MOSCOW THE THIRD ROME: SOURCES
OF THE DOCTRINE

By DIMITRI STREMOOUKHOFF

AvrroucH the sixteenth-century Russian doctrine which proclaimed Moscow the
‘Third Rome’ has become a subject of increasing interest to historians,! its origin
and sources still remain — despite the meticulous research of M. D’jakonov, V.
Malinin, and Mme H. Schaeder — to some extent obscure.? In the hope, there-
fore, that it may be of some use in elucidating a point of such importance to the
grasp of both Muscovite ideology and Russian history, we have devoted this
further study to the genesis of this doctrine.?

Before coming to the Muscovite conception, we should first make a rapid out-
line of the imperial doctrine which was adapted and transposed on the soil of
Moscow. In searching for the idea of universal monarchy, probably of Iranian
origin, we need go no further than the Hebrew\prophets, in whose writings
(particularly those of Daniel) it is expounded. Universal history up to the advent
of the Messianic kingdom is shown by Daniel as a succession of four empires,
represented either by the parts of the idol that appeared in Nebuchadnezzar’s
dream (Daniel, ii) or by the four animals (Daniel, vii), which tradition interprets
as the Babylonian, Persian, Macedonian, and Roman empires. At times, this
fourth empire of Daniel was regarded by the Christianity then developing within
the boundaries of the Roman Empire as the kingdom of Antichrist (Apocalypse);
at others, as the power by which the advent of Antichrist (II Thessal., ii, 5) was
being held back.t That the Roman empire should have been subject to interpreta-
tions so opposed as to its eschatological role, is an enduring and essential charac-
teristic of the Christian apocalyptic.

After the union of Christianity and imperial Rome, consummated by Constan-
tine the Great, the conception of a Roman-Christian empire is to stamp pro-
foundly European history. In the West, the empire will be overthrown by the
barbarians, and not restored until 800, when the coronation of Charlemagne will

1N. 8. Cajev, “Moskva — tretij Rim v polititeskoj praktike moskovskogo pravitel’stva XVI-go
veka,” Istorileskie zapiski, xvir (1945), 23; M. N. Tixomirov, Istoénikovedenie istorit S.S.S.R. (1940),
1, 138.

M. Denissoff (‘Aux origines de I'Eglise russe autocéphale,” Revue des Etudes Slaves, Paris, 1947,
fasc. 1-4) and L. U. Budovnic (Russkaja Publicistika XV I-go v., 1947, pp. 100, 173, 289) also empha-
size the importance of the doctrine of ‘Moscow — Third Rome.” M. Budovnic is interested in it the
more as he considers the Muscovite autocracy to be a ‘more progressive phenomenon’ than the
monarchy limited by feudal institutions. Cf. also J. Pirenne, Les grands Courants de Uhistoire (Neu-
chatel, 1944), 11, 272.

2 D’jakonov, Viast’ moskovskiz gosudarej (1889); V. Malinin, Starec Eleazarova monastyrja Filofej
7 ego poslanija (1901; with an edition of texts of Philotheus); H. Schaeder, Moskau das dritte Rom
(Hamburg, 1929).

3 This question has interested me for a long time. I treated it in 1930 in a communication to the
Société des Slavisants (cf. Revue des Etudes Slaves, x, 180). I wish to express here my cordial thanks to
M. André Grabar, professor at the Collége de France, from whose friendly suggestions this study has
greatly benefitted.

4 Bousset, Der Antichrist (Gottingen, 1895), pp. 77 ff.
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mark a deep rift in world-unity as it then existed. Embodied in this renovatio
tmpertt will be found the idea of a translatio potestatis imperii a Graecis in Ger-
manos.b

The Eastern Empire, which did not fall into barbarian hands, ‘continued to
uphold, on the Bosphorus, the tradition of the Roman erfipire of which it rightly
considered itself the legitimate successor.’® These eastern possessors of the im-
perial power felt bound to confer upon their capital the eternal name of Rome.
Professor F. Délger has studied the subject of the ‘transfer’ of the name Rome, to
Constantinople, which, from the end of the fourth century, became the ‘New
Rome.’” The emperor became the basileus of the Romans and of all the Chris-
tians; Constantinople was to be considered as urbs orbis and urbs aeterna.

