEPHAMU CKBEPHA;  3MUU
naz2yonui b Mpo3ocmu 3anycmenue Ha pMecme ceﬂmam,d bomcmynHuH
Xpucmog, wxe He Touuiw cam oTcTynm OT XpucTa U QMaBony npunenucs,
HO MHEX YUM YUUT.OoTBpeuwmcs: Xpucta, HNepsutl OMCmynHux 8 C8emumenex
ae Hawetl 38Mﬂu,a abaHmuxgucmoe npedmays, uxe QHMUXPUCTIA x0emb,
CBUHDCKUM ICLUIMUCM HUGLL,  CbiH norubenbHeit, wnxe CuHa boxua nonpa, v
Mpeunctyw boropoguui noxynu, M BCA CBATbla YHuumxu, u mnkoHy [ocnoga
Hawero Mucyca Xpucta w lipeuncrtoa Ero MaTepe n Bcex cBATbIX OONBaHb
Hapuumsa, WU BCAKO HeuecTue u npeTbikaHue u cbvbnasm Ha HEenopouHyw
XPUCTbLAHCKYW BEpy nonaraeTt, W eyaHrenbCkKaa npepaHua M
anocToONbLCKba YCTaBb M BCEX CBATHX nucaHua oTMmeuwa: HeT, pge,
BTOparo npuwectema XpucTosa, HeT, fAen, uapcTBa HebecHaro CBATbM!
Ymep, geu, uH, TO yMep, - nNOo Ta MecTa v 6uin. Hu BO gpeBHMX
epeTunuex M oTCTynHuuex Takos 3noaer He 6wiBan! A ckasbiBan TM #
CaMoMy rocypapw moemy, 6paTt Mow BacbaH. .

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-
torians have accepted losif's claim that Zosima was a heretic,z and even Lur'e -
though wary of so 'denunciatory' a source as the letter to Nifent - assumes it
to be evidence for Zosima's heresy, for his negation of the dogma of eternal
life.”

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-lconoclast tract, the Epistola ad Theophilum Ihperatorem.4 Looking

closely at the letter, we find not only these epithets but the entire style

1. AED, p.h28

2. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', p.48; Golubinsky, Istoriya russkoy tserkvi,
p.567 et seq.; Stokl, 'Das Echo', p.425; RD, pp.211-7. But see Fennell, 'The
Attitude of the Josephians', SEER, p.k4S3, n.29, for arguments against this view.
3. AED, pp.151-3; IB, pp.1L43-53. See above, pp.&-3for 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 tosif's attack, it

is interesting that in the letter to Nifont it is losif who lays himself open

to such a charge:

cero pagn nonobaetr o cem {defence of Orthodoxyl} naue HeHe pawe A0 cMepTw

NoABM3aTUCA, B MOCNCAHAS CUMA JleTa WM BO BPEMEHA ... O HUX e peuye BenNuKknh
hHOCTon Maecen: 'B nocnenHan gHY HaclarlyT BPBMCHE MoTa, NPUIiGeT Npex
- N §
oT nneHue M Torfa ABUTCA CbiH NoruGenbHbIL.
cTynne A (AFD, p.h29)

L. Prv, p.252. The ktpislola ad Theopril it is a spurious worle (Vasilicy, 'The
Life', pp.345-85) known in Russian MSS. as the thogoslozing suvitol,
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and content lean heavily on the anti-lconoclast writings of Theodore of

Studic., to whom the Epistola ad Theophilum is sometimes attributed.z
Theodore, too, had exhorted his correspondents to rejoice in the perse-

cution they suffered for Christ,2 when the Son of God was denied, the Mother

of God and the saints blasphemed against and their iccns destroyed,3 when the

g

Church of God sufferecd great indignitiec” andeven the 'great altar' was
defiled,5 and when the Holy inspired writings were rejected6 by the Judaizing
Iconoclasts,who denied the doctrines of redemption and eternal Iife7 and

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' - 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. Fowever hard he tries to link Zosima with the

Yaccursed' Novgorod heretics:

. BCWM O Bepe MNLITAWT ... OT €PETUKOB W OT OTCTYMHMKOB XPUCTOBLIX,
M OT NPOKNATHX Ha ccbope, OT MPOTOMNONOBLIX AeTen, U ero 3aATA, U
OT UX YUYEHWKOB, W C HMMW [PYKATbLCA, WU NMOT M AQARTbL, M YUATCA OT
HUX WMOOBCTBY, M OT CaMOro TOro caTaHuHa cocyaa v guABOnNoBa,
MUTPOMNONUTAa, HEe BLIXCAAT U CNAT Yy nero.? )

- 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

10 pnd it is clear that even in 1494 there were many who

heretics in 1490,
1. MP5 vol.95, cols. 345-6; MPG, vol.99, p.8

2. 'Theodorus ubique dispersis fraternitatibus', MPG, vol.99, col. 123]
3. '"Theodorus ommibus ubique dispersis fraternitattbus', MPG, vol.99, col. 1230
4. ibid.;'Epistola ad Theophilum', MPG, vol.95, col. 365

5. ibid., col. 375

6. ibid., col. 362

7. 'Praeposito', 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.ll, p.74
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did not consider Zosima's orthodoxy to be in doubt:

A wvHble, rocnoguHe, roBopaT: 'Msl Y HEro He cneiXanu Huuero 1

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 lcsif the opportunity to conclude with
a challenge, of which the metropolitan is the target:

ABwrBEHHO 60 eCTb, AKO erga Hac MPOKNUHAIOT epeTuun, TOrpa ecms
oT bora 6narocnosenn ... Ce ecTb PaTb M HOX: erga oTeub, WNK
MaTh, WM CbiH M AWM CBBPATMTCA OT npasua Bepw, nogobaeT
HeHaBuaeTn 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
Sanin.S 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-
ting: Zosima ostavi mitropoliyu ne svoey voZeyu4on the orders of Ivan II1.
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 radirwmwshchfi and the khronograph

MS. of the Novgorod Lth Chronicle explains this nemoshch as follows:

MUTPONONKUT 30CUMa OCTaBKW MUTPONONWMI HE CBOEK BOJSIEl, HO HENOMEPHO
NMTUA Apbxawecs M o uepksun Bowuu He pagawe ;b

1. AED, p.h430. It is an interesting point that in a mid-16th century MS.
of the letter, from losif's own monastery in Volokolamsk, this sentence opens

with the words:
A wnHuie, rocnogmHe, na Mockree

. AED, p.hk33

AED’ pp.h33-5

Lur'e, Obshcherusskie letopisnye svody, p.251, n.17
RIB, vol.6, No.121, col. 835

PSRL, vol.h (1848 ed.), p.164

(AED, p.430, n.9)

oUW N
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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 -
beginning with his letter to Zosima in lh902 - indicate a steady deteriora-
tion in relations between the two. Shortly after the Council of 1490
Gennady refused his assent to the appointment of Avraam to the bishopric of
Kolomna3 - presumably out of pique at the grand prince's continuing refusal
to allow him to visit Moscow. In 1492 Zosima consented to the removal of
Vologda from Gennady's jurisdiction {with consequent loss of prestige and
revenue) , tfansferring it to the Perm!' eparchy.4 And later that same year,
as we have seen, Gennady made an oblique attack on Zosima in his Introduction
to the Paschal tables.s

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 troitses). That Gennady was a good patron to losif's monastery, and that
the two men were very friendly is certain7- 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.
of it clearly shows it was written from the 'Novgorod versus Moscow' position8
AED, p.117; Lur'‘e, Obshcherusskie letopisnye svody, p.250, n.16
see above, ch.ll, pp.31-42
PSRL, vol.26, p.285
ibid., pp.287-8

see above, p:84.

PIV, p.243. See above, ch.!!, pp.22-4
IB, p.48
see above, p.101, n.1

O~NONUT W N —
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sOo typical of Gennady's attitude. The exhortation to Nifont to be zealous
in applying the anti-heretical measures decreed by canon lawz is a restatement
of similar passages in the archbishop's letters to Zosima2 and the bishops.3
Finally, there is the sentence that tells us that many now learn
OT NPOKJIATHX Ha cobope, OT NMPOTONONOBLIX AeTeﬁ4

Before 1504, as we have tried to show, the archpriest's disciples!' ard his
son-in-law lvashko Maksimov could have been anathematized only in Movgorod.
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
in his anti-heretical campaign in lh886), it is certainiy written from a
Novgorod standpoint. losif does not claim first-hand knowledge of Zosima's
heresy: involved as he was in 1494 with the affairs of his newly-founded
monastery and its patron, Boris of Vblokolamsk,7 it is unlikely that he, any
more than CGennady, would have had any direct knowledge of events in Moscow.

It would seem that losif's contemporaries were not prepared to accept
the testimony of 'two or three witnesses‘9 (one of whom was losif's brother
Vassian) against Zosima. The metropolitan's retirement was 'honourable'lo
AED, p.k29
AED, pp.375-6
AED, p.38]
AED, p.k29g
see above, p. 98.
AED, pp.312-3; see above, ch.ll, p. 40
. PIV, pp.248-51; IB, pp.217-8
According to the anonymous Zhitie of St losif of Volokolamsk, he never

left his monastery untilsummoned by Ivan Il and his son Vasily to a Council
convened on the initiative of Gennady:

O~ OV W N =

OHoMy e awe u HMKOrfAa we W3wefwy OT MaHACTLIPA CBOErO, HO YTBEDKEHWA paam
6naroyectua ... npuge B rpag Mocksy.

This must have been the Moscow Council of 1503.

('Zhitie prep. Iosifa Volokolamskogo, sostavlennoe neizvestnym', ChOIDR, 1903,
vol.3, part |1, p.34)

9. AED , p.h30
10. IB, p.153
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and, moreover, we know that in 1496

6uswy MuTpononuty 3ocume y Tpouum B Cepreese maHacThipu,
npuyawancs boxecTBeHbIX TamH Ha opneye B BCEM CBATUTENbBCKOM UMHY.

Zosima would hardly have been allowed to take Communion in the Trinity
Monastery, let alone v vsem svyatitel 'skom chinu, had losif'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
doubt:2 Zosima himself was perhaps guilty of little more than of having
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:3 he tglls 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.

As a source for the heresy of the Judaizers, losif's letter to Vassian4
is even less informative than that to Nifont, with which it is probably
contemporary.5 Closely modelled on Theodore of Studio exhortations to the
'brethren in exile', it is little more than an example of losif's consummate
rhetorical skill., But it weuld be wrong to assume that the vaguene.3 of his
references to the zhidovskaya burya6 is merely a matter of style: as is shown
. PSRL, vol.15, col.503
. see above, p. 99, n.3
. AED, p.h29
. AED, pp.434-5

ibid., p.434

1
2
3
L
5
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

focypaps Hawero BenuKoro kHAsa Meana Bacunneswua Bcea Pycn pfyxoeHuUKy,
rocnoauHy aHxXuMaHbApWTY AHAPOHMKOBA MaHaCTbIPA MuTpodaHy .2

opens with an account of a private conversation between lvan Ill and losif -
a conversation which started with a discussion of church matters in general.
But soon the grand prince

