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A state in place or a state of mind? Soviet historian Sergei Averintsev considers the claims on universality and divine legitimacy made by the Russia of the Tsars in response to previous legacies of empire.

The most beautiful and peerless capital of all the inhabited earth'. This was how Theodore Metochites, a Byzantine writer, described Constantinople, as late as at the beginning of the fourteenth century. And it was not empty rhetoric. 

This was how the Byzantines genuinely felt, and not just they alone. One thousand years before there had been still more justification for such sentiments than remained in Metochites' time. In the tenth century the capital on the Bosphorus was undoubtedly, and incomparably, the most splendid city and dazzling centre of culture in the entire Christian world. 'They dreamt of Constantinople among the cold mists of Norway, on the banks of the Russian rivers, in the strong castles of the West and in the counting- houses of avaricious Venice', as U.L. Lazareu put it in his History of Byzantine Painting (1947). Most important of all, this state thought of itself not as the first but as the only one of its kind in the world – and its self-perception was internally quite logical, coherent and convincing. It was without com- pare, or peerless, as Metochites said. Only three criteria were cited. First, it professed the true, or Orthodox, Christian faith. Second, it managed its state affairs and diplomatic relations in a highly-civilised way that was supplemented by the literary and philosophical culture of classical antiquity. Third, it was the legal successor to the Christian-Imperial Rome of Constantine the Great. 

The first criterion totally eliminated oriental competitors: the Asian powers, from the Caliphate to China, were com- parable in their statecraft and level of urbanisation but they were not Christian. Western competitors were like- wise partially eliminated. The final break between the eastern and western churches became a fact of ecclesiastical life in 1054 and of popular awareness by the thirteenth century, especially after the Sack of Constantinople in 1204 by the knights of the Fourth Crusade. However, suspicions about the orthodoxy of Western Christianity had grown up in the ninth century when in the 860s Patriarch Photius was already ' expressing such doubts. The second criterion totally eliminated Western competitors. Even Charlemagne's empire at the turn of the ninth century was only a short-lived attempt to reproduce the Roman-Byzantine model with an ephemeral conglomeration of un- assimilated territories. It also partially disqualifies the oriental competitors: for all their brilliance, the eastern civilisations did not correspond to the classical standard and therefore remained barbarian. The third criterion, finally, was in itself quite sufficient to exclude competition from any other possible quarter. 

However, we must talk separately of the strength of this last criterion, and its foundations in a particular view of the world. History itself and then the Christian interpretation of history created a special tie between Rome and Christianity. (Byzantine authors liked to remark that Christ's birth coincided with the reign of the Emperor Augustus.) 

The name of the Roman procurator Pontius Pilate became part of the Christian creed, 'crucified for us, under Pontius Pilate'. It is, of course, a rather dismal honour to be remembered as the one who condemned Christ to such a death. Yet even this once again reminded everyone that the secular framework within which the universal sacred history took place was defined by the frontiers of the universal Roman empire. Only it was of remotely appropriate scale. The tragic irony of the theme of Christ's Passion necessarily presupposes an absolutely serious attitude to authority: the secular authority of Roman law (of which the apostle Paul made special mention), and the sacred authority of the Jewish high priests who destroyed Christ. (In both the Greek and Slavonic texts of the Gospels, and in Byzantine literature and Russian folklore the same word is used for both Orthodox Christian bishops, and Jewish high priests.) 'For there is no power but of God: the powers that he are ordained of God' (Romans 13:1). If it were not so, Golgotha would simply be an unfortunate incident arousing no more than mere pity. The participation of a Roman official and Roman soldiers in the execution of Christ cannot serve as an argument against the appointed mission of Rome in secular history. Their fellow collaborators, the Jews, are the chosen people of Old Testament. Caiaphas the high priest occupies a position so holy that he is endowed (according to John 1 1:51) with the ability to prophesy. Judas Iscariot was personally chosen by Christ to be among his twelve disciples. All the dramatis personae are chosen. To the Christian mind, Rome is that same world which is under the domination of the 'Prince of this world', i.e. the Devil, but which must be redeemed and sanctified. Having united all the lands of Mediterranean civilisation, the Roman empire in a certain sense actually was the world. 

