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T
he famous evangelist Billy Graham, in his
book Just As I Am, relates how, after World
War II, America rendered considerable as-

sistance to Japan. One day the American general, Doug-
las MacArthur, received the following proposition from
the Japanese emperor: “If you wish, I will make Japan
a Christian nation.” General MacArthur thought for
two days and then gave this answer: “We cannot accept
your proposal. People must come to Christ of their own
free will.” Today in many countries we hear with in-
creasing frequency the appeals and prayers of some
Christian churches that the church should direct its
efforts to creating a “Christian lobby” in governments
and parliaments, establish Christian political parties,
and remove non-believers from public positions. In this
connection, the subject of the relationship between
church and state and examining the coexistence of these
two realms becomes urgent. What did the church’s
founder, Jesus Christ, have to say about the attitude
of his followers to the state? How should the state re-
late to religion and, in particular, to Christianity? These
are not insignificant issues for Christians. How much
should Christians be involved in politics, and to what
extent are politicians entitled to influence the church
today?

At the beginning of the first millennium the earli-
est Christianity was eschatologically inclined. Chris-
tians were waiting for the imminent end of the world
and Christ’s return. They were not faced with the pros-
pect of a long historical process during which Christ’s
church would be an effectual force. The earliest Chris-
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tians did not revolt against pagan
political power and did not call for
social upheaval because they were
wholly directed to Christ coming on
the clouds, and they had absolutely
no need for their own Christian
state. Theocracy in the earliest
Christians’ consciousness already
coincided with the coming Kingdom
of God. The earliest Christians
agreed to give to Caesar what is
Caesar’s, but the state remained
“the world” for them – the king-
dom of this world.

During the first three centuries
of the new era, through word and
deed the Christians emphasized
their deeply inherent sense that
their faith was absolutely incompat-
ible with the divine cult of the Cae-
sars. The persecutions that multi-
plied throughout the Empire re-
called with ever greater strength the
words of the Apostle Peter: “Judge
for yourselves whether it is right
in God’s sight to obey you rather
than God” (Ac 4:19). However,
when the situation changed at the
beginning of the fourth century and
the Milan Edict of Toleration was
adopted, the essence of which con-
sisted in the words: “ut denuo sint
Christiani” – “let there be Chris-
tians again” – and the emperor
Constantine himself began to sup-
port them openly, both theologians
and pastors of Christ’s church had
to think about the future co-exist-
ence of these two realms.

The new religion of Christ’s
followers did not fit the tradition-
al interpretations of Aristotle and
Cicero to the effect that “man is a
political being, and life in the state
is his all,” or that “the state is an

affair common to the whole people
– res publica”1. Such views required
the unquestioning submission of
any religion to the interests of the
state. Indeed, religious formation
itself was considered part of the
political system, and religious law
– part of public law.

In addition, Christianity was
disseminated in an environment
where the cult of emperors and
kings had long been the official
religion. And this cult did not die
as Christianity strengthened its
position more and more and pene-
trated the Roman court. Instead,
the emperor cult continued inde-
structible when the empire became
Christian. Constantine the Great
retained the divine titles of his
predecessors, calling himself “Di-
ous, Numen meum,” etc. His family
continued to call itself “domus di-
vina” – “the divine family,” and the
emperor’s residence was called “sac-
rarium” – “the sanctuary”2.

It should be noted that the gov-
ernment’s aspiration to spiritual
expansion was completely typical
for all pagan public systems. For
example, in Egypt the Pharaoh was
at once head of state, supreme
priest, and a deity in a single per-
son. For Egyptians, divine order
was the prototype for secular or-
der, and the Pharaoh was a live copy
of the deity. It was the Egyptians’
belief that just as the sun illumi-
nated everything by its rays, so the
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Pharaoh’s power should extend
over the whole universe. According
to an Egyptian papyrus, if the Phar-
aoh in his “divinity” is similar to
Osiris, then in his kindness he is
similar to “sea water,” which is
never exhausted, but carries life,
fertility, and abundance to the
world3. Any insubordination to the
monarch-Pharaoh’s will was equiv-
alent to sacrilege: “Whoever re-
spects him will live, but the one who
pronounces words disagreeable to
his majesty and repugnant to him
is worthy of death…”4.

In the Assyrian-Babylonian and
Persian cultures a view of the mon-
arch as the guardian of life took on
a messianic interpretation: the
monarch was considered the forth-
coming savior who would deliver
the people from death. Here the
monarch’s figure was also closely
associated with the idea of the cor-
respondence of divine existence to
earthly existence, as well as a vari-
ety of astrological views, teachings
about the cycle of life, the world’s
rebirth, the evolution of eons, etc.
A new ruler was an “eon” who
brought a new destiny to the world5.

In Sparta the high priests were
always kings as well. In Athens,
after the destruction of the monar-
chy, the priest’s functions were
concentrated in the hands of one of
nine magistrates who adopted the
title of “the king’s archont” – “ba-
silevs.” And, as was indicated ear-

lier, the cult of the emperor-god
was retained for long centuries in
the Roman Empire as well6.

An understanding of the com-
plex prehistory of the relationship
between the state and religion an-
swers the question of why those
later states referred to as “Chris-
tian” retained the completely pagan
idea concerning the right of the
state to interfere in and absolutely
direct all aspects of its subjects’
spiritual life.