NOUAN FOBOPUTM O HOBFOPOALKWUX epeTuKex, Aa Monswn mHe Tak: 'U 83,
peu, Beaan HOBroOpoOAUKMX ePeTWKOB, W Thl MA MPOCTW B TOM, &
MUTPONONMUT W BRagbiky NPOCTUNM MA. '

losif's response was uncompromising:

Focynapb! Tonbko cs noasBurHews O HbIHEWHWX €peTukex, MHO U B
npexHux Tebe bor nDOCTMT.4

Unfortunately, he was unable to take this matter further because the
grand prince sent him na deZo.4 This delo commissioned by lvan |1l was, as
shown by Zimin5 and Cherepnin,6 the willof Prince lvan Borisovich of Ruza,
who fell i1l in November 1503, died shortly after and was buried in losif's
monastery at Volokolamsk. By this will, witnessed by losif alone, lvan
Borisovich's appanage (Ruza and half of Rzhev) was bequeathed to lvan 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
summoned by the grand prince, this time to discuss dukhovnye deZa.7 Not
long after his wife Sofia died, in April 1503,8 lvan 111 himself fell ill, as
the Sofiysky 1st Chronicle so unsympathetically records:

Toro we neTa KHA3b Benukun WeaH Bacmnbeswub,grocynapb Bcea Pycuu,
HauaT uaHeMmoraTu; ero xe bor nobut HakasyeT.

AED . pp.436-8

ibid., p. 436

ibid., p.436

ibid., p.436

Zimin, 'Kwn@zheskie dukhovnye gramoty', pp.276-3
RFA, vol.l, pp.217-8

PSRL, vol.6,p.48

PRSL, p.h9

ibid., p.49

WO OOV U0 —
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On 21st September 1503 ivan left Moscow with his son Vasily for a
short visit to the Trinity Monastery, Pereyaslavl', Rostov and Yaroslavl'.]
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:

U a3 emy nouan Gutn uenom, utoBe nocnan B8 Benuxkuii Hosropoa, ga u
B WHbe ropodn, Aa Benen Obl 06bCKaTM €epeTUKOB.

Ivan readily agreed, and even reiterated his confession of quilt:

'... W a3 pen, Bepan epecu ux.' [a u ckasan mu, KOTOPYW ApPbKanN

Anekceit npotonon epeck, M KOTOPyl epechk apbtwan ®eomop KypuumH.

'A UBaH, pgen, MakcuMMOB M CHOXY Y MeHe MO B XMAOBCTBO CBEM ...'
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:

U A3 nousn rosoputu, uto anocton [llasen k «iseem nucan: '"Awe xTO
OTBPBKETCA 33KOHa MowuceeBa ... ymupaeT; konmu nauve, uxe CbiHa
Boxuna nmonpas u payx Gnaropatu yxkopus.'

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 Tonbko Gbl rocyaapb BOCXOTEN MX MCKOPEHWTUM, MH Bbl BBCKOpE
WCKOPEHUN, NOMMaB ABY WM Tpex epPeTHMKOB, a OHe BCEeX CKaXioT.

In the eyes of those historians who see lvan 11l as at first sympathe-

tic and protective toward the heretics,6 the letter to Mitrofan affords

1. PSRL, vol.6, p.k9

2. AED, p.hL36

3. ibid., p.436

L, 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 Mitrofan:

CtpawHo 60 ecTb exe BnacTtu Bpyue bora xusa!

- though this time without attribution(4ED, p.438)
5. AED, p.438
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 oblichitel? in the hope of gaining support
among the church leaders for the plans for secularization that he laid
before the Moscow Council of 1503.1

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
Tand in particular (the so-called Possessors and Non-Possessors), has
attracted as much attention from historians of late XVth - early XVIth
century Russia as has the heresy of the Judaizers.2 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-
tion had been the struggle against heresy.3

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 seﬁt 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 censider whether evidence
of such a campaign between 1490 and 1503 is to be found in other contemporary
sources.

On 7th March 1490 Ivan lvanovich, the grand prince's eldest son and
heir, died after being attended by a Jewish doctor,4 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.5 It would seem that the militant churchmen

were in a strong position to pursue their anti-heretical campaign to a

. AED, pp.205-6; IB, pp.408-9, 419-20; RD, p.220

2. see Fennell and Stokes, Early Russian Literature, pp.l4h-73, for a
summary of the discussion . .

3. Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev i ego sochineniya, p.3h

4. Master Leon, brought to Moscow from Venice by Sofia's brother Andrew

Palaeologue. psrr, vol.20, pE.35h-5
5. see above., ch.Il, 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' - scholars invited to execute commissions
for the archbishop - is well known.l 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

alleluia. These were not very conclusive:2

. 34€Cb B RHMIrax He MNOKAa3aHO, KaK roBopuTh - TperybHO mnmn
CyrybHO ... y HaAac O TOM cnop 6biBan Mexay BenuKUMU NIOABMU M OHM
cyaunu, 4To TO W ApPYroe O[UHAKOBO ...9

In the years immediately before and after 1492, Gennady and his scholars

were preoccupied with the compilation of new Paschal tables and the trans-

lation of texts to aid calsadrical calculations.4

In 1497, Veniamin, a Dominican friar in Gennady's service, wrote a
work entitled:

CnoBo KpaTko MpPoOTUBY TexX mvke B Beuu CBAWEHHbLIA, NOABWKHLIA W
HenoaBMKHbIS, COBOpHbIE LEPKBW BCTYNAWTCA.©O

a manual for the secular ruler'® which, as its title indicates, sought to
defend the Church's immutable right to property7 long before the Soborny otvet
of 1503 attributed to losif of Volokolamsk.8 The Slovo kratko stresses the