For a long time the Roman authorities persecuted the early Christian preachers, but the latter spread through the world along roads made by Roman soldiers. Even at a time when Christians were being thrown to the lions they believed that the Pax Romana was a defensive harrier preventing the coming of the Antichrist. When the Roman emperor Constantine at last placed the Christian faith under his protection the experience masterfully defined the medieval outlook as a whole, and forever shaped that of Byzantium, though it would never again be repeated. The geographical compass within which Roman law was applied, Graeco-Roman culture extended, and the Christian faith freely confessed was one and the same. All of the high intellectual, moral and spiritual values that man knew in the Christian world, both religious and secular, were to be found within the borders of one and the same state: the Bible handed down by the Church, Homer handed down through the schools, Greek philosophy and Roman law. Beyond its confines the world was simultaneously of a different faith ('infidel'), a different culture ('barbarian') and, moreover, so lacking in law and order that it seemed to be not part of the world or the cosmos but chaos, 'outer darkness'. The binary union of the Roman empire and the Christian Church constituted a world in itself. 

This is no mere ideological construct. In the West the empire ceased to exist in 476, but in the East it continued for a further thousand years. Approximately one century after its demise the learned men of West Europe began rather denigratingly to refer to it as the 'Byzantine' empire. This title was derived from the classical name for the city on the Bosphorus: it was not the name used in medieval times or by the inhabitants of the Eastern empire. At the dawn of the Byzantine era the city had ceased to be Byzantium and became Constantinople or the New Rome. This novel scholarly title instead stressed the gulf separating 'true' antiquity from the 'dark ages' and became widely accepted, at times recovering its original abusive intent (for instance, in nineteenth-century liberal journalism). 

The Byzantines never called themselves either Byzantine or Greek. From classical times down to our own day the Greeks have referred to themselves as Hellenes. In Christian usage, however, this word acquired the derogatory meaning of pagans as opposed to Christians. Therefore the inhabitants of the Eastern empire described themselves as Romans (or Rhomaioi in medieval Greek). Considering the uninterrupted continuity of their state they had every right to this name, and even their enemies could not deny it. When Vitiges, the king of the Ostrogoths, was waging war against Justinian I in the sixth century for control over Italy he ordered that coins be minted bearing not his own image but that of the emperor. Whoever had real control, the token of authority belonged to the Roman or Romaic emperor. The barbarian young peoples of Europe at odds with Rome, and then with the New Rome, did not think of denying their unique legitimacy. They regarded the empire with profound respect and envy. 

With time they made attempts to claim this legitimacy for themselves. On Christmas Day in the year 800 Charlemagne, King of the Franks, was crowned Roman emperor in Rome by the Bishop of Rome (i.e. the pope). It did not occur to him to proclaim himself emperor, say, of the Franks or the Germans. In Constantinople, of course, the imperial title of Charlemagne and all his successors was regarded as an outrageous usurpation. When the tsars of the Bulgarians and the Serbs began openly to fight against the New Rome their struggle was nowhere justified by the modern idea of nationalism. They wished to recreate, but now under their own control, that same single and unique state alongside which no other could exist. Perhaps this is why the war against them was waged with such bitterness: for the Byzantines they were not a military enemy but impostors and spreaders of sedition. In writing his treatise on Monarchy, Dante would still take it as axiomatic and indisputable that there should be only one universal Christian state, and that this should be the Roman empire. 

In the language of early Christianity, retained in both the Orthodox and Catholic traditions, the Christians are the kin and the people of God. Their existence as a people was thought of in just as literal and specific terms as that of the chosen people in the Old Testament; but this time the chosen people are gathered in from 'every kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation' (Revelations 5:9) to unite all humanity, 'and there shall be one fold and one shepherd'. This idea was taken seriously. The ethno-cultural antagonisms that flared up from time to time were perceived and expressed as heresies. The universality of the Christian empire, in theory, should correspond to the universality of the Christian faith just like the caliphate in the Islamic conception. If in both cases political practice gradually diverged from the theoretical ideal, that theory retained its rights and continued to pass judgement on the practice. For medieval man this was an incontrovertible truth. In Dante we still find a moving condemnation of particularist reality in terms of the universal doctrine: he quite logically allotted the place of honour at the beginning of the sixth canto in his Paradise to the Byzantine emperor Justinian. 