In this sense, the words of Leo
III Isaurian, the “Christian” emper-
or of Byzantium, in a letter to Pope
Gregory II, are highly significant:
“Understand, oh pope, that I am
emperor and priest in one person.
My will is the authority!” And Pope
Gregory II answered honorably:
“Your coarse warrior’s mind is quite
adequate for administering affairs
of state, but it is not adequate for
spiritual affairs: just as the pon-
tiff has no right to intervene in
palace affairs, so you should not
intrude in church affairs. Let each
of us keep to the position that the
Lord determined for him. Dogma
is not the king’s business, but the
bishops’, because we have the mind
of Christ (2Co 2:14-17). It is one
thing to understand church affairs,
and another to understand secular
affairs”7.

That the growing church in its
aversion to the state’s religious
power would collide with the Ro-
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man Empire was a foregone conclu-
sion since the moment of the
church’s creation. Beginning in
324, Constantine began to conduct
a church policy that more and more
consciously suppressed the princi-
ple of tolerance in favor of the as-
sertion: one faith, one emperor.
From that moment, right up to the
prayer of the church for the em-
peror and the empire, a powerful
and dangerous conviction began to
take shape, namely that the unity
of the Christian faith and the uni-
ty of the empire are mutually de-
termined. The emperor, who still
retained the title Pontifex Maximus
(high priest, pontiff) and contin-
ued to be aware of his sacral-legis-
lative power, considered himself
“bishop of external affairs” with
respect to the church and autocrat-
ically interfered wherever he saw a
threat to “church unity.” The First
Ecumenical Council in Nicaea in
325, at which the widely-dissemi-
nated Arian doctrine was con-
demned, marked the zenith of his
intra-church influence.

The legislative activity of the
emperor represents the “continued
conquering” of the church through
the transfer of the emperor’s Lat-
eran palace to the Roman bishop;
through the equalization of church
diocesan borders with the empire’s
partitions between provinces;
through the liberation of the priest-
hood from municipal duties, and
the transmission to it of all pagan
temples; through the establishment

of a government salary for bishops;
through the decree to rest on Sun-
days. In addition, all the numerous
class of Roman officials, who ex-
erted a tremendous influence on the
life of the rest of society, hastened
to follow the example of their pa-
tron, replacing one form of religion
with another and cooling the fires
of early Christianity until they were
lukewarm8.

Christianity, for its part, was
able to change a few things: legis-
lation establishing kind and reason-
able treatment of slaves; the prohi-
bition of divorces; the prohibition
of gladiator battles; the abolish-
ment of crucifixion as a punish-
ment.

A prominent church historian
of the last century, Vasiliy Bolotov
states: “The relations of church and
state as they were formed during
the reign of Constantine are not
ideal, of course. The emperor aban-
doned the position he earlier occu-
pied of the neutrality beneficial for
church life, and permitted himself
to interfere fairly often in church
affairs”9. In this way, a long peri-
od of captivity to the state (later
called Caesaropapism by many the-
ologians), a kind of ideological ser-
vitude through the imposition of
the unnatural role of “sanctifier,”
began for Christ’s church. This is a
turn of events that the earliest
Christians did not expect. The pa-
gan state had bowed at last before
the spiritual strength of Christian-
ity, but Christianity, in its turn,
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fixed its eyes on that which held to
the kingdom of this world: power,
wealth and earthly glory.

The Russian theologian A.
Schmemann argues in this regard:
“Where your treasure is, there your
heart will be also. The true tragedy
of the Byzantine church is not in
the arbitrariness of the emperors,
not in sin and stumbling – it con-
sists, first of all, in the fact that
the real ‘treasure’ that completely
filled its heart and subordinated
everything to itself, was the Empire.
Violence did not conquer the church,
but the temptations of ‘flesh and
blood’ charmed the church’s con-
sciousness with an earthly dream
and earthly love. Itself poisoned,
Byzantium in turn poisoned with
its own sin those who received the
Christian gospel from it.”10.

The attempt of the autocrat
Constantius (350-361) to establish
Arianism as the state religion by
using his father Constantine’s prin-
ciples, evoked a pained protest from
the church, which, in a fierce strug-
gle, defended its freedom from
state tyranny (Augustine, Athana-
sius of Alexandria, Pope Liberius,
Hilary of Poitiers).

One of the outstanding theolo-
gians of the early church, Augus-
tine (354-430), who was a contem-
porary of the barbarian conquest
of the Roman Empire, in his work
The City of God specified very cor-
rectly the essence of these two sep-
arate realms: “We find two aspects
of the earthly city: one represents
the city’s reality, and the other is

a pre-representation of the heav-
enly city by means of this reality.
The heavenly city, as long as it so-
journs on earth, calls to the citi-
zens of all nations and gathers a
sojourning community from all lan-
guages, without regard to all that
differs in customs, laws and insti-
tutions, by means of which the
earthly world is established or sup-
ported”11.

In Europe of the early Middle
Ages, the Catholic understanding of
Caesaropapism was defined by Tho-
mas Aquinas, the well-known sys-
tematic theologian (1225-1274).
Aquinas asserted that the state’s
goal is the common welfare of the
nation. But if rulers deviate from
God’s will and contradict the
church’s interests as the sole power
on earth representing Christ’s will,
then its subjects have the right to
resist the ruler’s actions. This par-
ticularly concerns those circumstanc-
es when the ruler turns into a tyrant
and acts contrary to God’s laws and
basic morality, intruding into the
area of people’s spiritual life12.

In the Middle Ages Martin
Luther was one of the first to sharp-
ly differentiate between “spiritual”
and “secular” control of society.
The spiritual power of God is real-
ized through God’s Word and the
guidance of the Holy Spirit. The
believer who “walks in the Spirit”
has no need for any other guidance
for his behavior: he acts complete-
ly in accordance with the divine
will. Just as a tree has no need for
guidance to bear good fruit, so the
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true believer has no need for legis-
lative regulations to guide his be-
havior. Just as a tree bears fruits
naturally, so the believer naturally
acts morally and responsibly13.

