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The reign of Peter I was a period of pervasive westernization, secularization,
and regulation of the arts in Russia. Religious art has often been pushed by art
historians to the periphery of this emerging cultural space, because it is per-
ceived as being traditional and conservative by nature and, therefore, not con-
sistent with the new trends of the period — not belonging to the “revolutio-
nary” paradigm. It has also been repeatedly noted that while the Armoury
Chamber, Moscow’s main state-supported icon painting “factory,” employed
hundreds of highly skilled icon painters in the 17" century, it had just a few
salaried artists by 1701. This observation was originally made by A. I. Uspensky,
who stated:

As if a mockery, only two icon painters — Tikhon Ivanov Filiatiev and Kirill Ivanov
Ulanov — were still listed with the Armoury Chamber in 1701 and 1702. Appa-
rently, this was still too many as no one took an interest in the icon painters and
nothing about their activities was reported [Ycnenckuit: 268].

The decline of the Armoury Chamber, however, in no way demonstrates
a decrease in the volume of icon painting. During the reign of Peter I there exis-
ted ahigh demand for new iconostases by both the state and private clients.
In Moscow and the Moscow region alone, 153 new iconostases were commis-
sioned between 1700 and 1725 [Huxoaaesa: 127-278]. During the reign of
Peter I, the largest known iconostases were crafted in major centers throughout
Russia: in Ryazan, the residence of the Head of the Russian Church; in Pskov,
the headquarters of the Russian army at the beginning of the Northern War;
in Archangelsk, the so-called “sea gate” of Russia before Saint-Petersburg was
established; in Tobolsk, the largest city in Siberia and the base for missionary
work aimed at baptizing the “wild peoples” of the empire; and, finally, in the
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Sts. Peter and Paul Cathedral in Saint-Petersburg. Icon painting and iconostasis
building were not obscure or perishing forms of art. Indeed, they were booming
artistic fields, to which artists were enticed by a surplus of influential and
wealthy customers. Additionally, more and more iconostases were required for
churches in the newly conquered cities of the Baltic, not to mention Saint-
Petersburg, Russia’s new capital.

Religious art of this period is widely represented by art historians as a pro-
duct of strict state control. James Cracraft writes:

[T]he overall purpose of this drastic reorganization of ecclesiastical administration,
which entailed abolishing the centuries-old headship of the Russian church (the
metropolitanate, then patriarchate of Moscow), was to reform the church as well as
to run its affairs more efficiently. And high on Peter’s list of “irregularities” to be
thus eliminated by his Synod were supposedly improper painting and venerating
of icons [ Cracraft: 295].

Even more strongly, this approach to art is criticized by Leonid Ouspensky:

The state was not concerned with tendencies in art: the one important thing was
that art be under its control. It was understood that the essential task of this art was
to be useful to the state; it had to contribute to the religious and moral education
of the citizens. This is how Peter I viewed art in the general framework of his re-
forms [Ouspensky: 416].

Ivan Petrovich Zarudny was a key figure in the artistic scene during the reign of
Peter L. During his work in Moscow (1701-1727), Zarudny built or decorated
numerous churches, palaces, and public buildings, constructed triumphal gates
and iconostases, and designed military banners, reliquaries and catafalques for
official ceremonies [Moarosas]. Ivan Zarudny was an artist in the early modern
sense. As Zarudny himself claimed, he was “an architect, a painter, a carpenter,
a carver, a turner, a gilder, and everything that is instrumental for the
craft” [[Ipotoxoast: 11, 479]. He was a trusted artistic advisor to the tsar and his
deputies, and the director of Peter I's major artistic projects, which were usually
quite ambitious and involved large teams of craftsmen and artists. In some
cases, Zarudny used his own designs approved by the tsar or a particular client;
in other cases, he followed drawings or verbal instructions supplied by the tsar’s
deputies [Japxun: 149-150].

For his largest project, the iconostasis of the Sts. Peter and Paul Cathedral,
Zarudny worked closely with Italian architect Domeniko Trezini, a Roman
Catholic whose previous experience was largely with Lutheran churches. Za-
rudny based the iconostasis on a drawing by Trezini in order to match the
overall design of the new church. In this project (and some others) Zarudny’s
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role was not only to craft the iconostasis according to a proposed design, but,
more importantly, to adapt the alien, unfamiliar “western” approach to Russian
liturgical practices and thereby create a meaningful biblical narrative within the
framework of Russian Orthodox dogmata. He was also expected to skillfully
include in this narrative allusions to the tsar’s military victories and dynastic
circumstances, turning the iconostasis into a visual panegyric to the monarch.

From 1707 onwards, Zarudny also served as the head of the Chamber for the
Supervision of the Painting of Icons (“Ilaaara usyrpascrs ucnpasaenus’). He
carried the official title of superintendent, and was obliged to conduct a census
of all icons and to certify both Russian and foreign painters. It was a position of
power, but also one of great responsibility. It was often up to him to decide
which icon was “correct” and which was “corrupted”. Moreover, Zarudny’s
own work received the greatest scrutiny, meaning that it could not be anything
less than exemplary.