1. cf. IB, pp.266-84

2. Klibanov dates Gerasimov's letter somewhat earlier, ED, p.196. The
Stogl?v report would suggest that Gennady chose the triple alleluia (Stoglav
p. 149

. BIL, Troits. 730/304, f.485. L. see above,Ch. Il, p. 35 et seq.
5. CROIDR, 1902, vol.2, part 2
6. Sedel'nikov, 'K izucheniyu "Slova kratka''', p.215
/. IB, pp.225-7; 24k4-6
8. cf. Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev, p.34. Lur'e suggests that the Slovo kratko
possesses 'anti-hereticai' tendencies, which, however, he coes not discuss (1B,
p.270). Apart from its dedication to Gennady, na vragi tserkovnye 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 [novgorodskombelom 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 inveation.

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' - who, according to legend, were instrumental in the
departure of the Church of Rome from the true faithz ~ the klobuk is
miraculously translated to Constantinople, and from there is sent by the
Byzantine emperor John VI Cantacuzenus tc 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

1499 Bible3 and related works. Compilation of the Bible began sometime

before ]h934 and was a monumental task: those Books availatle in Slavonic

1. Rozov, 'Povest' o novgorodskom belom klobuke', pp.181-2C3. Lur'e (IB,
pp.229-34) has serious objections to Rozov's dating, but concedes that the
Povest', 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.23L4)
2. Rozov, op.cit., p.195. It is interesting thatthe Povest', in spite of its
anti-Catholic bias, makes great use of the Doratio Constantini legend (Rozov,
op.cit., pp.185-93). According to this, Constantine | granted Pope Silvester
the right to rule over ltaly (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-l). 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 lvan |}, while
justifying his aggressive policy towards Lithuania by the need to defend Ortho-
doxy against Catholicism, recruited specialists in Italy for Muscovite service
(The Lilbeck chronicle of Reymar Kokk even recorded that lvan |ll promised to
embrace catholicism, and that only the greed of the pope prevented this from
happening; Raab, 'Novye svedeniya', 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. IB, pp.276-7; 281-i;
Lur'e, 'K voprosu', pp.68-77)

3. GN, vol.l, pp.1-137

L., 1B, 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
translated from the Latin.2

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 Zudeystva, one of the dis-
courses in the annotated Bible of Nicholas of Lyra.'3 Translated in 15Q1 by
Dmitry Gerasimov,4it is one of the few known writings produced by Gennady's circle
which could be seen as an indirect attack on the 'judaizing heretics'.5

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:

Mpuwon ko MHe guAk Benuxkoro KHass Uean Cymupok, ckasmBaeT:
npucnan k Hemy KHasp Benukn Bacunew WsaHosuub Bces Pycu rpamoTy ©
AnAKe O ABOXeHue; a B rpamMoTe nuweT, uTo nocenian Kk tebe KHA3b
Benuku Bacunen syvcnpawaTtu, [OCTOMT NU OUAKY [BOXEHUWY Y UEPKBHU
netn, mn Tol geu oTkasan Benmkomy KHAsw Bacunwi, uto anaxky
ABOXEHUY [OCTOMT y UEPKBKM NeTW; a BeAb TOT cMepa eue Bbln “
HEecCTaBneH pAauaK, A3 KaK y Hero yMepna XeHa, W OH MOHAM ApPYryw
KEHY, BOOBY Xe ...

1. Probably from a Bible printed at Cologne and supplied to Cennady by the
Libeck printer and book dealer Gotan (Raab, 'Germano-slawisches im Ostseeraum',
p.58)

2. Gorsky and Nevostruev identified the source of two of the commentaries as
the Bible 'with discourses' by Nicholas of Lyra (1270-1340). This Bible was
first printed in Venice in 1481. GV, vol.l, pp.79 and 129; IRT, p.605, n.2;
Deanesly, A History of the Medieval Church, p.158

3. see above, n.2

4. Sobolevsky, 'Perevodnaya literatura', p.191
5. Only two other known tracts against the Jews were translated during Gennady's

reign in Novgorod: the Vera © protivienie krestivshikhsya iudey, translated ca.
1491 by Dmitry Gerasimov and the Styazanie byvshee vkratse ... o vere khristian’
stey 1 zakone evreyskom (Begunov, Kozma Presviter, 9.90). Another anti-Jewish
tract, Uchitelya 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, vol.l, No.10l, pp.l14kh-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'. This would appear to be the result of a copyist's
error, since Zosima's name occurs only once, while there are three references tc
Grand Prince Vasily lvanovich. 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 tolvan Sumorok, d'yak of Grand Prince lvan I1l in Novgorod from
8th December 1499 to 30th May 150i. (Bernadsky, Novgorod i Novgorodskaya zemlya,
PP.332 and 335; Veselovsky, D'yaki 7 pod'yachie, p.102)
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The archbishop makes it quite clear that bhe considers Simon's decision

to be uncanonical:

Avaxn Beab y uepkBu BeneHo cTaBneHble APBLKATU, MPOCTOMY HUM YECTH
HU neTu.

and that he has not given up hope of being summoned to attend a Council in

Moscow:

W To 6bl, rocnognn OTeub, OT Tex HeNoAoBHbIX Aen Hawux BescMmepTHbIX
Ayw nofepern, 3aHemxe BelieHO CBEXRATWMCA HA BCAK rog k Tebe cBoemy
OTuy, Aa cobopHe ucnpasneHue yumHul HEAOBEJOMbIM BEWEM C HaMu C
CBOMMKU [ASTMU N COCNYXEOHUKMU