Luther recognized that his Au-
gustinian view on the relations of
church and state assumed the pres-
ence of “mouse droppings among
pepper grains and tares among
wheat”: in other words, good and
evil co-exist both in the church and
in the state. That does not mean one
cannot distinguish between good
and evil. Luther recognizes with a
good deal of pragmatism that one
cannot isolate one from the other.
Good people can be controlled with
the help of the Spirit, but evil must
be controlled with the help of the
sword. Thus, God governs the
church by the Holy Spirit through
Scripture, excluding all violence
and physical coercion of people, but
he controls the world with the help
of the sword of secular power. It is
quite unrealistic to hope that soci-
ety may be controlled by means of
the admonitions of the Sermon on
the Mount, and therefore the sword
is prescribed to the state to main-
tain the law because of the conse-
quences and continuing effect of sin
on the life of society14.

At the same time, regarding
the interior organization of the
reformed church, Luther empha-
sized the principle of each com-
munity member’s equality, where
the leading presbyter is no more
than a chairman, because all lord-
ship belongs to Christ. “In the

world,” Luther wrote, “The lords
direct everything they wish, and
their subjects obey them; but among
you Christ speaks, and therefore
there should be nothing like that;
each one among the believers is a
judge for the others and each, in
his turn, is subordinated to each of
the others”15.

The Genevan reformer, John
Calvin, supported Luther’s views:
“The church does not have the right
of the sword to punish and restrain;
it has no power to compel; it has
neither prisons nor punishments
applied by the magistrate. The goal
of the church is not the sinner’s
punishment against his will, but the
obtaining of his voluntary repent-
ance”16. In addition, Calvin showed
a negative attitude to medieval
monarchy, because, in his opinion,
all monarchs tended to fall into
tyranny. Here it is appropriate and
pertinent to address the history of
the people of Israel.

The theory of the theocratic state
in the Old Testament

It is no accident that theologians
of all times have addressed the his-
tory of the development of the state-
theocratic society of ancient Israel,
because it is precisely that nation
that the Lord produced in a unique
way from one man (Abraham), and
saved and multiplied in various
circumstances. He directly influ-
enced the election and anointing of
Israel’s leaders, established their
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authority, and the observance of the
Law by the nation. In the beginning,
government was organized as fol-
lows: God – the bearer of absolute
supreme power and the main legis-
lator of legal, social and moral reg-
ulations; mediators between God
and the nation (prophets and judg-
es); their representative institutions
(such as the thousand-, hundred-,
fifty-, ten- officials, appointed by
Moses [Ex 18:17-24], the prophet-
ic schools in the time of Elisha [1-
2 Ki], or the tribal elders at the time
of the judges [Jdg 11:11; 21:16]);
the nation.

Such a government may be de-
fined as an immediate-representa-
tive theocracy (direct government
by God). The advantage of this form
of government consists of the fact
that the nation did not elect the
ruler, but God, who knows the heart
of his anointed sovereign. There-
fore the possibility of power usur-
pation by a ruler with personal
ambition was practically always
excluded. For example, Gideon an-
swered the Israelites: “The Israel-
ites said to Gideon, ‘Rule over us
— you, your son and your grand-
son…’ But Gideon told them, ‘I will
not rule over you, nor will my son
rule over you. The Lord will rule
over you.’” (Jdg 8:22-23). But the
Israelites were not satisfied by such
an answer. As time went by, as
Moses predicted shortly before his
death (Dt 17:14-20), Israel decided
to place a king over itself.

Studying the causes of the rise
of the Hebrew nation, we note what
one of the main legal theorists of
the last century, N.N. Alekseyev,
emphasized concerning the ele-

ments of contractual theory in Jew-
ish theocracy: “In Old Testament
theocracy, public power was estab-
lished, in the main, as a result of
the ‘social compact,’ the parties of
which were Jehovah, his prophets
and the nation”17.

An outstanding Russian theo-
logian and historian of the church
of the nineteenth century, A.P.
Lopukhin, went further and even
found democratic attributes in such
a governing structure: “When con-
sidering the political structure of
Moses’ state, its similarity to the
state management organization of
the North American United States
involuntarily amazes. The tribes in
their administrative independence
correspond fully to the states, each
of which also represents a demo-
cratic republic.” The Senate and
House of Representatives, “corre-
spond fully to the two highest
groups of representatives in Mo-
ses’ state, – the twelve and seven-
ty elders.” Therefore, “After set-
tling in Palestine, the Israelites
constitute at first (in the judges’
time) a union republic in which the
independence of some tribes was
brought to the level of independent
states”18.

There is no doubt that the po-
litical ideas of the Old Testament
were a tremendous driving force
both for America’s first immigrants
and for Europe as a whole; but, if
we attentively read the parable of
Jotham (Jdg 9:6-15), we may note
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that one should look for the origin
of the kingdom in the nation’s fall-
ing away from God. In the estab-
lishment of an Israelite kingdom lay
the tragedy of apostasy: the nation
desired its own organizational
structure, rejecting the existing
God-given rule of his direct repre-
sentatives: the prophets, judges and
anointed ones. God personally de-
clared to Samuel: “It is not you they
have rejected, but they have reject-
ed me as their king” (1Sa 8:7). Then
Samuel told the people all the un-
favorable consequences of the new
king: “When that day comes, you
will cry out for relief from the king
you have chosen, and the Lord will
not answer you in that day” (1Sa
8:18).

