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Appeals to Constantinople According to the 1663/4
Tomos of the Eastern Patriarchs

Patriarch Bartholomew’s recent letter to Archbishop Anastasios of Albania has generated considerable
discussion, including on these pages: previously, we examined his reference to the Council of

Carthage and his mischaracterization of the Meletian Schism. More significantly, on 28

March, Archbishop Anastasios responded to Patriarch Bartholomew with a remarkable letter, in which
he directly addressed the Patriarch’s purported historical precedents. We strongly recommend that all of
our readers examine Archbishop Anastasios’ letter.

Today, we continue our examination of Patriarch Bartholomew’s letter, and we come to his citation of a
1663/1664 Tomos of the four “Eastern Patriarchs” — the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexandria,
Antioch, and Jerusalem. Here is how Patriarch Bartholomew quoted this text:

This ancient practice of the Church, which concurs with the Ecclesiastical Canons, is also explicitly
confirmed by the four Patriarchs of the East, namely our own Predecessor Dionysios lll, Paisios of
Alexandria, Makarios of Antioch, and Nektarios of Jerusalem, in a Tomos of the year 1663, by which
they settled twenty-five chapters of inquiries posed to them by clergy of the Russian Church. In the
eighth question: “Whether every decision of other Churches may be appealed to the Throne of
Constantinople for final determination in all Ecclesiastical matters?”, they replied that “This prerogative
belonged to the Pope before he broke with the Catholic Church... Since the Schism, however, matters
of all Churches are referred to the Throne of Constantinople, from which they receive determination.”
The same is repeated in responses to the twenty-first and twenty-second questions.

Once again, the Patriarch has quoted a text very selectively, without context, and has avoided the parts
of the text that might work against his current position — to borrow from Archbishop Anastasios’ words,
“its careful study leads to different conclusions.”

In 1663, the Russian Orthodox Church was in the midst of a great crisis, and the Eastern Patriarchs had
been appealed to in the matter of the deposition of Patriarch Nikon of Moscow. The Russian Church
submitted a series of questions to the Eastern Patriarchs, who responded with a Tomos in a question-
and-answer format, which they formally issued in 1664. Patriarch Bartholomew references Questions 8,
21, and 22, and partially quotes from number 8 (full translations and the Greek originals are provided
below the present article). His presentation of its answers gives the appearance that the Eastern
Patriarchs supported the unilateral resolution, by the See of Constantinople, of all appeals from the other
Churches. However, this is by no means an accurate portrayal of the text.
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In fact, Question 8 reads, in full, as follows:

Question, Chapter ViII

Whether every judgment of the other churches is referred to the See of Constantinople and from her

each ecclesiastical case receives a conclusion.

Answer:

This privilege belonged to the Pope of Rome before splitting from the Catholic Church out of arrogance
and willful wickedness, but now that he has split, the issues of all the Churches are referred to the See
of Constantinople and from her receive decisions, as it has the same primacy that Old Rome held,
according to the canons, for the Fourth Canon of Sardica says, “If any bishop is deposed by the
judgment of bishops who happen to be neighboring, and asserts that he has fresh matter in defense, a
new bishop be not settled in his see, unless the bishop of Rome judge and render a decision as to
this.” That this privilege is transferred to the Ecumenical See, you may learn from many, not least from
the scholia of the great Nomocanon, which say, “From this canon, the Romans raised themselves to
arrogance, and of old putting it forward as as from [the Council] in Nicaea, their leaders were proven
villains, as the Synodical preamble of the Council of Carthage itself makes clear”. And further down,
‘the bishops of Old Rome boast that through this canon they were given all the appeals of the bishops”
and further down says, “not all the appeals of the bishops are referred to him, but those of eparchies
under him, those which,” he says, “later were placed under Constantinople, as their appeals
henceforth also appertain to the latter.” And from Balsamon, “the special privileges defined do not
belong to the Pope himself alone, but are understood also to belong to the [bishop] of Constantinople.”
Since the bishop of Rome has broken off from the Catholic Church, they are only referred to the
Ecumenical Throne. If the other Patriarchs also agree, if it happens to be a major issue, the resulting
verdict is inalterable.

Far from authorizing a unilateral right of appeals for Constantinople, Question 8 affirms the right of
Constantinople to resolve appeals, but for this resolution to be final on any major issues, it must be
done with the unanimous consent of the other Patriarchs.

This is a faithful application of Apostolic Canon 34, which states, “But neither let him [who is the first] do
anything without the consent of all.” It is also consistent with the words of Archbishop Job of Telmessos
in 2009, applying Canon 34 to the pan-Orthodox level: “The ecumenical patriarch has a right to accept
letters of appeal and care for the unity of the church by convening all-Orthodox meetings attended by
heads of each patriarchate and autocephalous church (or their representatives) but he cannot decide
anything himself, without them, unilaterally.” In recent months, Patriarch Bartholomew appears to have



introduced an innovation into the theology of the Church, repudiating both Apostolic Canon 34 and, by
extension, the 1663/4 Tomos of the Eastern Patriarchs that he paradoxically cites as authoritative.