In the first kncwn report on the heresy in Novgorod, i.e. his letter to
Prokhor, Gennady has stressed that the evil had been spread throughout the
Novgorod see by the priests appointed - apparently without his consent3 - 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 nestaviennye 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:

Yto, rocnoguHe, rosopun ecu O MNOLLAUECKOM CTaBfieHMe, KOTOpbe
NOAbLAKbL Manbl CTaBfieHb, HeweHaTh, M KOTOpble obewawTcA LEeBCTBOBATH
TeM ocnoboweHo U OUAKOHCKWIA M ePemMcKMit Cah ... a MOAbAKb Beab
pobsaTta rnynwle, Hag coboiw Toro He Bepanu ... A nywu Toro
6essakoHve B Bcelt PyckoM 3emne BefeTCA, MYXWUKL O30pHbIE Ha KPLINoOCE
nowT, W NapeMbid M anocTton Ha amboHe uTyT, ga ewe ¥ B ONTApPb XCAAT;
MHO Bbl TO Ge33akOHbe BhiBECTU. A A3, TBOM ChiH, HbHe Yy ceba cTasnw
AVAKbL A3 M FPaMOThl MM CTaBfleHble paw, 3aHexe m3obpen ecmu 8
Hoseropopge Ha kpbiloce nowT AUAKL ABOeXeHLUu; 83 W K Tobe ecMmu O
deake o pgBOexeHue noceNan rpamoOTy, M Th, rocnogvH O0Teub Hawb, KO
MHE O ToM u oTnucan ... fa 6un ecmn uenom lNocypapi Benukomy

KHAazio, uTobb BEnen yuunuua yuuMHMTM .... a MOM cOoBeT O TOM, 4TO
yunTu BO yuunuue, nepsoe a3byka rpaHuua UCTONKOBaHa COBCEM, Aa u
noagTuTenHsie Crnosa, fa NCanTupA C cnegosaHuem .... A utobul n nonos
CTaBNeHbIX Benen yunTtu .... A HbHe y MeHA nobewanu CTaBIEHMKSI
yeThipe, Maxkcumko, pa Kysemka, po OpoHocko, aa OMenbAHKO MACHMK, a
TOT C Hepenu He MOYUMBCA CTYNUM MPOUb C HUMKU X; @ W NPaBOCAaBHLI
m Te 6ypyT?

1. AT, vol.l, No.101, p.144; cf. Golubinsky, IR”, vol.2, part 2, pp.89-90,
for a discussion of the difference between staviennye and nestaviennye d'yak<.
2. AI, vol.l, No.10l, p.145

3. see above, ch.ll, p.32
L. AT, vol.l, No.10L, 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.11¢ 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,z 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
stavlenie, 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.
Dmitry Gerasimov's translation of a German glossed Psalter2 may have been
commissioned for this purpose, and it appears that Gennady himself may have
been the author of the Pouchenie svyashchennosluzhiteZyamS for this anonymous

work on the qualities and duties of a good cleric contains the following

words:
A3 cMupeHbit ApxmMenuckon BCA CU PEKOX BaM .... @ KTO BBCAPTUBUTCSH
BaweMy nNpaBoOBEpPUI0, MHE MoBexabTe, A3 o6nMUID ero U OT uepkee
OTKEHY.

1. Some schools may have been established, either by lvan 11l or his son

Vasily, for in chapter 25 of Stoglav, dealing with the education of d'yak<
for the priesthood, it is stated:

A npexe cero yuunuua 6uiBann B POCMUCKOM LApCTBMM Ha MOCKBEe U B BESIMKOM
Hoserpape

(Stoglav, pp.91-2)

2. IB, p.272

3. AI, vol.l, No.109, pp.159-164, The editors date this e. 1499,

L., ibid., p.160. That this was probably Archbishop Gennady can be seen from
a comparison of two passages, one from the Pouchenie svyashchenno sluzhitelyam,
the other from Gennady's first letter to Metropolitan Simon:

Pouchenie svyashchennosluzhitelyam First letter to Simon

ontapb 60 TOKMO MOrNoM “ AUMAKOHOM, a ontaps 60 TOKMO MONOM W AbAKOHOM; a
YeTUOM W MNeByoOM npeponrTapue; Npu- YeTyeM npeg oNnTapeM M NeBUEM, MPU-
MMILMM pyKOnonoxeHune oT Enuckona Bepx eMwnm pykononoxexHuve oT Enuckona, Bepx
NpoCTpuMeH, HOCA KpaTKuh ¢enoHb, NOCTpuKeH, HOCA KPaTKuh denoHe,

UeCTHW UTEHUA M anocTton ... YeCTU UTEHUS, anocTofl

(4L, vol.1, No.101, pp.144-5) (4T,vol.1, No.109, p.162)
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The Pouchenie, Gennady's Okozritel 'ny Ustav,l and the so-called

Seal of Solomon

Neuats yaps ConomoHa nucaHa c nepesopa [eHHagua apxuenuckona ...
CATOP
APEDNO
TEHET
OnEPA

POTAC?

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' heresy - and that works such as the 1499
Bible owed their existence to the fact that 'heretics used the scriptures'3 -
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 1490 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-1490 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
toward the captive patriarchate4 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. rutes for the induction
of d'yaki and priests).