Whatever the theories might say, the territory of the Eastern empire irresistibly contracted. At the end it was almost synonymous with the city of Constantinople, a head too large for its dwarfish body. One needed to be Greek to keep believing that the relation between Constantinople and the rest of the universe, as a Greek saying declared, was of fifteen to a dozen... Even in this extreme humiliation, however, the very location of Constantinople on the frontier of Europe and Asia was a token of the Romaic empire's universalist task. The city did not fit any definition: it was not European hut neither was it Asiatic, at least not until the Turks took possession and transformed it into Stamboul. The city that occupies this site is still in some sense a world in itself, just as the Roman empire was in its day. 

Since the Middle Ages onwards an important concept has found lexical expression in West European, or Christian, languages, which is notab1y absent both from the Byzantine and traditional, pre-intelligentsia Russian lexicon. In the West it is denoted by the words christianitas in medieval Latin, chretiente in French (already used in the Song of Roland), Christenheit in German, Christendom in English, and so on. In Russian one could only use the later weak and bookish phrase 'the Christian world' (khristianskii mir). But it bears no comparison to these other terms in the vitality or necessity of its existence. What they denote is the totality of all Christian countries and nations in relation to which each of them individually is only a subordinate part. This was how Western Europe referred to itself before it began to use the terms West or Europe. (We may compare the title of one of the philosophical works by the German Romantic author, Novalis, Die Christenheit oder Europa, where the two words are linked and equated.) No matter what enmities might divide the territories, cities and kingdoms of Europe – and in the modern period, its nations as well – and no matter how far the self-assertion of each of its parts might reach, they remained subordinate to the whole, to a self-evident and objective order. In fact it was this rivalry, competition and mutual restraint that established the natural frontiers of each and maintained its status as part of the whole. As the guarantee of their higher unity, the medieval worldview placed two figures over and above these parts, the emperor and the pope. Yet it was just because each of these active political forces could only he a part and were not entitled to represent the whole that the Empire could not be set up in the West. 

Let us return, however, to the Westless, a functional equivalent. Their functional purpose was to give earthly expression to the theological concept of the universal Church and place it in a more carnal and, at the same time, epic perspective. It was to be, we might say, a historiosophic perspective for use by the layman. In the Russian popular vocabulary this function was performed by the phrase 'Holy Russia' (and, correspondingly, the 'Holy Russian land'). It is important to grasp that this concept in no way refers to what we now call the national idea, or to geographical and ethnic criteria. Holy Russia is an almost cosmic category. At least, within its limits (or its limitless extent!) both the Eden of the Old ern words we have just mentioned. As was said, there is no logical equivalent to them in the pre-modern Russian language. Perhaps there is, neverthe- Testament and the Palestine of the Gospels have their place. G.P. Fedotov in his time collected eloquent illustrations of this idea in his study of Russian spiritual folklore: 

A beautiful sun lit up in Paradise 
King Herod sent his messengers throughout the Holy Russian land 
The Virgin walked through Holy Russia. 
She was seeking for her Son... 

It would he unbearably limited to understand this as an expression of tribal folie de grandeur. It is, moreover, the entire point of this term that no ethnic reference is involved here. What then are we to make of this? Is it a need to bring the sacred figures and events closer? Hardly. Such a desire is incomparably more typical of West European Christianity, at least from the late Middle Ages onwards. For, on the contrary, a Russian generally regards a familiar intimacy with the sacred as blasphemous, and prefers the austere feeling of separation. No Russian saint would have thought of making a Christmas creche as Francis of Assissi did in Greccio, thereby forever establishing one of the most widely practised customs among Catholic nations. We may also consider certain other examples. In verse William Blake summed up the experience of Protestant sectarian spirituality in the arbitrary context of proto-Romanticism when he expressed the intention to build 'Jerusalem in England's green and pleasant land'. The Catholic Middle Ages also, incidentally, had their Jerusalems: churches laid out according to the disposition of the Holy Places in Jerusalem (the abbey of Santo-Stefano in Bologna with its many chapels is one example). When Patriarch Nikon wanted to build a New Jerusalem in Russia in the seventeenth century, however, his detractors regarded this as dishonouring a sacred place: 'Is it good that the name of the Holy City should be thus transferred, given to another place and disgraced?' A century after Blake another English poet, the Catholic Francis Thompson, talked of Christ walking on the waters 'not of Gennesaret but Thames'. This mention of the Thames leads us by contrast to note that although the events in Russian spiritual verse were repeatedly said to take place in Holy Russia it was inconceivable that any Russian river might be referred to there. They speak of Jordan but not of Russian rivers. (The same Patriarch Nikon renamed the river Istra, Jordan. Setting aside for a moment the Russian view that this was a dangerous impertinence there was, even here, no familiarity with the River Jordan. Rather it was a purifying and thus a distancing and alienation of the Istra itself.) 