This Byzantine ideology, which, when assuming less markedly Roman forms,
was stamped with a certain ‘messianism,” seems to have blossomed out under
the Macedonian dynasty, and at a moment coincident with the beginnings of a
conversion to Christianity among the Slavs.? It is not surprising, therefore, that
it should rapidly have penetrated the Slav world, more especially as the Byzan-
tines must have looked on the doctrine as a particularly advantageous export.®
It was spread either by the teaching and canonical acts of Greek ecclesiastics or
by means of translations into Slav of Byzantine works (certain novellae of Jus-
tinian, St Andrew of Cesarea’s commentaries on the Apocalypse, various imperial
prophecies).1?

5 F. Kampers, Die deutsche Kaiseridee in Prophetie und Sage (Munich, 1896), by the same author,
Vom Werdegange der abendlindischen Kaisermystik (Berlin, 1924); Hahn, Das Kaisertum (Leipzig,
1913); and J. Bryce, The Holy Roman Empire (London, 1913).

8 L. Bréhier, Vie et Mort de Byzance (Paris, 1947), p. 14; As to the pivotal Byzantine idea of
‘symphony’ of Church and State as represented by the ‘diarchy’ of the Patriarch and the Emperor
see V. V. Sokol’skij, ‘O Xaraktere i znadenii Epanogogi,” Vizantijskij vremennik, 1 (1894), and G. Ver-
nadskij, ‘Vizantijskie ucenija o vlasti carja i patriarxa, Recueil Kondakov (1926).

7 F. Dolger, ‘Rom in der Gedankenwelt der Byzantiner,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichle, Lvi
(1987); cf. also H. Schaeder, op. cit., pp. 9 ff., and O. Treitinger, Die ostrimische Kaiser- und Reichs-
idee (Jena, 1938).

8 Byzantine ‘messianism’ recognized, beside its ‘Roman’ form, a ‘Hierosolymitan’ form. Byzantines
in fact called Constantinople ‘New Jerusalem’ or ‘Second Jerusalem.” Cf. A. Grabar, ‘L’art religieux
et Pempire byzantin & 1‘époque des Macédoniens,” in the Annuaire de I’Ecole Pratique des Hautes
Etudes, 1939-1940, p. 35, and the epistle of the patriarch Photius in Pravoslavnyj palestinskij sbornik,
xxx1 (1892), 231-235. The Russians knew this terminology and applied it also to their capital. The
late Michel Gorlin held that ‘the theory of the third Rome was going to bind Moscow to Byzantium
and Jerusalem would find itself set aside’ (Revue des Etudes Slaves, xvi1, p. 62); but it does not seem
that the name ‘third Rome’ had definitively replaced that of ‘new Jerusalem,’ for we find the latter
in the collection of verse of Alexandre Mezenec (Stremouxov) and in certain chronicles (Bezsonov,
Kalek: perexofie, fasc. 6, p. ix, and 1. Zabelin, Istorija Goroda Moskvy, 1905, p. 86).

It is probable, as R. Stupperich has pointed out (‘Kiev, das zweite Jerusalem,” Zeitschrift fiir
slavische Philologie, x11, p. 852), that the name of Rome implied a political role and that of Jerusalem
a more ecclesiastical role.

9 F. Dvornik, Les Légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance (Prague, 1933), p. 365. Cf.
A. Grabar, art. cit., p. 24. It is true that the apostle of the Slavs named the Byzantine empire not the
‘Roman Empire’ but the ‘Empire of Christ.’