Gennady's attempts at reform did not always go unresisted; his second

letter to Simon shows that his priests thought i1l of his desire to educate

1. Bychkov, Katalog, p.35
2. Sobolevsky, Perevodnaya literatura, p.226
3. 1B, p.283

See letter of

. Ivan |11 to lona, archbishop of Novgorod (RIE, vol.6, MHo.100
cols.707-12)
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them:

. B2 TeM-TO Ha MeHA OpaHb ObiBaeT OT UX HeEpaaeHuMAa, a MOen Ccunbl
HEeT, UTO MM UX HE YUuB ctasutunl

In 1499 there even occurred something like a revolt among this flock. The
Novgorod Il chronicle (Arkhivsky MS.) gives a detailed description of a
procession led by Gennady around the new fortifications of the city. on

8th December lh99.2 It is recorded in the chronicle that the archimandrite
of Yur'ev Monastery3 and the abbots of many other Novgorod monasteries did
not participate in the procession.4 l;an Sumoroksmay 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
the old city walls, attended by the archimandrite and the 'entire Synod'.6
Unfortunately the chroniclier 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 111 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 CGeronty
and the majority of the churchmen,7 but it seems that in 1499 Gennady decided
to reintroduce this chainge 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 lvan |1l (with one third
of the cost paid by the archbishop - and therefore, presumably, also the
Synod, of Novgorod) may have been politically motivated.

. AT, vol.l, No.104, p.148
PSRL | vol1.30, pp.152-4
see below, pp.130-1.
PSRL, vol.30, p.152

see above, p.

PSEL, vol.30, p.153
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, perheps te Gennady at least,

. . . 1
the heresy ceased to be an importent issue after the executions of 149G,

Nor docs anyone, apart from losif of Volokolamsk, make any further
mention of the Judaizers before 1504.2 In fact, if losif's letter to
Mitrofan3 is to be credited, it was lvan 1il himself who revived the issue
of the heresy, for it was obviously he who raised the subject in his first
cchversaticn with Iosif.4 The grand prince had asked losif to grant him

1. It seems unlikely that Gennady, apparently on good terms with lvan I
(see the account of the visit of the grand princes lvan and Dmitry, in
PSRL, vol.2k4, p.213) whose cause in the Novgorod see he served so faithfully
both before and after 1490 (see above, ch.!l, passim PL, vol.l, p.83; PSRL,
vol.30, pp.153-4), should have failed to try to stem the 'revival of the
Novgorod heretical centre' postulated by Klibanov (RD, p.218).

2. There is one work at least in which 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' with lax performance of their
duties and with certain malpractices, among them:

O CBOEM CrnaceHuW HepajuMTe, M O CBOMX feTex [yXOBHbix HebpeweTe ...
camu flen AaguTe U nbeTe He B noaobHo Bpema, Ao ofepa ....
(AL, vol.l, 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 BCA 6wl €CTe roeeHMa nocTumnmca, M MACHLIX 6pameH n MNekKa n any He

€Nn; TaKKe ' MeX roBeHues, B Cpegy U B NATOK, MACa M MNeKa M Anub He
ACTE.

(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. (4ED, pp.316 and 383; see above, ch.ll, p.52).

3. see above, pp.105-7. )

L. .The date of this conversation (and of the letter to Nifont) has not been
discussed (cf. PIV, p.256; IRT, 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 111 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.



116
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 EdZet of the Moscow Council of 1490

accused the Novgorod priests:

- W Bb naku, npuexas Ha MockBy sgece 6MNM ecTe uenom rocypapo
BEnMKOMY KHA3K Ha leHapna apxuenuckona o ToM, UTO, pexkwm, OH Bac
“UMan 1 KOBan M Myumn U30 uMeHua, fa rpabun xMBOTH Baww. .

It is also very probable that Ivan |1l 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.2

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
been informed of them before 1490 by Gennady's podlinnikiz. And judging by
losif's list of these heresies in the letter to Mitrofan,4 fvan 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 1490.5

losif spoke to Ivan Il of the need to investigate and eradicate the
Novgorod heresy,6 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:
A UsaH, peu, MakcuMoB u CHOXy y MeHe B KUAOBCTBO caen.7

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 lvan Maksimov was Elena, widow of lvan lvanovich and daughter of Stephen IV

of Moldavia.

1. AED, p.383

2. Beveridge, Synodicon, pp.h66-7
3. AED, p.377

L. ibid., pp.L436-7

5. ibid., p.383

6. see above, p. 106.

7. AED, p.h36
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When Elena, daughter of an Orthodox ruler, became the wife of lvan'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'.z
And when lvan lvanovich 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
dvan 11l had made his choice when Dmitry was ceremonially crowned Grand Prince
of Vladimir, Moscow and all Russia, in February lh98.2 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
of all Russia',3 and was assured of the succession. The fall of Dmitry and
Elena has never been satisfactorily explained: they were probably the victims
of circumstance and of their rivals' superior powers of intrigue.4

When lvan I1l told losif about Elena's Heresy she was already in prison,
where she was to die in December lSOh.S 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' heresy on
the sole evidence of one sentence in losif's letter to Mitrofan;6 Elena's
'heresy' provided a perfect excuse for lvan's treatment of her, and ensured
that he would not have to ask forgiveness for killing her svoim grekhom,
nestorozheyu, as he had been obliged to do in 1498 after the death of his

brother Andrey.7

1. Fennell, Ivan the Great, p.107
2. PSRL, vol.20, pp.366-8
3. ibid., vol.6, p.L8

L. see Fennell, ITvan the Great, pp.334-52, for aspects of the 'dynastic
crisis', such as the virtual uselessness to lvan |ll of the Moldavian alliance
after 1500. s

he.
5. PSRL, vol.20, p.375, According to the Tipografsky Chronicle(was 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.2h,
p.215).
6. Zhmakin, 'Mitropolit Daniil', p.48; IRT, p.574; AED, pp.148-9; Smirnov,
'Tserkov' | obrazovanie', p.82; Fine, 'Fedor Kuritsyn's Laodikijskoye
Poslaniye', p.504; Stdkl, 'Das Echo', p.428; Fennell, Ivan the Great, p.324;
IB, p.181.
7. PSRL, vol.2L, 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 lvan had not fulfilled his promise to renew investi-
gations into the heresy,l 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
investigate.