We have to wait for the nineteenth century, i.e. for a culture with quite different foundations, before a poet like Tiutchev could see Holy Russia as a truly Russian landscape. Only then was the land to which he imagined the King of Heaven coming as a pauper in his poem geographically and ethnically identified with Russia: 'These poor settlements, this austere landscape...' The landscape of Holy Russia in the early spiritual verses is different. When they began to build the church of Zion there they indeed used quintessentially Russian trees, birch and rowan. Yet the most important wood of all was the southern, Mediterranean cypress of the Imperial City and Jerusalem, although most Russians were more familiar with its scent from the crucifixes brought back by pilgrims than with its natural appearance. So there are birches and rowan trees but the cypress is, nevertheless, more important than either. The Romantic imagination vainly sought for local colour. There are no identifiably local features in Holy Russia. It has only two features: first, that it is in some sense the whole world and even encompasses paradise; second, that it is the world under the sign of the true religion. In the well-known early Russian poem about the Golubinaya Kniga the only justification for the White, i.e. Russian, tsar's prerogative is that he is a Christian king. Since it happens that there are no other Christian rulers in the whole world, however, his rights become exceptionally far-reaching: 

Our White king is king over kings. 
Why is the White king, king over kings? 
He accepted the baptismal faith, the baptismal, the orthodox faith. 
And he believes in the indivisible Trinity... 

It is important who instructed the Russians in matters of faith. Their teachers were the Orthodox Byzantines who insisted, for the sake of asserting their own authority, that Church and empire were quite inseparable. In this respect the admonition administered to Vasily I, the Prince of Moscow, by Patriarch Antony IV of Constantinople was typical. The former had dared to proclaim that the Russians shared a Church with the Byzantines but did not have an emperor, i.e. for them the Byzantine monarch, who was for the time being the only Orthodox emperor, was not their king. 'It is impossible for Christians to have a Church and not to have an Empire', noted the Patriarch. 'For Church and Empire form a great union 
and it is impossible for them to be separated'. Historically-speaking it is highly significant that these words were addressed by a spiritual leader to a secular lord, and by a Byzantine to the Prince of Moscow in the 1390s. The Byzantine empire would continue to exist for little more than half a century: soon after its fall the Prince's descendants would lay the foundations of the Russian empire. If no less a figure than the patriarch of the imperial city so authoritatively explained to the ruler of Moscow that the Orthodox empire was the essential concomitant and in some way the full expression of the Orthodox Church, how could he not take such a lesson to heart, once and for all time? 

It is further important that the rise of Moscow coincided chronologically with the fall of Constantinople. In 1453 the Turks entered the capital on the Bosphorus, and in 1461 they took possession of Trebizond, the last fragment of the Romaic Empire. In 1478 Moscow annexed the territory of Novgorod and in 1480 finally threw off the Mongol-Tartar yoke. The idea of a third Rome as an alternative to Constantinople is well-known from the letter written by the Pskov starets, or elder, Filofei (Philotheus) in the sixteenth century: '... two Romes have fallen, the third stands, and a fourth there shall not be... ' Yet this formula was not new, it had been developed earlier in Southern Slavic writings. Recalling the collapse of the Western empire in 476, a Byzantine chronicler concluded: 'So that is what happened to the old Rome, but our Rome flourishes, grows, rules and is rejuvenated'. In a fourteenth-century Bulgarian translation, however, these words were significantly altered: '... and that having happened to the old Rome, our own new imperial city grows, and becomes stronger and younger'. Judging by all else, the new imperial city (Tsargrad) was Tyrnovo, the capital of the Bulgarian empire. Consequently, where the Byzantine chronicler addressed the emperor was inserted an address to Ioann Alexander, the Bulgarian tsar, 'great lord and fair conqueror'. This is a very stable logical structure. Rome has fallen but we are unconquered, and we are Rome. In this the Byzantine chronicler, his Bulgarian translator, and the Russian Filofei are all thoroughly at one. 