Zarudny’s iconostases were strikingly different from anything that had been
produced in Russia before [Gerasimova; I'pabaps; Ilorocan; Ilocrepnax],
which begs the following questions: why did the creator of this new form of
iconostasis decide to depart so drastically from tradition; did any of the church
hierarchs stand behind him and his new approach; and what did he rely on
when he put together the programs for this untraditional form? All of these
questions cannot, of course, be considered in just one article. The main objec-
tive of this article is to examine the rules that Ivan Zarudny received as superin-
tendent and which he was supposed to enforce. It is reasonable to assume that
Zarudny attempted to follow these rules when creating his own iconostases,
and that Zarudny’s extremely unconventional projects were simply a reflection
of how he uniquely interpreted those rules.

By the tsar’s order, which appointed Zarudny as superintendent, the Most
Reverend Stefan (Yavorsky), Metropolitan of Ryazan and Murom, the head of
Russian Church (the locum tenens of the patriarchal see since 1700), was or-
dered to protect “the greater beauty and honour of the holy icons, [and] to
have over them artistic management and spiritual command in accordance with
the rules of the apostles and of the holy fathers”. Zarudny, on the other hand,
was ordered to certify the artistic abilities of the “iconographers and painters
from Moscow, as well as foreigners, working on holy icons anywhere within the
Russian state”, by issuing “an official seal for all icons” [ITexapcxmit: 1, 2-3]".

Zarudny, with the approval of Stefan Yavorsky, was responsible for judging
which icons and iconostases were correct (or proper) and which were not. To

! James Cracraft gives a concise but full description of this system of certification [ Cracraft: 297].
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better facilitate this process, the tsar issued Zarudny a set of rules, which in-
cluded two edicts: the first was issued in 1668 by three patriarchs, Paisius of
Alexandria, Macarius of Antioch, and Ioasaph of Moscow; the second was an
edict given by Tsar Aleksey Mikhailovich in 1669. The rules given by Peter I to
Zarudny further stated that “Everything said in the Tsar’s [Aleksey Mikhailo-
vich’s edict] and the longer one of the three holy patriarchs are now inviolate
and will be preserved and followed” [ITexapcxwuit: I, 2] As Zarudny was re-
quired to enforce the edicts, it is reasonable to assume that Zarudny attempted
to follow these edicts in creating his own iconostases — that his unprecedented
work was, therefore, a reflection of how he interpreted those edicts. We need
then to examine in more detail the content of the edicts, their origins and con-
text in which they existed.

The edicts given to Zarudny were both composed soon after the Great
Church Council of Moscow (1666-1667)°. By 1667, the Council, among other
important theological issues, turned their mind to the matter of iconography,
and composed a separate chapter on icon painting.

The rules of the Council are preserved. Some of them are written on behalf of the
whole Council and others on behalf of just the two Patriarchs Paisius and Macarius.
Some were outlined in the form of rules, some in the form of answers to questions,
and some in the form of explanations; but all of them were afterwards accepted by
the whole Council. All of the rulings were first written separately from each other
on different scrolls and were signed by the fathers of the Council. Later they were
copied together into one book under the title of Acts of the Council [ Maxapmit: 404]*.

The decision on icon painting was only signed by the patriarchs Paisius and
Macarius. In this decision, the two patriarchs pointed out a number of errors in
existing Russian icons and, in order to prevent such errors in the future, they
demanded supervision over all icon painters: “We decree that a skilled painter,
who is also a good man (from the ranks of the clergy), be named monitor of the
iconographers, their leader and overseer” [Aesuusa: 22°]. Initially, as Peter I

A copy of this order survived in Ivan Zarudny’s correspondence together with a later clarification
given by the tsar in 1710, and was published later by P. P. Pekarsky [ITexapckuit: 1, 1-30].

The circumstances behind Aleksey Mikhailovich’s decision to call this council, how it worked, and
the major decisions it made are discussed in detail in the works of Metropolitan Makarii and
A.V.Kartashev [Kaprames].

The Book of Acts was not published until 1881. We use the second edition, which was confirmed
against the original manuscript and published in 1893 [ Aesus].

*  The part of the Acts of the Great Council of Moscow of 1666-1667 that was devoted to icon
painting with only few small omissions is included in Leonid Ouspensky’s book Theology of the
Icon (translated by Anthony Gythiel) [Ouspensky: 371-372]. Here and below all excerpts from
the Acts are given in this translation.
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indicated in his order, “the chief icon painter of the Tsar’s [Armoury] Chamber,
Simon Ushakov” was appointed as the overseer. Simon Ushakov received the
same rules as later provided to Zarudny [Ilexapcxkuit: I, 23].