 The request for the establish-
ment of a kingdom is itself the well-
known sin of self-will, the arrange-
ment of life beyond the sphere of
jurisdiction of the divine-human
covenant between Jehovah and his
people: “The people all said to Sam-
uel, ‘Pray to the Lord your God for
your servants so that we will not
die, for we have added to all our
other sins the evil of asking for a
king’” (1Sa 12:19).

Therefore, the kingdom is not
something excellent given by God;
instead, since that time, the king-
dom and the state are the political
and territorial organizational sys-
tem of a society full of serious de-
fects of which the people themselves
are aware. It is a human self-organ-
ization. More or less successful
states do exist. But in any case, the
state’s imperfection is conditioned
by the imperfection of the people
themselves.

Caesaropapism in Rus’

Christianity came to Rus’ as an
official religion at the close of the
tenth century from Byzantium,
where Caesaropapism was by that
time firmly established. The Mos-
cow monarchy was built in this
Oriental style. The theological
grounds for the “church’s capture
by the state” was given by a well-
known church figure of the epoch
of Ivan III and Vasiliy III – Josef
Volotsky (Sanin). According to this
doctrine of tsars and princes, “God
made a place for him on his throne,”
and therefore “the tsar is similar
to all people by his nature, but he is
similar to God most high by his
power.” Volotsky claimed that, “The
tsar is Christ’s first avenger against
the heretic,” directly referring at
the same time to the example of the
Inquisition of the “Spanish king.”
God handed over to the tsar’s pow-
er and care, “the church and the
monastery, as well as all of Ortho-
dox Christianity.” In this sense, the
tsar acquires the character of a
pontiff and God’s deputy. “The
tsar’s court is not accountable to
anyone – the state has primacy over
the church”19.

 Besides that, the followers of
this doctrine – the Josephites –
taught that divine honor must be
granted not only to the living tsar,
but also to his images: “When the
tsar’s image is carried into the towns,
then not only ordinary farmers and
craftsmen, but also warriors, town
elders, honest officials, and gover-
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nors as well, must meet it with great
honor and bow to the tsar’s image
as to the tsar himself”20.

Tsar Ivan the Terrible devel-
oped these ideas, specifying that the
structure of the earthly state is a
copy of the heavenly state, and the
earthly tsar is like God’s deputy on
earth. According to his teaching,
the tsar is not put there by the peo-
ple “as the headman of a district.”
“We are the submissive Ivan by God’s
mercy, and not by the rebellious
people’s desire,” wrote the Moscow
Prince Ivan the Terrible about him-
self at the beginning of his official
letters and documents. Ivan the
Terrible considered the objection
that secular authorities may be poor,
distorted copies of heaven as analo-
gous to the Manichaean heresy,
which taught that Christ is master
of the heavens, but the earth is
governed by people at their own
discretion. Ivan the Terrible taught
that “the banner of victory and the
true cross” were given by Jesus
Christ first to Constantine, the first
Christian emperor, then to other
Byzantine emperors, until “the
spark of piety went to Rus’”21.

It is interesting to note that,
besides the natural state function of
“encouraging the good and punish-
ing the wicked,” Ivan the Terrible
ascribes to the person of the tsar
certain representative spiritual au-
thority. “I believe,” he said, “That I,
as a servant, have to give an account
for any sin of those who are under

my authority, whether intentional or
unintentional, in order not to sin by
negligence.” Similar views of the
tsar were determined by the theolo-
gy of that time, according to which
the tsar became as though a sacri-
fice for the people’s sins, repeating
in his being the Savior’s sacrifice22.

Later on, the political teaching
of Ivan the Terrible was fully adopted
by theorists of the Russian Ortho-
dox monarchy up to the present time.
Thus, L.A. Tikhomirov restated his
teaching in his own words and de-
clared the political conception of Ivan
the Terrible “an ideal, following
from a purely Orthodox understand-
ing of life”23. L.A. Tikhomirov, in
his quest to substantiate the state-
hood of a Christian monarchy, even
put forward the thought that Ro-
man Caesarism had a correct sense
of the essence of monarchic power
when it “tried to attribute person-
al divinity to the emperors”24.

Therefore, it is no wonder that
the “Josephism” that remained for
long centuries the official doctrine
of the Moscow autocracy, caused
tremendous harm to the church. For,
when one attempts to make Caesar’s
realm a sacred one with the help of
Christianity, when one sees in it a
reflection of the Kingdom of God
on earth, then that is already the
heresy of human-divinity, of mak-
ing divine what is relative and tran-
sient, of rendering unto Caesar
what is God’s, and turning, then,
into direct idolatry.
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It is interesting to note that the
Russian autocrats themselves real-
ized the unnatural character of
organized relations between state
and church under which the Ortho-
dox Church, securing its leadership
and primacy, was transformed, in
fact, into one of the departments
of the state. Under the tendency to
increased absolutism in Europe, the
threat of the church’s complete
dependence on the state became all
too real.

Peter I, the great reformer of
Russia, keeping in mind the reforms
of Patriarch Nikon, as well as his
deposition and prosecution, under-
stood well that an independent pa-
triarch can become a serious barri-
er on the path of reform he carried
out. Thus, already during his first
trip abroad (1697-1698) he held a
two-hour conversation on the sub-
ject of the church with Crown Prin-
cess Anne of England, and dis-
cussed church matters with the
Archbishop of Canterbury as well
as other Anglican bishops. The
Archbishops of Canterbury and
York appointed special theologian-
consultants for Peter the Great. But
most of all the Russian tsar admired
the admonishments of William of
Orange, who, using the examples
of Holland and England, advised
Peter the Great to became head of
the church himself in order to have
complete monarchic authority at his
disposal25.