After this, however, their historical destinies diverge. The Southern Slavic kingdoms rebelled when Constantinople was still standing. They were forced to engage in an unseemly dispute with her over their claim to be the one and only Orthodox power, and they succumbed to the Turks in the late thirteenth century, even before the end of Byzantium itself. The principality of Muscovy, quite to the contrary, had hardly emerged when it immediately found itself beyond any dispute the only Orthodox state in the world and not within the reach of Islam. There was a new configuration of historical circumstances that for centuries made Filofei's words true in the most literal sense. Or perhaps it was not an entirely novel situation, after all? The inimitable period of Constantine's reign seemed to be repeating itself. Once again there was only one state that embodied the true faith on earth and, unlike the Western Catholic states, it could not be compared to or enter into any relations of subordination with its other fellow-Christian states. When the common people talked in one of the spiritual verses about the White king's authority 'over all lands, over the universe', the meaning was 
not political, it meant something more than that. 

Alongside the confessional definition the geographical aspect is also important. Kievan Russia was territorially large but as a state was contained with- in certain self-evident limits: it could still feel itself an integral, if marginal, part of the whole – of European Christianitas. Confessional differences were still not so acutely felt that they could obstruct dynastic marriages, for instance, between the ruling houses of Russia and the West. After the Tartar conquest, however, and especially after Ivan III had freed Russia again and Ivan IV (the Terrible) had triumphantly campaigned against the Tartars, Russia increasingly became a Eurasian entity; after the khanates of Kazan and Astrakhan had been conquered Moscow became no less of an Eurasian power than Byzantium, though in a different way. Each of these stages corresponded to an ever more conscious alienation of Russia from the Catholic West: in the thirteenth century Alexander Nevsky rejected the pope's envoy; in the fifteenth century Prince Vasily II dethroned the Latinophile Greek metropolitan of Moscow, Isidore; and under Ivan the Terrible. the mission of Antonio Possevino met with failure. Now the Russians no longer simply followed after their Greek masters but, on the contrary, saw the reason for the downfall of Byzantium and their own appointed mission as lying in the compromise the Greeks had made with the Latin Church. Russia was also a world in itself. 

It is appropriate to recall here the last phrase of Chaadaev's uncompleted 'Apology of a Madman' where he referred to the 'geographical fact' that 'imperiously dominates our historical evolution'. The competitive mutual balance between forces that strive to expand and thereby restrain each other was highly typical of European history hut can only be observed on Russia's western borders. There long centuries were needed just to resolve the rivalry between Moscow and Lithuania. As a result it was Petersburg that shared in the partitions of Poland, but the Western drive towards medieval Russia was never as irresistible as that of the Mongol-Tatars. On the western borders the picture could only change slowly, but in other directions Russia seemed to be almost entirely without natural frontiers. During the reign of Ivan the Terrible, Russian territory was expanded eastwards to the Irtysh river and beyond. A West European state could only make a similar expansion at the expense of territories overseas – but that was already quite a different matter, both objectively and psychologically. In the Russian case it was not simply the annexation of territory beyond Europe by a European power but the creation of a united Eurasian arena, not for the Russian people but for the Orthodox faith. Holy Russia, I repeat, was not an ethnic concept. The Legend of Pyotr, son of the king of The Golden Horde, provided deliberate illustration of this: when Russia is still under the Mongol yoke a young Tatar of the royal blood adopts the Orthodox faith, builds a church in Rostov, and charms the Russians with his 'sweet responses'. The Byzantine epos (epic poem) of Digenes Acritas offers a comparable though much less religion-imbued plot. Digenes' father is a noble Arab emir who is baptised and thereby becomes a member of the Byzantine nobility hut he does so rather out of love for his Byzantine betrothed, it must be admitted, than for any more spiritual motives. Both the Romaic and the Muscovite state are open to those who will accept their faith. The reverse side of such universalism was the weakly developed theme of the natural tie linking an ethnic group to its state. In both these cases the link was founded not on natural so much as supernatural foundations. And to speak simply and bluntly, the position of a converted Tatar in the reign of Ivan the Terrible was much better than that of indigenous Russians from Novgorod, say. However, the Byzantine Greeks also sacrificed their own ethnic name when they replaced it with one accepted from the alien hands of universal statehood. 