The major decisions of the Council were published in Moscow as a part of
the Sluzhebnik [ Cayxe6Hux: 2™ pagination, 1-17 rev.] immediately following
the Council’s conclusion. However, the chapter on icon painting was not in-
cluded in this book. Since the Council’s decision on icon painting had not been
published and was therefore not known by icon painters or the general public,
one would expect that the edicts given to the newly established overseer of icon
painters, appointed pursuant to said decision, would convey the major recom-
mendations made by the Council in respect of icon painting. In reality, the
Council’s major recommendations on icon painting were deliberately excluded
from the edicts.

One of the Council’s major recommendations was that the Crucifixion be
placed prominently on the top of the iconostasis:

It is good and proper to place a cross, that is, the Crucifixion of our Lord and Savior
Jesus Christ, above the Deesis in the holy churches in place of Lord Sabaoth, ac-
cording to the norm preserved since ancient times in all the holy churches of the
eastern countries, in Kiev, and everywhere else except in the Muscovite State. This
is a great mystery kept by the holy Church.

Aero 60 ¥ IPHANYHO eCTb BO CBSTHIX LiepkBax Hadeiicyce emecmo Casaoda, nocma-
sumu xpecm, cupeus Pacnamue T'ocnopa n Cnaca Hamero Mucyca Xpucra. Sxoxe
9HH ACPIKUTCS U3APEBAE BO Beex CBATHIX LlepkBax B BOCTOUHBIX cTpaHax, 1 B Kuese
U [IOBCIOAY, OIIPHYb MOCKOBCKAro I'ocypapcTBa, 1 TO BeAue TaUHCTBO COAEPIKHUTCS
Bo careit Llepxsu [ Aesuus: 23-23 rev. .

The Council refers here to the common 17" century Russian practice of plac-
ing an icon of the Lord Sabaoth in the center of the upper, or “Forefathers,” tier
of the iconostasis®. In Greek alters of this period (“the holy churches of the
eastern countries”), as well as in Ukrainian iconostases (“in Kiev”), the Cruci-
fixion is always placed on the top of the iconostasis and the Lord Sabaoth
isnever included with the Forefathers. This demand by the patriarchs was
meant to better align the Russian tradition with the “ancient” practice of the
rest of “the holy Church,” including the Greek and Ukrainian” churches.

The first iconostases with a Forefathers tier appeared in Russia at the very end of the 16" centu-
ry (in 1598 in the Smolenskii Cathedral of the Virgin Monastery, and in 1599-1600 in the Trinity
Cathedral for the Sergius Monastery) [Meabnux: 435].

7 The patriarchs traveled to Russia through Ukraine. We know that patriarch Macarius, in 1664 visi-
ted on his journey a number of Ukrainian monasteries and churches. Detailed descriptions of
them (composed by Deacon Pavel Aleppsky, who accompanied the patriarch) specifically men-
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The Council, however, not only demanded that the Lord Sabaoth be replaced
by the Crucifixion; it prohibited the depiction of the Lord Sabaoth in general:

Let all vanity of pretended wisdom cease, which has allowed everyone habitually to
paint the Lord Sabaoth in various representations according to his own fantasy,
without an authentic reference <...> We decree that from now on the image of the
Lord Sabaoth will no longer be painted according to senseless and unsuitable ima-
ginings, for no one has ever seen the Lord Sabaoth (that is, God the Father) in the
flesh. Only Christ was seen in the flesh, and in this way He is portrayed, that is,
in the flesh, and not according to His divinity.

U pa mpecTaHeT BCSIKOe CyeMyApHUe HelIPaBeAHOE, ke OOBIKOIIA BCSIK COOOI0 MHca-
TH Oe3cBUAETeAbCTBa: cupeyb, I'ocmopa CaBaogpa 06pas B pasAMUHBIX BHAEX <...>
IToBeaeBaeM y60 ot HbiHe ['ocriopa CaBaoda 06pa3 B IIpeAb He IHCATU: B HEACTIBIX U
He TIpHAMYHBI BuAeHMHX 3aHe CaBaoda, (cupeus OTIja) HHKTOXe BUAE KOTAA BO-
maoty. Toxmo sikoske XpHCTOC BHAEH OBICTD B IIAOTH, TAKO U XXUBOIIMCYETCS], CHpPedb
BOOGpaXkaeTcs MO MAOTH: a He TI0 6oxecTBy [ Aesnus: 23 rev. .

In an attempt to explain its prohibition, the Council references the well-known
arguments of John of Damascus (“Only Christ was seen in the flesh, and in this
way He is portrayed”).

The Council was similarly troubled by the depiction of the Holy Spirit as
adove:

<...>the Holy Spirit is not, in His nature, a dove: He is by nature God. And no one
has ever seen God, as the holy evangelist points out. Nonetheless, the Holy Spirit
appeared in the form of a dove at the holy baptism of Christ in the Jordan; and this
is why it is proper to represent the Holy Spirit in this form of a dove, in this context
only. Anywhere else, those who have good sense do not represent the Holy Spirit in
the form of dove, for on Mount Tabor He appeared in the form of cloud, and in an-
other way elsewhere.