Moreover, the bulk of the response to Question 8 does not serve to bolster the Ecumenical Patriarch’s
prerogatives, but rather strictly limits them, pointing out that Constantinople only has the privilege of
hearing appeals from eparchies that were under Rome prior to the schism. Even more relevant to the
current situation, the response warns that an exaggerated insistence on the privilege of hearing appeals
led Rome into the “arrogance” that eventually caused it to break from the Church, an arrogance
foreshadowed by Rome’s willingness to misrepresent the canons of an Ecumenical Council during the
Council of Carthage, where Rome’s representatives sought to bolster the authority of Canon 4 of
Sardica by claiming that it was a canon of the Council of Nicaea.

Patriarch Bartholomew’s citation of Questions 21 and 22 is simply puzzling. Question 22 does not refer
to the unilateral authority of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, but rather the authority of a decision made by
“the Ecumenical See, and the Patriarchs with it,” once more expressing an ecclesiology rooted in
Apostolic Canon 34. Question 21 has no connection at all to the right of appeal or the privileges of the
Ecumenical See, but rather addresses whether a metropolitan or patriarch can be judged by bishops
that he ordained. It closes by stating that “paternity and sonship have no place in the matter of justice
and certainly not in ecclesiastical issues, as spiritual danger ensues”- as concise a refutation of

Constantinople’s “Mother Church” ideology as can be imagined.

Patriarch Bartholomew has exhibited a pattern of willful inaccuracy that calls into question every
historical claim he makes. We simply cannot trust the Patriarch to behave in an honest manner — we
cannot trust that he speaks the truth. Sadly, we are reduced to fact-checking the words of the primus
inter pares of the Orthodox Church, a man who should be our leader in the faith and a model of holiness.
Once again, we beg His All-Holiness to repent of his dishonesty and to return to the path of truth, even
— especially — when truth seems to be against the selfish interests of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.
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Question, Chapter VlII

Whether every judgment of the other churches is referred to the See of Constantinople and from her
each ecclesiastical case receives a conclusion.
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Answer:

This privilege belonged to the Pope of Rome before splitting from the Catholic Church out of arrogance
and willful wickedness, but now that he has split, the issues of all the Churches are referred to the See
of Constantinople and from her receive decisions, as it has the same primacy that Old Rome held,
according to the canons, for the Fourth Canon of Sardica says, “If any bishop is deposed by the
judgment of bishops who happen to be neighboring, and asserts that he has fresh matter in defense, a
new bishop be not settled in his see, unless the bishop of Rome judge and render a decision as to this.”
That this privilege is transferred to the Ecumenical See, you may learn from many, not least from the
scholia of the great Nomocanon, which say, “From this canon, the Romans raised themselves to
arrogance, and of old putting it forward as* from [the Council] in Nicaea, their leaders were proven
villains, as the Synodical preamble of the Council of Carthage itself makes clear”. And further down, “the
bishops of Old Rome boast that through this canon they were given all the appeals of the bishops” and
further down says, “not all the appeals of the bishops are referred to him, but those of eparchies under
him, those which,” he says, “later were placed under Constantinople, as their appeals henceforth also
appertain to the latter.” And from Balsamon, “the special privileges defined do not belong to the Pope
himself alone, but are understood also to belong to the [bishop] of Constantinople.” Since the bishop of
Rome has broken off from the Catholic Church, they are only referred to the Ecumenical Throne. If the
other Patriarchs also agree, if it happens to be a major issue, the resulting verdict is inalterable.

*Here we follow the 19th century translation of William Palmer in reading the nonsensical oi as a
scribal mistake for wg.

Question, Chapter XXI

If a Metropolitan or Patriarch, being liable, is judged by the bishops around him, and by chance he grew
up in that eparchy and so it happens that all the bishops around him were ordained by him, is it possible
not to accept the verdict carried out against him by them, as he is truly called their father and they have

had the rank of sons with him?