10 Migne, P.G., cv1, col. 376, 381; Velilte Minei detit, 1883, 25-30 Sept., col. 1766—67; Istrin,
Otkrovenie Mefodija Patarskogo, in C’tenija of Moscow, 1897, 1—1v; 1898, 1.
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If all this brought enormous prestige to the city which the Slavs called
Tsar’grad, the universality of the Byzantine doctrine was not to be unresistingly
adopted by a people eager for independence.

The opposition was particularly stubborn among the Balkan Slavs. Bulgaria
and Serbia, in fact, endowed their sovereigns with the title of ¢sar, derived from
Caesar and equivalent with basileus, set up their church as an independent
patriarchy, and even dreamed of the conquest of Constantinople.!* At Tirnovo in
particular there flourished in the fourteenth century, during the reign of John-
Alexander and under the patriarchy of Euthymius, a school of literature whose
rhetoric abounds in pompous panegyrics.!2 To take an example which, for us, has
a certain importance, the Bulgarian translator of the Chronicle of Manasses, in
speaking of the fall of Rome in the fifth century, opposes this city not (as Manas-
ses does) to Constantinople but to ‘our new Tsar’grad which grows, and strength-
ens herself’; the city he so designates would appear to be Tirnovo."

The Russians became acquainted with the Byzantine doctrine both directly
and through the agency of the Southern Slavs who adapted it to suit their own
national aims. The Russian metropolitan was, in fact, attached to the patriarchy
of Constantinople: with a few exceptions, the metropolitans were Greeks conse-
crated in the imperial city;" on the other hand, towards the end of the fourteenth
century, and particularly in the fifteenth, the ‘second influence’ of the Southern
Slavs — having as its protagonists the Serbian and Bulgarian emigrants to
Russia — may be seen to be taking shape.

In 1390 a Bulgarian called Cyprian succeeded in becoming the metropolitan of
Moscow, where he introduced the literary style of Tirnovo."® It was at this mo-
ment, in 1393, that Anthony, the patriarch of Constantinople, addressed himself
to the Grand Duke Vasili I. Disturbed by certain rumors, according to which the
Grand Duke of Moscow had shown him a lack of respect, asserting even that ‘we
have the Church, but we have not the Emperor,” the patriarch stated the Byzan-
tine conception of the part played by the emperor in the Christian world. He
combatted the opinion of the Grand Duke, and gave as his own, ‘that it is im-
possible for Christians to have the Church without having the Emperor, because
the Empire and the Church constitute one unity and one community.” He then
described the high position occupied by the Emperor in the Church, insisting

1 K. Jiretek, Dé&jiny niroda bulharského (Praha, 1876), pp. 187 +“.; same author, La Civilisation
serbe au moyen dge (1920), pp. 6 ff.; Emile Haumant, La Formation le la Yougoslavie (1930), pp. 52
ff.; and H. Schaeder, op. cit., pp. 4 ff.

12 K. Radéenko, Religioznoe i literaturnoe dviZenie v. Bolgarii v epoxu pered tureckim zavoevaniem
(1898), pp. 21 f.; K. Jire&ek, op. cit., pp. 270 fL.

13 Kronike lut Constantin Manasses (ed. Ivan Bogdan, Bucarest, 1922), p. 99. Cf. Jiretek, op. cit.,
p- 215, and Schaeder), op. cit., pp. 14 and 51. Nearly the same phrase is to be found in the Russian
Chronograph of 1512 (P.S.R.L., xx11, 1, p. 258). However the author of the Chronograph by all the
evidence, sets in opposition to Rome not Tirnovo or Moscow but rather Constantinople, as does the
Greek Manasses. This is why he says not ‘our new Tsar’grad’ but ‘our new Rome — T'sar’grad.’

14 T. Golubinskij, Istorija russkoj cerkvi (1901), 1, 1, pp. 289 f. cf. also D’jakonov, op. cit., pp.
1 ff.

% H. Schaeder, op. cit., p. 3. Cf. Golubinskij, op. cit., 11, 1, pp. 297 fI., and A. S. Orlov, Drevnjaja
russkaja literatura XI-XV1 v. (1937), pp. 234 ft.
















