All these are features of deep similarity between the religious understanding of statehood in Byzantium and in Russia. However, we cannot help noting that there was also an important difference. The Byzantine monarchical system was inherited from the Roman empire. This had two vital consequences. 

First, the Roman empire was directly descended from the system of personal rule of successful military leaders like Sulla and Caesar which had matured in a very civilised age after centuries of republican government. It did not emerge from the archaic patriarchal order. Short-lived dynasties might come and go but the dynastic principle as a fact of moral awareness was lacking. Also very weak was the idea of the individual's duty of loyalty to the emperor's person: in both Rome and Byzantium the monarchs were easily overthrown, and put to death, sometimes publicly and with the participation of the gloating mob. This does not mean that nothing was sacred for the Byzantine. The most sacred thing on earth for him was the Empire itself which, as we have seen, embraced a self-sufficient plenitude of politico-juridical, cultural and religious values. Therefore, incidentally, such a figure as the Russian prince Kurbsky would hardly be possible in Byzantium. (Fearing disgrace because of his closeness to the feudal lords executed by Ivan the Terrible, the nobleman Kurbsky fled to Lithuania). A Byzantine fugitive seemed, by contrast, to pass out of existence when he fled to the barbarians and no one would have listened to him or begun to denounce him as the Russians did in regard to the renegade Kurbsky. The empire was indeed very sacred, as was the office of emperor: however the most capable and successful should wear the imperial regalia and if it happened to be a usurper that only made his ability and success more conspicuous. (The successes of the leader, military commander and politician were not perceived as the result of favourable circumstances hut as an immanent quality of their personality, or secular 'charisma'. Cicero had even seriously discussed such an idea). The impostors and false Dimitrys who were so characteristic of the medieval and then the modern Russian autocracy were not typical of the history of the Byzantine autocracy. Why go to the trouble of adopting another's name when success was in itself sufficient to justify any usurpation? 

Whatever might be spiritually required in the way of purely private repentance, the Byzantine thought that in politics God was for the winner (unless, of course, the winner was a heretic). The Byzantine was true to his empire until the last, but loyalty to the ruler endured only so long as he was convinced that the individual concerned pragmatically corresponded to the majesty of the empire. The murder of the ruler, at times by the people, is described again and again with dispassionate openness in Byzantine historical works. It is one of those unhappy but unimportant events that are necessarily presupposed by the very existence of politics, they imply. Such unfortunate events do not notably weigh on the popular conscience. A Byzantine would not have understood the lament of the Patriarch Pimen in Pushkin's Boris Godunov: and yet the poet here captured a major theme of traditional Russian psychology: 

We have angered God, we have sinned: 
As our lord and master we have proclaimed a regicide. 

In the middle of the civilised nineteenth century a legend arose in Russia about the holy elder 'Fyodor Kuzmich' – ordinary Russians could not tolerate the thought that Alexander I should have died on the throne when he had been involved in the killing of his father Paul I. The Byzantine, in turn, would not have understood how Boris and Gleb (and later the tsarevich Dmitry) could be numbered among the saints. They did not die for their faith, after all, but were merely the victims of the mundane order of things. Everyone knows that the world is steeped in wickedness and there are a great many blameless victims on earth! There are martyrs among the Russian saints, those who died for their beliefs; but just try to ask even a very well-read and devout Christian about them. No one recalls Prince Roman Olgovich of Ryazan who was cut to pieces by the Tatars of the Golden Horde for blaspheming against their deity; or Kukshu who was missionary to the natives of Vyatka in the Urals; and our informant will only recall Mikhail of Chernigov with some difficulty. However, for centuries all have remembered Boris and Gleb and the young tsarevich stabbed to death in Uglich. It turns out that it is only in this 'long-suffering' endurance of hardship; without any act or even a martyr's 'testimony' of faith hut merely 'accepting' one's bitter cup, that the holiness of the imperial dignity is truly embodied. Only by their suffering is the existence of the empire justified. To explain why this is so demands thorough and unhurried reflection. 

For the meanwhile we may note a simple historical fact. It was important that the Russian princes constituted a single lineage, while the throne in Constantinople was open to any adventurer, no matter where he came from, It was important that monarchy in Russia did not grow up as a pragmatic solution but developed out of patriarchal relations. Finally, there is the contrast between Byzantine rationality and the Russian state of mind. 