Peter’s main associate in spirit-
ual matters was Bishop Feofan

Prokopovitch, who, in his letter to
abbot Markel Radyshevskij substan-
tiated the new claims of the auto-
crat Peter as follows: “In the book
about the emperor-pontiff, it is
clearly shown that the tsar is judge
and sovereign of all clerical ranks,
and these, every rank, and the pa-
triarch himself, are subject and
under the jurisdiction of the tsar,
just as any other subject. And this
will be like pricks or like dust in the
eyes to those who crave spiritual
power or wish to be patriarch”26.

A short time after he returned
to Russia, Peter I issued the first
signed decree of December 16, 1700,
on the beginning of church reform
and the abolition of the institution
of patriarch: “The patriarchate is
declared not to be…”. The church
reform itself was completed only in
1720 by issuing a special legislative
act – the Ecclesiastical Order – com-
piled by Bishop Feofan Prokopo-
vitch, and corrected by Peter I per-
sonally. In connection with the abol-
ishment of the patriarchate, a special
Ecclesiastical Collegium was estab-
lished to fulfill the function of
church authority undertaken by the
state, which was, however, soon re-
named the Most Holy Synod, at the
head of which was the chief public
prosecutor, a state official appoint-
ed by the emperor’s authority and
absolutely unrelated to the church.
Adopting the Ecclesiastical Order,
state power intruded directly into
an area of canon law, interfering in
the internal affairs of the church27.

27 N. Tal’berg, Istoriia russkoj tservki (A histo-
ry of the Russian church), Vol. 2, Jordanville,
NY (1959), 532-533.
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28 A.S. Pavlov, Kurs tserkovnogo prava (A
course in church law), Moscow (1892), 506-506.
29 Archpriest Georgiy Florovskiy, Puti russkogo
bogomysliia (Russian ways of thinking about
God), Vilnius (1991), 89.
30 Archbishop Ignatij Brianchaninov of Voro-
nezh and Zadonskij, Tainstva edinoj, sviatoj,
sobornoj i apostol’skoj tserkvi (Sacraments of

the one, holy, catholic and apostolic church), St.
Petersburg (1863) 24-25.
31 A. Petrov, “Pis’mo monarkhista v redaktsiiu
zhurnala Put’”(“The letter of a monarchist to the
editors of the journal Put’”) Put’, No.3 (1926), 105.
32 G.Trubetskoy, “Spor o monarkhii” (“The dis-
pute on the monarchy”), Put’, No.4 (1926), 109-
110.

The illusion of a kind Christian
state and a God-anointed tsar, just
as in Rome, Byzantium and Eng-
land, was confronted again with the
despotism of a secular Caesar. The
extent of the spiritual humiliation
of the church may be illustrated by
the fact that even the sermons and
precepts to the priesthood and peo-
ple imposed earlier as a duty of the
bishop, now had to be compiled in
the Ecclesiastical Collegium, “since
not every bishop is able to compile
a pure word”28. This, of course, was
coarse censorship and neglect of the
fulfillment of their holy orders on
the part of the clergy.

Since then, the new order of
church management was always
recognized by the majority of Or-
thodox clergy as shameful and bur-
densome. Georgiy Florovskiy wrote
about this as follows: “This actual
‘Caesaropapism’ was never assimi-
lated, adopted or recognized by the
church’s consciousness or con-
science itself, although individual
church people and church figures
yielded to it, and were quite often
even inspired by it”29.

There were quite a lot of exam-
ples of such “inspirations” and of
theological apologetics for the state
and church duumvirate under the
conditions of complete state sup-
port for Orthodox educational in-
stitutions. This, for example, is
what Archbishop Innokentiy of

Kherson wrote: “What is a pious
tsar to a pious realm? He is God’s
servant, the messenger and acolyte
of the Heavenly Father, the living
instrument of God’s providence, the
executor of God’s intentions for the
people”30.

A more picturesque description
of the tsar was written by A. Petrov,
a well-known monarchist: “Any-
thing that the God-lighted sun is for
nature, the God-given tsar is for his
realm. If the light of the tsar’s eye
shines – tears are dried, sighs are
satisfied, laborers are encouraged,
and courage is renewed. The tsar’s
generous right hand opens, and
disasters are lightened. The tsar’s
word is issued, and everything is
put into well-disposed order, eve-
rything is stimulated to activity”31.

A well-known commentator,
Prince Grigoriy Trubetskoy wrote
in defense of the ideals of the mon-
archy: “The tsar’s authority takes
on the character of sacred service,
and its bearer becomes God’s anoint-
ed sovereign. In the course of obli-
gation, the monarch expresses the
people’s conscience in the histori-
cal succession of its development;
the tsar’s authority is the living link
between the previous and future
generations, rising above transient
fervors, parties and classes. That
is why the tsar’s person as God’s
anointed sovereign is surrounded
by an aura in the people’s eyes”32.
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In opposition to this, a group
of outstanding Russian theologians
(I. Aksakov, N. Alexeev, N. Ber-
dyayev, S. Frank, V. Solovyev, V.
Speranskiy and others) entered into
debate with the religious and mys-
tical interpretation of the autocratic
monarchy, noting that neither in
Holy Scripture, nor in classical
patristics, is there any serious sub-
stantiation for the office of tsar by
the New Testament church, or for
the recognition of anointing as a
special kind of sacrament.