<...> CBSTBIl AYX He eCTb CyLIeCTBOM rOAYy6b, HO cymectBoM Bor ects, a Bora
HUKTOXe BHUAE, skoxe Moann Borocaos u EBanreaucr cBuaereascrsyer, obade aie
Bo VopaaHe npu cBsiTeM KpeleHU XpUCTOBE SIBHECSL CBSITHIA /AyX B BUAe TOAYOUHE.
W Toro papu Ha TOM MeCTe TOYHIO TOAODAET ¥ MHCATU CBATAro Ayxa B BUAE TOAY-
OGUHOM. A Ha HHOM MeCTe MMYINY pa3yM, He H3006pa3yroT cBATaro Ayxa B roAyOHHOM
Buae. 3ane Ha DaBopcreii rope K0 06AaKOM SBHCA U UHOTAQ nHako [Ibid.: 23].

Let us now turn to how the edicts given to Simon Ushakov and later to Zarud-
ny addressed (or rather, failed to address) these changes to Russian icon pain-

tion the Crucifixions over the iconostases and compare them to Greek examples [ITaea Arerm-
ckuit: 38-39, 52, 71-72].
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ting. The edict of Tsar Aleksey Mikhailovich likewise avoids practically all of
the Council’s decisions — the only trace of the Acts of the Council appear in
the following segment:

<...> image creation was performed by God himself when he created man in his
own image and likeness. [Image creation] became honored also in the New Testa-
ment [coming] from Christ the Lord himself when He twice deigned to leave a
likeness of His face on a shroud, firstly, for Tsar Agvar, and secondly, for the pious
women Veronica. In the same manner, the Holy Spirit created an image [of Itself]
when [It] appeared on the [River] Jordan and was praised by the holy apostles.
<...> 06pa3OTBOPEHHS AEAO OT CaMoro Bora, eraa CoTBOpH Mo cBoeMy 06pasy u 1o
nopo6uto desoBeka. [IpusT uecTs u B HOBOIt 6aaroaatu ot camoro Xpucra ['ocrioa,
eraa ABamIuu usBoAHA Aurie CBoe Ha y6pyce eAHHOIO ArBapio apio, BTopoe 6aaro-
JecTuBO#t xeHe Beponurie 6oronauepTanso ycTpouTy; eraa u Ayx Cparoit 06pas
COTBOpH, eraa Bo obpase roaybs ssucs Ha MopaaHe MouTecs OT CBSTHIX aro-
croa [Tlexapcxkuit: I, 19].

Tsar Aleksey Mikhailovich, following the Council’s example, addressed in his
edict the possibility of depicting Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit, sidestepping
entirely, however, the supposed impossibility of depicting the Father. In this
commentary, the tsar argued that in all three hypostases, God himself created
images and gave those images to man in a visible form. It is impossible to ima-
gine that Aleksey Mikhailovich did not perceive the contradiction here to the
Council’s (the patriarchs’) position, and it is clear that he ignored the decision
of the Council on purpose. It is likely that he wanted to keep from the public
those decisions of the Council which directly opposed Russian traditional prac-
tice in order to avoid further Church unrest. It is also probable that he genuine-
ly disagreed with the Council’s view on icon painting.

The edict of the patriarchs also fails to mention anything discussed by the
Council, however, we do not know, why this is the case. It is quite possible that
the patriarchs expected a full publication of the Acts, as it was promised in the
Sluzhebnik in 1667, and viewed the edict itself not as a publication of the Acts,
but simply as a complimentary explanation, mostly dedicated to the important
role of the icon painter. What is obvious, however, is that the recommendations
of the Council on icon painting were not widely known in the time of Aleksey
Mikhailovich. This situation was not changed by the reign of Peter I. The events
occurring in the Holy Synod immediately after its formation, for instance,
demonstrate how little the Council’s recommendations were known.

The Holy Synod was formed in 1721 to replace the patriarch in the hierar-
chy of the Russian Church. One of the first things it sought to establish was
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aset of rules and instructions — the reign of Peter I was an era of rules and
instructions — to guide the Church. Naturally, in this context, the Synod
looked back to the Council of 1667. The Acts of the Council were first mentio-
ned in a meeting of the Synod on June 21, 1721. The Synod requested that the
Acts be brought to Saint-Petersburg from the patriarch’s treasury in Moscow,
and that they be kept as a book of reference available to the Synod at any time.
However, the Synod was informed that the treasury was sealed by a secret
councilor to the tsar — Count I. A. Musin-Pushkin. According to Musin-Push-
kin, he could only unseal it by an order from the Senate.