Answer:

Relationship has many forms, according to those experienced with them and according to being and
according to how it is said. And it is received according to the varying references of the subjects. Let us
say, a human is said with reference to his offspring to be a parent and acquires the relationship of
paternity, while a human, according to the relationship of identity and the definition of “human”, has no



difference with reference to his offspring. Thus, in the case of a Metropolitan or Patriarch, as their Elder,
with reference to the matter of ordination, they are his sons and according to the identity of episcopacy
and the greatness of paternal dignity, the are called fellow brothers, fellow bishops and ministers of the
one God Himself. Hence the blessed Paul in his epistles sometimes says “children” as in the case of
those baptized by him, “child Timothy” and “child Titus”, and sometimes “brothers” as in the case of the
Apostles. The Lord is not ashamed to call Christians “brothers”. “Behold, | and the children whom God
has given me”. It follows from this that according to the relationship of ordination and the relationship of
rank, he is father to the bishops around him, while according to the sense of episcopacy and paternal
authority, they are fellow brothers and fellow bishops and so it is inappropriate to say that the bishops
ordained by him cannot judge him, if he is liable according to the divine canons, and issue a lawful
verdict against him, for paternity and sonship have no place in the matter of justice and certainly not in
ecclesiastical issues, as spiritual danger ensues, since the Theologian says, “when he sees God
injured, a person who is, in other things, mild and gentle, truly becomes a warrior.”

Question, Chapter XXII

If someone rebels against their verdict and takes recourse to appeal, what happens?

Answer:

The judgment of the Ecumenical See and the Patriarchs with it against him in writing, inasmuch as it

appears legitimate and according to the canons, as is said above, (as [the See] possesses by the
canons this privilege), let it prevail against him, with no other plea remaining in this matter.

Epwtnolg KePp.Nn'.

El T® KwvoTtavtivouridAel Bpdvw egeltal mdoa kpiolg AAAwv EKKAnol®v kal autod AapBdvel EkAoTn

UTIOBE0LG EKKANCLACTIKN TIEPAQG ;
ATIOKPLOLG
To npovdulov TodTto T® MNdna Pwung riv po tol dtappayrvat TAg KaBoAlkng EkkAnciag umo

ahadoviag kai €6eAokakiag- fidn o€ £keivo dlappayEvTog, ai unobgatg ndoal TV EKKANoL®V €ig TOV
™G KwvoTtavtivouridAewg Bwdvov AvapepwovTt, Kal map’ autold Tag arogpdoelg Aaupdvoucty wg ta



{oa mpwTtela kaTa TOUg Kavovag £xovtog TG MaAatdg Pwung: ¢nal yap 6 TETAPTog Kavwy TNG

2 apOKAG- agdv TIG enloKkormog kabatpebn TN Kploel TGV EMLOKOTWY TWV £V YELTVI(Q TuyXavovTwy, Kal
(PACKN TIAALY €aUuT® AroAoylag npdyua, un mPoTEPOV €1g TNV KaBEdpav autol ETepov
arnokataoThivatl, eiun 6 TG Pwung £niokorog £ryvoug nepl TouTto 6pov £EsveEyKol- OTL OE TO
TIPOVAULOV TOUTO €11l TOV OIKOUPEVIKOV OPdvoV UETEVIHVEKTAL, HABOLS, AV €K TIOAAGV, OUX RTTOV O &K
TGOV oXoAlwVv To0 peydhou Nopi{pou AeyOvTwy- «EK ToUTOU Tol Kavovog TO pwHAIKOV RPpTaL £ig
alaCoviav- kai Ttodtov ol [read: wg] TAG €v Nikaiq dAat ipoBaAAdpuevol €L TNG v KapBaygvn

2 uvodou edAwoav kakodpyol oL ToUTwV TPoedPEUOVTEG, WG AUTO ONAOL TO ZUVOBLKOV TIPOO(JULOV TAG
ev KapBaygvn» - Kal KaTwTEPwW, «€K TOUTou ToU Kavdvog auxodoly ol TAG mpeoButEpag Pwung
ApXLEPELG £vOEDOOBAL AUTOLG TAG EKKANTOUG MACAC TMV ETILOKOTIWV>- KAl TIapakaTtiwy ¢pnalv. «ou
NAoag TAG EKKANTOUG TAWV ETILOKOTIWYV AvatiBnolv aUuTt®, AAAQ TV UTIOKELUEVWY aUT® ETapXLV,
aitwveg, pnaolv, Uotepov T KwvotavtivourndAewd Unetednoav, wg €kelvw AoLmov Kal TAG EKKANTOUG
AUTOV AVAKELY» - Kal £k ToU Bahoau®dvog: «un eival ta riepl tod Mdmna 6plobsvta eidika TolTtou Kal
MOvou TpovouLa, aAN” €€akoueoBal Kal €ig Tov KovotavTtivourdAewg: £0n O droppayevtog Tol
EMoKOTou TAGQ Pwung amno tg kaboAkng EkkAnalag, pévov eig tov Oikouphevikov avagepovTtat
©pdvov. i de ouvatvolal kai ot Aotrol matpdpyxat, €t Tuxov €in pellwv undbeolg, AueTAPANTOG
eotaln e€evexbeloa andpactg».

Epwtnoig Kep. Ka'.