Nikolay Berdyayev, the Ortho-
dox theologian and commentator
wrote on this subject in 1926 in his
famous “An Answer to a Monar-
chist’s Letter”: “The recognition of
an ecclesiastical and dogmatic sig-
nificance of an autocratic monar-
chy and the peculiar sacramental
nature of the tsar’s anointing seem
to me genuine heresy for which we
will be cruelly punished… The Chris-
tian religion refutes absolute state
power on principle. The state has,
in its essence, a pagan and Old Testa-
ment nature and, as such, it has ob-
tained consecration and justification
in Christianity. And a New Testa-
ment, Christian state is condition-
al symbolism, which has turned into
a lie and become impossible”.

The author of letter states that
the Orthodox church cannot be in-
different to the accomplishment of
God’s righteousness in the life of
society and the state. He is correct.
But the problem is that the auto-
cratic monarchy did very little for
the accomplishment of Christian
social righteousness. Still less was
righteousness accomplished in Or-
thodox, autocratic Byzantium. But

in Orthodox, autocratic Russia,
God’s righteousness in state and
public life did not fare much bet-
ter. The state never really became
Christian; it was founded on pagan
principles. The transformation of
life did not take place. Everything
was limited by conventional and
symbolic consecration of life. Soci-
ety actually was not founded on the
grounds of Christian love, and the
state could not be founded on those
grounds at all. An impassable prec-
ipice was retained between the path
of personal salvation and the path
of public and cultural establishment
and transfiguration”33.

When, at the end of the nine-
teenth and beginning of the twenti-
eth centuries, the prevailing Ortho-
dox Church initiated, with the
state’s help, a number of “militant
missionary” programs directed
against the heterodox; implicitly
and approvingly looked on Jewish
massacres; and deported whole vil-
lages of Molokans, Baptists, Evan-
gelicals, and others; Vladimir Solo-
vyev, the Russian philosopher and
commentator, addressed his pro-
phetic denunciation to Emperor
Nicholas II, the unique content of
which, unknown to many Russian
people, is reproduced here:

“Christ said: ‘I am the door.’ Is
it permissible for Christians to push
some through this door by force,
and not to permit others to leave it,
also by force? It is said: ‘The one
who comes to me I shall not cast
out,’ but nothing is said about those
brought in by force. And why is

33 N.A. Berdyaev, “Otvet na pis’mo monarkhis-
ta” (“An answer to the monarchist’s letter”),
Put’, No.3 (1926): 109-110;
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34 This letter, unique in its content, was first
published in the journal Nachala, 1921. The ci-
tation is according to V. Speranskiy, “Chetvert’
veka nazad (Pamiati Vladimira Solov’eva)” (“A
quarter of a century ago: In memory of Vladimir
Solovyev”), Put’, No.2 (1926), 81-82.

there compulsion here; what for is
this exterior, artificial barrier, this
threefold ring of criminal laws, acts
of administrative oppression, pro-
hibitive censorship? However pain-
ful and offensive these fetters are
for those who suffer them – for
various dissenters, sectarians and
adherents of other faiths – the sit-
uation is incomparably more pain-
ful and offensive for the ruling
church itself: indeed, it is deadly.
Serfdom, the enslavement of peas-
ants, corrupted the landowners.
The enslavement of the people to
Orthodoxy deprives the Russian
church of moral force, it under-
mines its intrinsic viability.

“Is it possible for God’s church
to live on earth without the spirit-
ual struggle for truth, and is spir-
itual struggle possible for a church
so strongly guarded with material
weapons? How successfully can one
convince those who are mistaken of
the truth in whose name they are
already in prison or in exile? The
church’s weapon is the word, but is
it possible righteously to condemn
the one whose mouth is gagged? Is
it possible to struggle faithfully
against enemies whose hands are
tightly bound? The people are al-
ready emerging from their spiritu-
al childhood, and the unworthy
defense of the truth is a much great-
er temptation than the free preach-
ing of delusion in their eyes.

“Far from the worst among the
Orthodox people may argue (and
argue already) as follows: of two
religious societies, which more close-
ly corresponds to Christ’s spirit and
the gospel’s commandments: the
persecutor or the persecuted? Be-

cause although not all of those who
are persecuted suffer for the truth,
all the persecutors compel the high-
est truth in themselves to suffer.
An Orthodox Christian should not
deny the fact that Christ in the Gos-
pel said to His followers time and
again: “You will be persecuted in My
name;” but He never said: “You will
persecute others in My name”34.

Solovyev’s letter does not only
substantiate all the malignancy and
danger of the church’s position,
grasping the “material sword,” but
it shows the impossibility of the
“governmentalization” of specific
church traditions and any specific
type of church organization, be-
cause the craving for secular pow-
er inevitably ended for the church
with its cry of humiliation and its
enslavement to the state. The prob-
lems broached in this letter bring
to mind the fact that it was always
difficult for sinful man to hold onto
the heavenly truth about freedom.
Unenlightened Christian conscious-
ness has always been enticed by this
freedom and has fallen into the way
of the forcible organization of good.
But terror in the name of God is
not less disgusting than terror in
the name of the Devil. The tortures
of the Catholic Inquisition are no
less terrible than the executions of
the Bolshevik Cheka. The religious
and metaphysical roots of these
errors lie in a lack of understand-
ing of the fact that everything is
permitted in the name of the Devil,
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35 N.A. Berdyaev. “Otvet na pis’mo monarkhis-
ta”, 108.
36 Akty sviatejshego patriarkha Tikhona i
pozdnejshiie dokumenty o preemstve vysshei

tserkovnoj vlasti 1917-1943, (Acts of the Most
Holy Patriarch Tikhon and the most recent
documents on the succession of the highest
church authority 1917-1943), Moscow (1994), 287.

but not everything is permitted in
the name of God.