The situation was not resolved until March 6, 1722, when both the Senate
and the Synod travelled to Moscow for the celebration of the Nishtadt peace
treaty with Sweden. There, in Moscow, the Tsar, or, to be precise, the Empe-
ror (Peter I accepted this new title in 1721) ordered that the Acts be given to
the Synod together with any other books and treasures [ITporoxoasr: I, 181~
182, 253-254; 11, 114]. On first inspection, this conflict, resolved only by the
personal intervention of the emperor, seems like the usual bureaucratic delay.
In light of the subsequent events, described below, however, we can assume
that the senators had viewed the Acts, and particularly the chapter on icon
painting, with extreme suspicion.

The Synod began to combat the improper depiction of God, the Mother
of God, and the Saints the moment it received the Acts. It issued its first order
on April 6, 1722, when it prohibited the depiction of God the Father as an el-
derly man on the antimensia. The Synod ordered that “incorrect” antimensia
be destroyed and that new antimensia be printed according to the recommen-
dations of the Council, stressing, in particular, that they should not depict the
Lord Sabaoth “as prohibited by the Council on pages 42 to 46”. The Synod
further ordered that “where God as Sabaoth was depicted from now on depict
aradiance and draw the Jewish letters of the name of God.” The Synod explai-
ned: “[treat errors in icon painting] not as sinful acts, but as improper ones,
which give the ignorant an excuse to forsake [the truth]” (“ne axu Hexoe rpe-
XOBHOE A€AO, HO SIKO He IPHCTOMHOE, M BHUHY K ITOIIOA3HOBEHMIO HEBEXKA
nopatomee”) [Ibid.: I, 163-164]. It is clear that the members of the Synod
understood how serious and potentially explosive the new rules were: the order
was sent to the printing house, but it was never published.

The question of icon painting rose again after just one week. On April 12,
1722, there was a deliberation “on the correction of icon painting and supervi-
sion of painters and icon painters by architect Ivan Zarudny”. This time a joint
meeting of Senate and Synod was held, with Peter I also present. In preparation
for the meeting, a summary of the Acts was prepared, which included all the
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recommendations made by the Council in 1667 regarding icon painting. As
aresult of the meeting the emperor ordered:

Icon depictions are to be corrected according to the dictates of Church custom and
according to [the rules of] the holy patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch and Mos-
cow <...> which were made in 7175 (1667); and supervision over painters and
iconographers is assigned to architect Zarudny who has been previously appointed
superintendent in 1707; and he is to be placed under the supervision of the Synod.

HxoHHOe H306pakeHre UCIIPABHUTD 110 COAEPYKAHMIO IepKOBHATO 00BIMAs H IIO CO-
OOpHOMY CBsITEMIMX AAEKCAHAPHIICKAro, AHTHOXHICKAaro 1 MOCKOBCKAro maTpu-
apxoB [npasuay] <...> kakoso B npomaoM 7175 (1667) roay yauHeHo, a HaA3Hpa-
TEAbCTBO HaA >KHUBOINHUCIIAMU ¥ MKOHOITHCIIAMU UMeTh apXUTEeKTOPY 3apyAHEBY, KO-
TOpBIA U Hamepep cero, B mpomaoM 1707 roay <...> K TaKOMY HaA3UPaTEAbCTBY
OIIpeAeAeH U CyIlep-HHTEHAAHTOM yYHHEH, U ObICTb eMy [I0A CHHOAAABHBIM Bepe-
uuem [[Iporokoast: 11, 177-178].

On May 21, the members of the Synod discussed the subject yet again, com-
posing a more detailed explanation of the emperor’s order. It stated that the
Synod had found many incorrect holy depictions, including: carved icons, the
image of Saint Christopher with a dog’s head, the image of Mother of God with
three hands, the image of Saints Florus and Laurus with horses, etc. This list
also included the image of the Lord Sabaoth, which the Synod again recom-
mended be replaced with the name of God in Hebrew letters in a radiance.
Meanwhile, Peter I was set to leave the capital for the Persian campaign. As
soon as the emperor departed, yet another meeting of the Synod on icon pain-
ting took place. On June 20, the Synod received visitors from the Senate: chan-
cellor Count G. I. Golovkin, vice chancellor Baron P. P. Shafirov, and prosecu-
tor general P. I. Yaguzhinsky. The visitors delivered the following “discourse”:

His Majesty’s order concerning how to paint images such as the Lord Sabaoth and
others is to be kept publically silent. The public is to be informed that there was an
order about the rules of painting images, including excerpts from the order such as
those concerning Saints Florus and Laurus with horses, but omitting the rest of the
order from the public. Also, in orders to the archbishops in the dioceses direct that
they should attentively oversee the correct painting of the abovementioned icons;
that the [prohibited] icons must henceforth not to be painted, and mention that
they should make changes gradually, rather than immediately halting [the prohibi-
ted icons].