Eil MnTtpomoAitng Tiq N MNMatpldpxng, UnelBuvog (v SLKACOLTO UTIO TV TIEPL AUTOV ETLOKOTIWY, Kal
TUXOV evvedoag Th emnapxia ekelvn, oupBaivel dravtag Toug mepl aUTOV ETILOKOTOUG XELpoToVNOnvaL
UTT autod, duvatal pn OTEPYELY TNV Tap’ auTov e€evexBeloav kata ToUTou Yhngpov, wg dNbev nMatpog
aUuT®v Aoyllopevou, kal ToUuTwy TIPOG AUTOV ULV E0XNKOTWY TAELY ;
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A€yeabat- kal AapBdveTtal kata triv dOLdpopov TV UTIOKELUEVWY avapopdy- QEPE elrnely, 6 dvBpwriog
TPOCG TO aUToU YEvvnua Avagpepouevog AEyeTal YEVVITWP Kal TNV TAG MATPOTNTOG KEKTNTAL OXECLV-
1) 8¢ AvBpwTIog KATA TRV OXECLV THG TAUTATNTOG Kal TOV ToU AvOPWIIOU OPLOUOV AVAPEPSHEVOG TIPOG
TO YEvvnua, oude piav €axnke dtagopdv- oUTw Tol MnTpomoAl{Tng TuXOV, i MATPLAPXNG, WG HEV
M€pwv ToUTwWV, KATA TOV TAG XeLpoTtoviag Adyov avagepiuevog, eioav av ekeivol ToUTou uiol, kata
o¢ TNV TAG APXLEPWOUVNG TAUTOTNTA KAl TO TNG MATPLKNG a&lag yeyaleiov, cuvadeAPol Kat
ouvapxlePelg AyovTal, kal autod Tol evog Oeol didkovol. 60gv Kal 6 pakdprog MNadAog €v Talg
auTtol emoTtoAalg viv pev TEKva pnaolv, wg Ur’ autol pwTtloBevtag- TEKvov Tiudbee kal tekvov Tite-



vOv 0€ Kal adeApoug, wg AooTOAouG- Kal 0 KUpLog oUK £MALoXUVETAL TOUG XPLOTLAVOUG AOEAPOUG
ATIOKAAELV- «Kal TIAALV idou €yw Kkal Ta Tatdia @ £dwKev 6 O@edg». ZuvdyeTal Tolvuv €K TOUTwWV Kata
HEV TRV TAG XElpoToviag ox£otv Kal THV TAC TAEewe natépa slvatl ToUTov Tolg nepl auTov
ETILOKOTIOLG, KATA Og TOV Adyov TNG ApXLEPWOUVNG KAl TOV TNHG MATPLKNG eEouaiag, ouvadeApoug
elvat kal ouvapXLepeic, MoTe oudE plav xwpav EEetv 1O A&yely, 6Tt oU duvatat ol U’ auTtod
XELPOTOVNBEVTEG APXLEPELG KplvELy aUTOV, UTeUBuvov OvTa Kata Toug Beloug kavovag, Kal yrngpov
EMEVEYKELV TNV £vvouov KaT™ auTtold. matpdtng yap Kal uldtng oUK £X0UCL Xwpav £V T( ToU
owkatoolvng AOyw Kal pdALoTa repl EKKANCLACTIKGV UTIoBETEWY, OTE KIVOUVOG WUXLKOG ETILPEPETAL.

¢pnol yap 6 OeéAoyog: «O TAAa Tipaug, 6tav idn O® {NULoUPEVOG dVTWE YivETal JayxNTAG».
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El &€ apnvidlwy v nap’ alTt®v YnPov €iq EKKANTOV avatpexet, Tl Av YEVOLTO ;

ATOKpLOLG

'H napa tol Oikoupevikol Opdvou Kal TV PET’ ekelvov MNaTtplapx®@v Yynepog enevexbeloa kat' autod
EYYPAPWS KB’ 6TL Av BAEN VOULUOV Kal KaTa Kavovag, we AvwTeEpw elpntat, EoXNKOTOG Mapa TV
Kavovwy T ToloUTo TpovAouLov, KpaTteltw Kat’ auTtold, unde utdg AAANG po@Pdoewd UTIOAETIONEVNG

eV ToUTQ.

[Source: Archim. Kallinikos Delikanes, Patriachikon engraphon : Etoi ta en tois kodixi tou Patriarchikou
archeiophylakiou sozomena episema ekklesiastika engrapha ta aphoronta eis tas scheseis tou
Oikoumenikou Patriarcheiou pros tas ekklesias Rossias, Vlachias kai Moldavias, Serbias, Achridon
kai Pekiou, 1534-1863 (Constantinople: Patriarchikon Typographeion, 1905), 102-3, 115-6]
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