Solovyev was prophetically
right concerning the fact that the
persecution and the prosecution of
“heretics” by the ruling church gave
birth to the future cruelty of athe-
ists who later would destroy and
defile the church. In this connec-
tion, referring to the spiritual pre-
requisites of revolution, the same
N. Berdyayev wrote: “During two
hundred years of the synodal sys-
tem of Peter’s period, the Ortho-
dox Church arrived at a condition
Dostoevsky called ‘paralysis;’ insin-
cerity, self-interest and condition-
al character triumphed; the most
creative and valuable elements of
society left the church, and Ortho-
doxy acquired a formally imperial
style. There were individual Ortho-
doxy luminaries – Saint Serafim,
Optina’s elders – but in general
Orthodoxy experienced a period of
decline. ‘Sobornost’ [community]
existed only in the writings of the
Slavophils. The revolution was nec-
essary in order for a synod to be
convened and the patriarch to be
elected. There was no parish life.
In this connection, paradoxically
enough, the revolution’s services
are great”35.

Maybe that is the reason that in
the appeal of Patriarch Tikhon of
June, 18, 1923, the note of suffer-
ing sounded in the conclusion that,
“the Russian Orthodox Church is
indifferent to politics and desires
to be neither “white,’ nor ‘red.’ It

must be and will be the one, catho-
lic and apostolic Church, and any
efforts of anybody to fling the
Church into political struggle, who-
sever they may be, must be rejected
and condemned”36.

The Russian Orthodox Church
had to have years of struggle and
two centuries of humiliation and
slavery in order to return to the
evangelical understanding of the
fact that “what is God’s” must nev-
er be the property of Caesar’s, and
vice versa.

Remembering the tragic lessons
of the past, many Western theolo-
gians defined the political engage-
ment of the church as “the fourth
temptation of Jesus Christ.” Tru-
ly, the church in the West is influ-
ential and has an effect on all
spheres of social life, not through
direct representation in political
parties and coalitions, but as a main
binding element in the structure of
civil society, which is able to build
an equitable dialogue and proper
mutual relations with the state. In
the U.S.A., it was not a Christian
state that created a strong church,
but a strong church and a Chris-
tian sense of justice that determined
the Christian face of America.

At the same time, from the point
of view of the last elections in
Ukraine, it may be said that many
of our political and Christian fig-
ures were again motivated by the
same Utopian and even destructive
idea of a consonance of state and
church power. Thus, in a collection
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37 Vseukraiins’ke ob’ednannia khristiian. Zbirnik
dokumentiv. Ch. II. (All-Ukrainian Association
of Christians. Compendium of documents. Vol.
II), Kiev (2002), 5.

of documents of the All-Ukrainian
Association of Christians (UAC) it
was stated, “The UAC has deter-
mined the construction of a Chris-
tian state to be its principal goal”37.
History has taught us nothing at
all. Today it is necessary to have the
strong spiritual delusion of expect-
ing that when we have achieved sec-
ular power, we will be able to apply
the power of God’s Kingdom in full
measure. Jesus, in his time, reject-
ed all the glory of earthly realms
(Mt 4:8-10) and withdrew from
people who wished to make him king
(Jn 6:15); we are not higher than
our Lord. If need be, God can ac-
complish his will through an unbe-
lieving ruler as well. Note what God
says about Cyrus: “This is what the
Lord says to his anointed, to Cyrus,
whose right hand I take hold of… I
will strengthen you, though you
have not acknowledged me” (Isa
45:1-5). King Cyrus, a pagan, who
did not know God at all, is declared
an anointed sovereign, and, as it
says in 2Ch 36:22, “the Lord moved
the heart of Cyrus king of Persia to
make a proclamation throughout his
realm” to rebuild the temple in Je-
rusalem. A deep demarcation be-
tween the spiritual and material
realms has been retained since the
times of ancient Israel to the present
day, and God will not change it.
That is why all the discussions about
a Christian president, government
or parliament are unavailing and
without biblical grounds. Any ef-
fort to combine the church and sec-

ular power since the time of Con-
stantine the Great (the Catholic
Church and the Holy Roman Em-
pire, the Russian Orthodox Church
and the Moscow autocracy, Henry
VIII and the Anglican Church, John
Calvin and his despotic reign in
Geneva) has suffered defeat and led
to the severest spiritual depression
of the church.

Nicolay Berdyayev wrote in this
regard: “A human spirit is worth
more than all the world’s realms.
In the Gospel Christ himself drew a
fundamental distinction between
the Kingdom of God and Caesar’s
realm and assigned to Caesar a
subordinate and limited sphere. The
state is not the bearer of absolute
good, or an absolute spirit, and it
may become inimical to absolute
good and an absolute spirit. The
ancient prophets and St. Augustine
rose against the evil of the City of
Man. The truth limiting the state’s
absolutism is sealed by the blood of
Christian martyrs. The state must
and can confine the manifestation
of evil in the world, suppress the
disclosure of an evil will of a known
kind. But the state, by its very na-
ture, is absolutely powerless to have
victory over evil and a problem of
this kind is not its concern. It is the
church and only the church that is
able to struggle against the intrin-
sic source of evil and to be victori-
ous over it...

“All the reactionary and revo-
lutionary inquisitors, beginning
with Torquemada and continuing to
Robespierre and Dzerzhinsky, con-
sidered themselves the bearers of
absolute good, and, quite often, the
bearers of love. They murdered al-
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ways in the name of good and love.
These are the most dangerous peo-
ple. Dostoyevsky brilliantly re-
vealed the spirit of such people.