Vmsannoin Ero Mmmeparopckaro BeamdecTBa ykas o OHOM IHCaHMU O3HaueHHeE
HMSHHO 06pa3oB siko I'ocopa CaBaoda i IPOTUNX, 8 nybAUKe HAPOOHO YMOAHAMY;
a B HAPOAHOIT ITyOANKe HU3BSICHUTD TO, YTO OOBSIBACHO O IIMCAHUU 06Pa30B B [IPaBU-
A€X, BBIIMCAB KX HHX, a OCOOAMBO IIOpO3HbB, siko QAopa u AaBpa ¢ KOHIOXaMH,
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¥ O IPOTYHX 8 ny6AuKe ymor4ams. TakoKe B eIAPXUU K apXHEpPeOM B YKa3eX O3HAUNTD,
AQ6BI BO OHOM HKOHHOM CIIPABEAAUBOM IIMCAHHU UMEAM YCMOTPHUTEABHOE IOIIede-
Hye 1 06 HKOHAX, O KOTOPBIX OO'BSIBACHO BILIE, YTO UX BIIPEA He IIHCATh, YIOMSIHYTb
9TO6 CO BpemsHem ucnpasismo sesesut 6, He sckope onoe npexpamuau [[Iporoxoast: 11,
466-468].

The Synod provided Zarudny, who certified the icons, with the same infor-
mation about the Peter I's order as was provided to the public, rather than that
which was provided to the archbishops.

As discussed above, Peter I specified in his order of 1707 to Zarudny that
the “artistic management and spiritual command” over icon painters was to be
left to Metropolitan Stefan Yavorsky. In 1710, Zarudny received some guide-
lines (“mamars”) from the Metropolitan [ITexapckwit: 1, 21], but, unfortunately,
this particular document has not survived. Stefan, however, explained his views
on icon painting in detail in his book The Rock of Faith. Although this book was
published only after Zarudny’s death, it was written between 1713 and 1718,
and we can, therefore, extrapolate from it a general understanding of what the
instructions to Zarudny had looked like.

The Rock of Faith was written as a polemical treatise against the Lutherans
and the Calvinists. The genre — polemical treatise — shapes, to some extent,
the structure and nature of the arguments included in the chapter on icon
painting (part 1 of the book). Despite the concessions to the genre, Stefan’s
positions on icon painting, in general, and the recommendations of the Council
of 1667, in particular, are clear.

Stefan begins his defense of icon veneration with a long list of holy images.
The first “natural” image of God the Father, he insists, is His Son, as well as any
human made in His image. He also qualifies the Holy Scriptures, which render
“invisible things visible”, giving God eyes, and ears, and hands, and feet [Cre-
$an SBopckmit: 4]. From that introduction, depictions of God the Father logi-
cally follow. In a chapter entitled The Stumbling Blocks of Likeness in Holy Scrip-
ture as Described by the Prophet Isiah and the Deeds of the Apostles, Stefan pro-
vides a list of potential “stumbling blocks”:

To whom then will ye liken God? or what likeness will ye compare unto him? The
workman melteth a graven image, and the goldsmith spreadeth it over with gold,
and casteth silver chains (Isaiah 40:18-19).

<...> we ought not to think that the Godhead is like unto gold, or silver, or stone,
graven by art and man’s device (Acts of Apostles 17: 29).

These two particular citations were also used in the Acts of the Council of
1666-1667 where they were supplemented with an additional passage from
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John of Damascus: “Who can make an imitation of God, the invisible, the in-
corporeal, the indescribable, and unimaginable? To make an image of the Divi-
nity is the height of folly and impiety” [ Aestrus: 22 rev.—23]. Stefan attempts to
clarify the citations in what he calls, “corrections”. In the first, he states:

When God said: let us create man in image and likeness of Us <...> man thereby
became the image and likeness of God; the visible of the invisible, the decipherable
of the indecipherable, the imaginable of the unimaginable, the corporeal of the in-
corporeal.

Erpa peue T'ocriops Bor: CoTBoprM deAoBeka 0 06pasy HalIeMy U ITOAOOHIO <...>
KaKO YeAOBEK MOXXeT ObITh I0A0GHeM 1 06pasom Bora; Kako Buanmoe HeBHAMMAro,
OIHCAaHHOE HEOIHCAHHArO, MOCTIDKMMOE HENOCTIDKMMArO, TACHHOE HETAEHHAro,
MoxeT 6biTH 06pazoM u mopo6uem [ Credan Ssopcxmit: 118].