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 1490, 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 yecar.

Contemporary2 chronicles carry a similar laconic account of the proceed-
ings of this Council:

Toro xe neta 6bn apxuenmckon Hosropopgukun leHagen Ha Mockse, u
coboposawa ¢ CuMmaHOM MUTpoONONUMTOM BCel Pycun m co ennckynsi, WU
noeenewa BAOBbLIM NOMOM M AUAKOHOM He MNEeTu, HW CBAWEHLCTBY Ka&catTucaA.
Toro xe nerta yfnoxuwa v OT CTaBneHua y MNOMOB M y AMAKOHOB ¥ OT
MEeCT UEepKOBHbLIX MO MPaBUAOM CBATLIX OTeUub M3Abl HE MMaTu ..

The two Edicts4 issued in the names of the grand princes lvan and
Vasily, Metropolitan Simon, Archbishop Gennady, the bishops of Suzdal',
Ryazan', Tver', Kolomna, Saray and Perm' and the entire Holy Synod, provide
more details of the Council's decision. These

1. 4ED, p.L38

2. Early sixteenth century

3. PSRL, vol.28 (Swod1518). The same account is used in the Sofiysky IlInd
and L'vov Chronicles (PSRL, vol.6, p.24k; 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 Ilnd (Arkhivsky)
Chronicle (PSRL, vol.30, p.175) - 1 September 1503 - is contradicted by the
dating of the Councii's Edicts (see below)

L. AAE, vol.l, 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);l

3) regulate the rights of, and payments due to, widowed priests and

deacons;
L) 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 crn 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 the Council of 1563 does rot 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 officiate(4ED, p.25). The reaction of the lower
clergy to this piece of legislation can be judged from the Foslanie of the

widowed priest Georgy Skripitsa of Rostov, which appeals to the leaders of
the Church:

He ockopbnsiiTe n He ocyxanTe CBAWEHHMKOB Kpome 6OroC,'OBHbLIX BUH: TEMM
NMCaHoO ocyxaTu rpecu ux, a He cobow M He cCBOMM pasyMmMcM. Bol Xe, rocnopga,
OCYAMNM ecTe BCex epeeB U AMAKOHOB HacToAwnx U 6yaymmx CMepTUI KeH WX,
Nonoxunu ecte B lUepkeu Bpaxy Mmexgy coboiw, CO CBAWEHWUKU, BO BEeKU, U KaKO
caMu pep3aeTe BXOAWTM BO CBATwM ontap? .... U B JlaTuHCKOW Bepe WHO €peoM

ux BbiTM BCeMm 6e3 weH, OHW 60, kpome bowmua Mucanua nzobpenu cebe epechd
csoeit norubenun.

- and reproaches them for administering the church:

deMHaro uapa 6onapo U ABOPEUuKWMUM, HeaenbunKku, TUYHB U JOBOAHWKK, CBOUX
Aens NpubBITKOB, @ He NO AOCTOAHUID CBATUTENbCKOMY

(choIDR, 1848, vol.6, pp.45-54)
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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;z

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 respcnse of the Council to the idea of
secularization,gis 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 11l and his son Vasily;

d) By 1503 Ivan 11l had confiscated a considerable amount of Church 1and.4
He may even have introduced legislation to limit further acquisition of land
by monasteries.5 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 Znoe (published by

)6

Begunov and dated by him 1506-9)  alleges that Archbishop Gennady, when

reproachec for not speaking out against lvan's plans, retorted:

laronete y6o camn, a3 60 orpabneH yxe npexpge cero.

As has been mentioned, in spite of the known participation of Archbishop
Gennady and the presumed participation of losif of Volokolamskg - the two
most celebrated scourges of the Judaizers - the Council of 1503 did not
attempt to deal with the heresy.

Kazakova, Vassian Patrikeev, p.279; cf. IB, p.410, n.14

IB, pp.312-4; Kloss, 'Nil Sorsky i Nil Polev', pp.150-67

Its authorship has been attributed to losif by Moiseeva, Valaamskaya
eseda, p.30, n.76

IRT, p.631; Bernadsky,Novgorod i Novgorodskaya zemlya, pp.316-7

AAE, vol.l, No.227, p.218

Begunov, ‘Slovo', pp.361-4

ibid., p.352

PIV, pp.371-4

O~V DWW —
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It was only after Ivan 1ll 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 xe neta, wwoHA, [eHapen, apxuenuckon Penumkoro Hosaropon~
flbckoBa, ocTasu npecton cBou 3a Hemowb, Heennew: MNoHexe 6o norexa
Cc MockBbi M HaUAT M34ay WMaTW y CBAWEHHWUKOB OT CTaBNEHUA Ha3 CeNU
npecton Hoeropopn Benwkum Haunaue nepsaro, upe3 ceoe obewaHue ...
M ObLHCKAB TO KHA3b BENUKWW M MUTPONONMT, M CBeaowa ero co
npectona Ha Mocksy, n npebuicTb B MaHacTeipe y Muxaunosa Uopa Ha
Mockse nonTpeTa roay, Ty ¥ nNpecTaBuch. .