Second, the circumstances by which Christian Byzantium received its political system from pagan Rome did not give the Christian consciousness of the Romaics the opportunity to experience autocracy as a problem. (Moreover the final shape was given to this system by the last 'persecutor' of Christianity, Diocletian). For the Byzantines autocracy was not a problem; it was part of the nature of things. In Russia everything took a rather different path.

EARLY RUSSIA
	5th -9th Century 
	Eastern Slavs moved into the vast practically uninhabited area of present day European Russia and the Ukraine from;  
1. Central Europe
2. Asia   

	  
	

	9th Century 
	Kievan State. In 882 Oleg - the ruler of Novgorod (Ruriks son) ceased Kiev. The Varangian mixed with the Slavic population. In the Kievan State;
1. The Varangians created a loose unification of Slavic territories under a single ruling prince (and under one dynasty)
2. The Orthodox Church provided the "State Religion"   

	1054-1242  
	Kievan State became weak due to the feudal system (several important Boyars) and several divisions   

	1242 
	Kiev was sacked by the Mongols (the Golden Horde) and most people were killed. The Eastern Slavs were unified under one strong supreme ruler - the Mongol Khan!   

	1242-   
	Beginning with the prince of Novgorod, Alexander Nevsky, the small insignificant principality of Moscow became important. Ivan I {"Ivan the moneybag" 1328-1341) became famous for buying property, loaning money to smaller districts and than joining forces with the Mongols to defeat Ivan’s most serious rival - the Prince of  Tver. Of gratitude the Mongols made;
1. Ivan the general tax collector for all Slavic lands
2. The Prince of Moscow received the title "Great Prince"
3. Ivan managed to get the "metropolitan of Kiev" - the head of the Orthodox Church of all Eastern Slavs to move to Moscow   

	14th – 15th  Century   
	An attempt to get rid of the Mongols succeeded in 1380, but just after a short time the Mongols struck back. Timur the Lame sacked Moscow killing a lot of people and thus was the Mongolian order restored. The problems did not end here - the period was filled with wars and intrigues...   

	1462-1505   
	It was Ivan III ("Ivan the Great") that completed the work started by Alexander Nevsky. In 1480 Ivan stopped all tribute paid to the Mongolian Khan. He continued by buying Rostov and he defeated the Polish-Lithuanian Kingdom. Ivan III was an absolute ruler and he became the Tsar (or Czar which is the Slavic contraction for  Caesar - Emperor). Ivan saw himself as; 
1. The heir of the Roman Empire (with the fall of Constantinople 1453 - the capital of the Eastern Roman Empire (or the Byzantines) the Russian ruler saw Russia as the "Third Rome"}. To emphasize this claim Ivan married the daughter of the last Byzantine Emperor!   
2. Leader of the Orthodox Christianity - now calling himself the leader of "Holy Russia"
3. The head of a new dynasty - the Tsardom became hereditary  
4. As a sign of this heritage the Byzantine Double Eagle now became the state symbol of the Russian Empire   

	1533-1584  
	Ivan IV ("Ivan the Terrible”). His father died when he was three years old and his mother died when he was eight (might have been poisoned by Boyars). During six years Boyar advisers ruled the Empire. At age sixteen Ivan pushed his advisors aside - and he took the title Tsar. He then married Anastasia of the Romanov family. Ivan is famous for several different things;   
1. He defeated the Khanates of Kazan and Astrakhan 1552-​1556   
2. He abolished the distinction between hereditary Boyar private property and land granted for service. This step that actually was started by his father  transformed the entire nobility into service nobility   
3. With the death of Anastasia the "Reign of Terror" started. Ivan and his secret police (Special corps dressed in black and riding black horses - forerunners to the modern dictators secret police) struck and killed many of the leading Boyars   
4. Peasants fled into the wilderness - some of them formed outlaw armies from these relatively free groups -"Cossacks" 
5. Enserfment – Serfdom was the Boyars and Tsar's answer towards these Cossacks
6. Tsar Ivan IV claimed that the Tsar owned Russia 's trade and industry - just as he before had claimed all the land. He now took over mines and industries and made all important commercial activities a Royal monopole. The development of Russia was very different compared with the developments in Western Europe where a new Capitalist Middle Class were gaining strength and security in their private property. Much of the way it was done was due to Russia's Mongol heritage.   