The last lines of this argument are an unreferenced citation from John of Da-
mascus, the same employed in the Acts, to which Stefan certainly had access —
the manuscript was kept in his treasury. The use of this type of bundling of
thematically-linked biblical quotations was an established practice during this
period and these bundles travelled from one work to another. However, it is
still likely that Stefan specifically chose this combination of citations as an allu-
sion to the Council and its Acts.
Stefan then turns to the issue of depicting of God the Father and the Holy
Spirit:
Icon painters (for whom no written law exists) depict God the Father as an old man
beautified by his grey hair, not because this is His image in His incomprehensible
divinity, but because this is the image in which He was seen by the prophet Daniel
and also Isaiah. In the same way they depict the Holy Spirit in the image of a dove,
not [because they are] describing Its indescribable divinity, but because It appeared
in the image of a dove above the [River] Jordan”.
Bora OTua uxoHonucyp! (MMKe 3aKOH HellncaH) 06pasyioT B BUAE CTapLia CeAUHA-
MH NPEYKPAlI€EHHOTO HE SIKO TaKOB €CTb B CBOEM HEIIOCTIDKHMMCTEM Boxecrse: HO
KO B cuileBoM o6pase suder Gbicmy oT AaHuraa npopoxa, u ot Hcaitn. Tako u Ay-
Xa CBATaAro 06Pa3yIOT B BUAEC I'OAY6}I, He 60XecTBO ero HeONMMCaHHOe OIHCYIOIE, HO
Ko 8 cuyesom spaye I'oay6s sseucs na Mopaare [Ibid.: 119].

He insists that depictions of God the Father are possible because He was seen
by the prophets and, therefore, was depicted “by visions”. The Holy Spirit in
the image of a dove again is depicted “by appearance”. Stefan’s arguments are
very close to the arguments in Tsar Aleksey Mikhailovich’s edict and contradict
the rules of the Council.
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The first edition of The Rock of Faith did not appear in Moscow until 1728.
The engravings for this book were specifically chosen to illustrate the author’s
views on icon painting. The first page includes a depiction of the Trinity of the
New Testament: the Son appears on the left, the Father on the right (with the
inscription “God Sabaoth”), and a dove between them. Atop the next page is
a panoramic of Moscow. Above that, however, are the apostles with the Holy
Spirit descending upon them. The Holy Spirit is represented as a dove with
a caption reading “the Holy Spirit”. The third page includes a portrait of Stefan
himself, his coat of arms, and another dove, emitting a ray of light upon the
head of the author, again with the caption “the Holy Spirit”.

The iconostasis in Dormition Cathedral in Ryazan is another illustration of
Stefan’s views. Work on this seven-tier iconostasis had already been started by
the time Stefan was appointed archbishop of Ryazan and Murom: “in 1700-
1702 on the orders of Archbishop Stefan and from his wealth, a large sum of
money, 12,500 rubles, the iconostasis was gilded and the icons were painted for
the cathedral. On the August 15%, 1702, the beautiful cathedral was consecra-
ted” [ Amurpmit Ipaaycos: S1]. According to tradition and, pointedly, against
the recommendation of the Council of 1667, the Lord Sabaoth again appeared
prominently in the upper tier of the iconostasis, and directly beneath him —
the Holy Spirit was depicted as a dove.

Let us return to The Rock of Faith. Although the image of God the Father
and the Holy Spirit are acceptable to the author, he adds the caveat that: “for
whom [the icon painters] no written law exists” (“umxe 3axon nemmcan”).
In a general sense, he may mean that icon painters follow unwritten custom,
rather than written rules. The written rules in this case likely refer, first and
foremost, to the widely known works of John of Damascus on icon painting,
Those works were included, for instance, in Petr Mogila’s The Orthodox Confes-
sion of Faith, translated from Greek, and published in 1696, later in 1709, and
again in 1717 [Tlexapckmit: II, No 138, 330]. At the same time, Stefan is almost
certainly referencing a well-known proverb “There is no law written for fools”.
By employing this proverb, Stefan distances himself from the icon painters and
the polemics surrounding their craft.

The duality of his position is comparable to the views of Dimitry Metropoli-
tan of Rostov, who Stefan unquestionably considered an authority on every-
thing concerning Orthodox dogma. Pavel Hondzinsky writes: “Already in
St. Demetrius’ “Inquiry into the Schismatic Faith in Brynsk” there is conside-
rable space devoted to the analysis of the historical variability of the rite,
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proving that it does not affect the dogmatic foundations of the faith” [ITasea
XoupsuHCKHiL: 61].

In “Inquiry into the schismatic faith in Brynsk”, Dimitry repeatedly turns to
the question of icon veneration. He insists:

We venerate the holy icons of saints but do not idolize them, nor do we claim that
the icon is God; rather [the icon is] a depiction of the likeness of Christ <...> I do
not venerate a board, a wall, or paint, but a representation of the image of Christ
and the divine Providence <...> When we bow before a holy icon, we bow not to
aboard, or paints, or patterns, or ancestry, or novelty, because we do not seek sub-
stance in an icon <... > instead we behold divinity.

ITounraem MbI MKOHBI CBSITBIS, HO He 60TOTBOPHM, He CKasyeM, SIKO HKOHa ecTb Bor,
HO u3o06pakeHre MOA06Ms XpUCTOBa <...> He AOCKY IOYMTAI0, HIDKE CTeHY, HIDKe
mieAb (BemecTso) MAPOBHbIH, HO BOObGpaxenue Teaa (XpHCTOBA) M CMOTpeHHe
T'ocmoaHe <...> Erpa y60 xaaHsieMcsi HKOHe CBSITell, KAQHSIeMCSI He ACKe, HU BaIlaM,
HY IIepeBOAAM, HH BeTXOCTH, HM HOBOCTH, IIOHE)Xe He BellleCTBa B UKOHe HIIleM < ... >
HO Ha CBATBIHIO B3upaeM [ Aumurtpuit: 13-16].