“In reality, both the Christian
faith and any healthy ethic must
recognize not only the freedom of
good, but a certain freedom of evil
as well. The denial of evil’s free-
dom makes coercion a good. The
absolute nightmare of Communism
lies in the fact that it wishes the
compulsory organization of good,
it wants to compel virtue. But God
permitted freedom to evil, and by
means of this determined all the
world’s process. He put into it the
sense of the world. People do not
think enough about God’s endless
tolerance of evil and evil people.
This tolerance is only the other side
of God’s love of freedom. The
church sets infinite value on the
individual human soul and its eter-
nal fate. A person is God’s idea,
God’s conception, and the denial of
a person is resistance to God”38.

Thus, we may conclude that in
mixing the state and the church the
great mistake of absolutizing rela-
tive things is made. The state is a
subordinate and limited tool in the
work of establishing God’s King-
dom. The idea of the state itself is
based, both historically and theo-
logically, on the fact of man’s de-
viation from God and an attempt
to elevate his own temporary realm.
That is why one of the greatest acts
of Christianity in history was the
restriction of state absolutism, the
opposition of the human spirit’s

eternal nature to the absolute pre-
tensions of the earthly kingdom and
Caesar. Christianity, as the experi-
ence of freedom, teaches us that the
final realization of good’s ideals
implies the interaction of freedom
and God’s grace. In the forced or-
ganization of good by the state, the
ontological sense of freedom is de-
nied. The state is not the executing
organ of Absolute Good acting on
God’s behalf. Moreover, it is the
state that has too often used the cross
to justify its retributive sword!

At the same time, we see that
Christianity did not enter this world
as a revolutionary social force call-
ing for the forced modification of
the foundations of public and so-
cial life. On the contrary, it entered
this world as the good news of sal-
vation and the reconciliation of all
who wish to accept the Kingdom of
God, which is not of this world.
Christianity clearly pointed out its
political apathy, calling every
Christian to be obedient to the au-
thorities because all authorities
that exist have been established by
God (Ro 13:1), and to pray for kings
and all those in authority (1Ti 2:1-
3). And if we consider Christ’s
words: “Give to Caesar what is Cae-
sar’s, and to God what is God’s”(Mt
22:21; Mk 12:17; Lk 20:25), as well
as “My kingdom is not of this
world” (Jn 18:36), we will under-
stand that from the beginning Je-
sus gave his church a clear refer-
ence point: His kingdom and Cae-
sar’s kingdom, i.e., the state, are
two non-intersecting planes. A
church member living in a state is
loyal to it, presenting himself as
an example of civic honesty and

38 N.A. Berdyaev, “Koshmar zlogo dobra”
(“Nightmare of the evil of good”) Put’, No.4
(1926), 82-83.
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obedience to the law, but at the same
time belonging spiritually to the
Kingdom of Christ.

In other words, the sphere of
an individual’s religious life is
sovereign with respect to the state.
This state of affairs results from
evidence obvious to the Christian,
that Christianity is an inspiration
of God in history, and his theocra-
cy and eternal dominion already
suppose the finiteness and limita-
tion of any personal authority or
state structure. And however good
the state may be in its social order,
no matter how it protects the legal
rights of its citizens, it will never
go beyond the bounds of historical
limitation drawn for it, while the
Kingdom of God exceeds them as
the heir of eternity. That is why
the church cannot bind to its sphere
of evangelization and teaching any
specific structure, any specific state
on whose territory it has, accord-
ing to Augustine, a temporary ref-
uge. Christianity has proved its
universality and viability in any
social and political system, and thus
a pivotal Christian priority must
not be participation in political
action for the construction of just
another “-ism” but preaching and
the establishment of God’s King-
dom within human souls.

Today we are taking part in
many events predicted by Bible. As
the Russian theologian E.N. Tru-
betskoy wrote early in the twenti-
eth century, “Before our eyes, an
apocalyptic vision of the beast com-
ing up from the abyss is vested in
flesh and blood; the prevailing ten-
dency in modern life is expressed
in the conversion of human com-

munity into a perfected beast that
tramples on every law, whether di-
vine or human; the dizzying
progress of modern technology on
the one hand, and the dizzying deg-
radation of the individual and so-
ciety as a whole on the other, lead
to this result”39.

Of course, the temptation of re-
ligious autocracy is great. How won-
derful to see the realization of God’s
Kingdom in the realm of Caesar! Even
if we lost out a little in quality, how
we would benefit in quantity! If only
we could find a sincerely believing
politician of universal scope, who
would unite all the brightest forc-
es of Christianity (at least in our
country) and would lead them to
fight against illness, social injus-
tice, poverty, religious ignorance!
Millions would follow him!

And the hour already draws
near when an extremely gifted pol-
itician, the most famous Caesar,
whose fullness of wisdom and crown
of beauty will enter the scene of our
latest history. He will solve the most
complicated international and state
problems, unite many realms, and
become the desired one of many
religions. It is during his rule that
the realization of Caesaropapist
ideals – the confluence of political
and religious authority in one per-
son – will take place. And then,
when God’s Kingdom seems so re-
alizable and tangible here on earth,
will we have sufficient wisdom and
spiritual strength not to give to
Caesar what is God’s, and to set the
crown of Christ, the Messiah, on
the Antichrist’s head?

39 E.N. Trubetskoy, Izbrannoe (Selected works),
Moscow (1994), 257-258.
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