	1584 (1598-1613)
	Time of Troubles: When Ivan IV died in 1584 an era of confusion and violent struggles for power broke out (1598-1613 -"Time of Troubles”). In 1613 the nobility elected Ivan's sixteen-year-old grandnephew Michail Romanov to be the new hereditary Tsar!   

	1613-
	Mikhail Feodorovich Romanov was elected unanimousley Csar (Mikhail I) by a Russian National Assembly on February 21st 1613. He was the first Czar of the Romanov dynasty. This dynasty would last until the revolution in Russia 1917.

	1682-1725
	Peter I ("Peter the Great"). Mikhails grandson Peter came to the throne 1682 (but he did not become the sole ruler until 1696). Peter I tried to westernize Russia by:
1. He travelled incognito (1697-1698) around in Europe to learn about modern engineering, shipbuilding, weaponry, etc... He visited countries like Prussia, the Netherlands, England...
2. He engaged a lot of scholars, craftsmen, engineers, etc... from different European countries
3. He established a regular army and Navy by introducing mandatory service to the nobility
4. He introduced a fixed tax (poll tax) and abolished land and household tax
5. In 1708 he divided Russia into 8 different "guberny" (Governments) under the rule of a Czar appointed Governor. Each Governor had the administrative, military and judicial power in his Government. In 1719 the "guberny" were dissolved into 50 "provintsy" (provinces). The provinces were also subdivided into different districts.  
6. He carried out the first Census in Russia in 1710 (An account of all the households partly to be used for taxation...)
7. He modernized and centralized the Russian administration. He took away the old "Boyarskaya Duma" (the Aristocratic Council) (1711) and replaced it with an appointed Senate. In 1718 he introduced different "kollegy" - colleges/departments (partly based on the Swedish system). Instead of having 80 different offices he now made 9 "kollegy" (in 1722 he expanded them to 13).
8. He started several industries in order to carry out war against the Ottoman Empire and Sweden. These industries were to most extent within the armament and shipbuilding industry. It was especially here the invited craftsmen and engineers came to play an important role. The metallurgical industry became so advanced that Russia became the leading country within this field in the middle of the 18th century. This was also an attempt to make Russia more self-sufficient which was all according to the leading economical doctrine of this period - mercantilism...
9. He replaced the Patriarchate of Moscow (where the Patriarch had the power over the Orthodox Church) with the "Holy Synod". The leaders of the Synod was appointed by the Czar.. . 
10. In 1703 St. Petersburg was founded (another sign of opening Russia towards the west). In 1713 it was made the new capital of Russia.
11. The Russian calendar was changed to a more common European calendar - from the old style where the year began September 1st to the Julian calendar (but here he preffered the old Julian calendar before the new Gregorian calendar).
13. He opened up new schools which allowed more ordinary children (children of soldiers, officials and churchmen). He also encouraged young men to go abroad and study so that they could come home and later contribute to the creation of a modern Russia. This was paid for by the Russian state. 
14. He also told men (especially the old Boyars) to cut their long beards and their long coats (kaftany) and instead use more West Eurpean style clothes. 
FOREIGN POLICIES:
Peter the Greats aim was to create "windows of Europe" - to gain land along the Black Sea and the Baltic Sea. In order to do this he waged war against the Ottoman Empire and Sweden:
1. To control the Black Sea meant war against the huge Ottoman Empire. After some initial success he was forced to retreat from the Azov area. He did manage to obtain a few ports along the Black Sea (in 1697) but not enough to control it. Therefore he put more effort into a smaller nation in the north - Sweden.
2. To be able to control the Baltic Sea he had to defeat the Swedes who controlled most of the areas around the Baltics. The Great Northern War started 1700 and ended with the Treaty of Nystad 1721. The first attempt (1700) to attack and take Narva ended in a Russian disaster. A few years later part of Ingria was taken from the Swedes and a new Russian city was founded - St. Petersburg. In 1708 Sweden started to invade Russia which ended with a Swedish disaster at Poltava 1709. The modernized Russian armament industry and the skills of Peter the Great was enough to defeat Sweden. In 1714 Russian troops had occupied most of the swedish area along the Eastern Baltic Coast. In the Treaty of Nystad 1721 Russia received Livonia, Estonia, Ingria and most of Karelia. Russia was now the dominant power in Northern Europe!  