The heretical priests had accused Gennady of robbing them,2 and the
Pskov Ist chronicle suggests that the archbishop was avaricious:SGennady
was probably in the habit of taking payment for ordination, continuing an

. s 4 . .

old Novgorod tradition,”™ and trying, no doubt, to compensate the archbishop's
treasury for the losses resulting from the demands cf lvan 11l. However,
as the proceedings of the Stoglav Council show, the removal of Gennady did
nothing to stop the practice of payment of an ordinat:ion tax in the see of

5 . . . . .
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
‘504.

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

guilty:

1. PSRL, vol.28, p.337. Gennady was removed from office on 12th June 1504
(PL, vol.l, p.89)

2. AED, p. 383.

3. PL, vol.l, p.83

h. 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
lvan 11l (IRT, p.617)
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Tos we 3uMmbl KHA3b Benukun KWean BacuneBuus u kHA3bL Benukun Bacunewu
WsaHosuub BCcea Pycuu co otuem ¢ csouM ¢ CMMOHOM MUTPONONUTOM, M C
enuckonsl, U ¢ BceMm cobopom u, obbickawa epeTukoB, NOBefewa MX AMXMX
CMEpTHOK Ka3HUI0 Ka3HUTU; U COXrowa B KneTke guaka Bonka Kypuuuna,
Aa Mutwo Kowonnesa, pa MBawka MakcumoBa, gekabpsa 27, a Hekpacy
Pykasosy nosenewa A3bKk ype3atu u B Hoseropope B Benukom coxrowa
ero. W Toe we 3uMbl apxuMmanpputa KacuaHa YpeeBckaro coxrowas Aga
6pata ero Weawka CamouepHoro, ra pugo KeawHo, ga Mutio lyctocenosa,
M UHBIX EPETMKCB COKIoWwa, a MHLIX B 3aToueHue pasocsawa, @ UHbIX No MOHaCThIPEM.
While the sources for the Councils of 1490 and 15032 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 1490 reveals
that of the six who, together with Metropolitan Zosima, tried the 'Novgorod
priests' in 1490, only two - Nifont of Suzdal' and Vassian of Tver' - could
have been present at the Council of 15014.'3
In preparation for the Council of 1490 Gennady carefully amassed
evidence against the heretics, and although the condemnation was a foregone
conclusion, convention was cbserved: 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 zhidovskaya mudr'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 Befaw TOro, UTO epecb; COXMNM Kypmauna na Pykosoro u
HbIHEUa TOrO He Be[awT, NPO UYTO MUX COXINU.

1. PSRL, vol.28, p.337; after * quoted from PSRL, vol.20, p.24kL, cf. ibid.,
pp.49-50; PSRL, vol.20, p.375; PSRL, vol.2¢, p.297

2. see above, ch.l!, pp. 63, 118.

3. Nifont was Bishop of Suzdal' from 1484 to 1508. Vassian was Bishop of

Tver' from 1477 to 1508 (Stroev, Spiski Zerarkhov, pp.Lhl and 656). Of the
remaining four, three resigned and one died.

4. AAE, vol.l, No. b | p.25]
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According to Lur'e, the 'case for the prosecution' was presented by
losif of Volokolamsk who, for this purpose, made the first redaction of his
Prosvetitel'.l But Lur'e admits that there is no conclusive evidence that
losif was present at the proceedings of the Counci12 and, as mentioned above,g
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 scle 'official'

source for the Council of 1504,

This, the so-called Poslanie o soblyudenii sobornogo prigovora,S was
written sometime after the Council of 1504. No EdZict of that Council sur-
vives and in fact, to judge from the Poslanie o soblyudenii, none was ever
issued. The Poslante 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.

Epetuk y6o ectb, ke BepyeT bory 6bitu XpucTty, epecu xe HekuA
uMes B cebe .... OTCTYnHUK Xe eCTb, MKe B MpaBOCNaBHOW Bepe
XPUCTUAHBCTEN PNOMCA M B COBEPWEHOM BO3pacTe ... CE&MOBOMHO
oTsepxecs XpucTta...?

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 otstuplexie, whose adherents were executed in 150k:

1. A4ED, p.211; IB, p.h21

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.

L. From a purely practical point of view, a work as lengthy anrd involved
as the Progvetitel' 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.1). It was edited and published by A.A. Zimin.



A o HuiHewhMXx speTuuex ga OyaeT BaM BeAoMO, AKO BCM OTBeprowach
Xpucrta. Ywe ToMy TPUACCAT M TPpW NCTa MUHYynu, kKak Obin B Bennwko:
Hoserpage Cxapus wuposuti. Wro [fewmc non, ga Onexcen torpa Owmn
non xe, 4to Obt Ha MockBe nocne Toro Ha Mockse npoTtonon,
npuxogmnun K wugosury Cxapum ga yumnuca y HEro “uaoBCKOW Bepe

[la nocne Toro [eruc pa Onexkcen npenLcTunu B XMAOBBCKYI BeEPy
Maspuna npotonona Cogeickoro pa nona Hayma pa nona Makcuma ... a
oT 60osAp OT HOBOFOPOAUKMX MNPENbLCTUNM B WMOAOBBCTBO [ puropusn
Mvxatinosa cbiHa TyunMHa M MHBIX MHOrMX geten BoApbCKMX M OT Kynbuos
M OT NPOCTHLIX niogen.

A nocne Toro, kak B3AnM Ha Mockey Anckces npoTtonona ga fenuca
nomna, = W OHW npenbcTunM B wmposcTeo OGepopa KypuuwHa, ga 6Gpata
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