Therefore, according to Dimitry, the schismatics (or old believers) betray their
inability to venerate holiness; instead, perceiving only the corporeal aspect,
they damn the new icons. In the same fashion, he argues that the cross too
should be an object of veneration, whether it have four points, eight points, or
more — every cross is an image of the Crucifix and, therefore, it should be
treated as a holy object [Ibid.: 20-21].

Dimitry attempts to explain the striking variability of historical images
throughout history with an example from the Old Testament:

[I]n the Old Testament, when Solomon built the Temple of God, he made new
cherubs using a new design; and set them over the Ark of the Covenant with the
ancient ones, made by Moses. The people of Israel, living in those times, did not re-
ject Solomon’s new cherubs, did not plead saying: we don’t want to venerate the
new cherubs, and only keep Moses’ old ones <...> and so we do not pick out the old
or the new icons, but equally venerate them all.

[B] Berxom 3aBete, erpa COAOMOH CO3AaB LiepKOBb BOTy, coaeAa HOBDIS M HOBBIM
[IepeBOAOM XePYBHMBI, U IIOCTABU 51 HaA KHBOTOM 3aBeTa KYIIHO C APEBHUMH, OT
Monices: cpeAaHHBIMU XepyBUMaMH, Atoaue MspanabcTun, B TO BpeMs ObIBIINY, He
ormeraxy HOBbIX COAOMOHOBBIX XepYBHMOB, HH MOASIXY TAQrOAIOIe He XOIIeM IO-
YUTATH HOBBISI XEPYBHMBI, HO CTapbix MouceeBbIx AepKUMCs < ...> CHIle U Mbl He
pasbrpaeM MeXAy CTapbIMU U HOBBIMU HKOHAMH, HO paBHO nouuTaeM [Ibid.: 18-19].

Of course, Dimitry agrees that there are some errors, for example, in the in-
scriptions on icons, and that they require correction. For him, though, “depra-



How to Build a Russian Imperial Iconostasis 35

vity” exists not in the errors in iconography or in inscriptions on icons, but
in the refusal to honour icons because of those errors. Again, he argues that this
refusal indicates that the schismatics only worship the corporeal aspect of icons.
In fact, although he leaned towards the need for supervision of icon painting
and the correction of errors (“due to our Russian ignoramuses” [ Aumurpuit:
48]), he did not find these sorts of errors particularly troublesome or think
them at all dangerous.

‘When Dimitry writes about objects of veneration, he compares the Old and
New Testament:

When, in the Old Testament, God’s people venerated the Ark of the Covenant, and
the object it contained <... > and the cherubs of Glory adorning the alter, they wor-
shiped, not the corporeal [objects], but God Himself, in visible objects they wor-
shiped the invisible. Similarly, we, in the time of the New Testament, venerate holy
icons.

SIxoxe B BerxoM 3aBete Atopre Boxxun, mounTaronie KMBOT 3aBeTa, M ASSKALIKS B HEM
BElM <...> U XePYBHMbI CAQBBl OCEHSIOLIUIHS OATApb, M IIOKAAHSIOWECS TeM, He
BELIECTBY MOKAOHAXYCs, HO caMoMy Bory, B BUAMMBIX CBATBIX Bellax HOYHTAIOLE
HeBuanMaro. Eme Mb1 B HOBOI 6AaroAaTH HKOHaM cBATHIM Nokaansemcs [Ibid.: 18].

Stefan bases his understanding of Orthodox image creation on the same princi-
ples of the unavoidability and the necessity of historical change in the forms of
Church tradition, including in iconography as set forth by Dimitry. There are
objects in Church customs and practices for which there is “no law”: ignorance
is not a sin; and imperfections are rectifiable. This approach also likely explains
the various amendments issued by the Synod to Peter I's orders concerning
icon painting, (e.g.: “[treat errors in icon painting] not as sinful acts, but as
improper ones, which give the ignorant an excuse to forsake [the truth]”). The
goal of the Synod in issuing the amendments was to enlighten the ignorant, not
to fight the enemies of the Church.

The documents provided to superintendent Zarudny as guidelines for su-
pervising icon painting, and therefore also for his own works, did not contain
the same prohibitions, as had been imposed by the Acts of the Moscow Coun-
cil of 1667. On the contrary Stefan Yavorsky, who directly supervised Zarudny,
was inclined to avoid imposing restrictions on icon painting. As such, Zarudny
was given a broad scope within which to create his iconostasis and he did not
hesitate to make full use of this opportunity.
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