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FOREWOQRD

The author of the pamphlet The Truth Aboul the Euspion
Church Abroad, Michae! P. Rodzianko, was an Orthodox Christian
deaply dedicated to the Church. He was remarkable for his modeaty.
He was not a writer, but in view of the extensive propagation of
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INTRODUCTION

lnipprnmhlnuthmtmhlh.upumﬂthu:hnﬂm—
v-rln;ﬂmmﬂﬂtulﬂunﬂms;nnh1ﬂhnmhfmddlhddln:
light en the origin af church separations, I presume to do this since,
hvin;hkmpﬂh:hn:nhﬂ!nfmmm]chﬂdhﬂlllﬂﬂﬂlm
ﬁn:huuhmiﬂtwmhwmmprruvﬂumm
This is the spirit of true Orthodoxy, which is preserved in the
bosom of the Russian people, that people which guilelessly believes
like & child, following the words of Christ. This spirit is especially

Patriarch Varnava, the Metropolitans Antony, Evlegy. Theophilus
and Anastasy. | want to relats from my personal reccllections
what may be unknown to many. While residing in 8t. Peteraburg
fprnmud'ﬂhhﬁnu.mdmuﬂumrpmhuﬂhhm
-ndanruwdlum-ﬂnmnt:ir:ln.mmhmmﬂhm

I romember the words of St. John Chrysostom, which I cite
below, and T regard it my duty to relate what I know, for 1 do not
have the right to stand aloof from the life of the Church, and not
oppose corrupting and destructive church divisions.

“Nothing is so offensive to God as divisions in the Chureh,
Although we may have performed & thousand good deeds, wo are
mhju:thnenmrum'iuatlunlrethmEMhIﬂurmrdml
Body, if we rend the body of the Church. That iz the reason we
gay all this, and remind you of all this, so that you would not be
able to say st that last day: “nobody tpdd us, nobody explained, we
did not kmow thic, and certainly did noc 1egard it as a sin’ Anid go
Iuyu;whuhﬂﬂhmm:ﬂiﬂhhmﬁthﬂhmﬂh“hu
an evil than to fall infe heresy. Sincs everyona of you is mature
and will answer for his deeds, T ask that you, placing all the blame
on us, do not count yourselves blameless, and in such fashion delwd-
ing yourselves, harm yoursslves in vata® (St John Chrysostom).

Bleza, 0 Lord.



THEOLOGICAL MODERNISM IN PRE-REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA

| T 1S A THOUSAND YEARS since the Russian people
At became Christian, and Christinnity was received by them
FHEEN with such zeal that in the understanding of the people

EEESSY Russia became known as Holy Russis. The Russian
could not concelve of life without the Church or outside the Chureh,
and the whole temor of life of the Russisn was Imbued with an
eeclegipaticnl awareness, This was decidedly so in nll strata of
society up until the time of Peter the Great. After Peter this condi-
tion remained true only among the aimple people, bot in the
intellectual strata it changed guite considerably and this became
evident especially at the end of the 16th and the beginming
of the 20th centuries, Infected with all kinds of liberal teachings,
the intelligentsia alse brought liberal thinking to bear in ecclesinn-
ticnl questions. Furthermore, among the intelligentsia, especially of
8t. Petersburg, all kinds of groups began to organize, often infected
by sectarinnizm. Simultaneously the emthusissm for the teaching
of Redstock,” the passion for theosophy, cccultism, spiritism and
other teachings condemned by the Church was considerable. During
the period after 1901 the society of “Argonauts” was formed, which
met at the home of Andrew Bely, an author of that period. This
ia how he describes those times: “Among the ‘unsesing’, 'seers’ ap-
peared, who recognized each other ; they were drawn to share Incom-
prehensible knowledge with each other; their interest in everything
appenred new to them, encompassed with rays of cosmie and histori-
cal importanes. The ‘seers’ differed in their conjectures: one was
an atheist, another a thecsophist, one was drawn to piety, another
was pulled away from it Eut all agreed one with the other as to the
imminence of & dawning: ‘scmothing is shining forth’, and from this
‘something’ the future will unfold jts destinies™ (E'popee, vall, pp.
186-187). This dawn was disclosed as the goddess Sophia and this
in fact became the beginning, the “disclosure™ by the Russian pro-
gressive society of the object of its worship, tearing it away from
Orthodoxy, Le from the Church, in order to begin a “philosophical™
combat with It Numbersd among the “Argonauts™ we mest the
following ‘widely known people: the poet Balmont, Valery Bryusow,
Ealtrushaytis, 5.1. Taneyev, N.A. Berdyaev, S.N. Bulgakov, later a
priest, D. V. Filosofov, prof. Eadlukow, D.N. Merezhkoveky, Igor
Kistyakoveky, £.N. Hippius, A.V. Kartashev, Theodore Sologub and
others (Epopes, vols. 1, 2 and 8; pp. 179, 191, 181, 144). The Rus-

* Radstock: n 13%h century English prescher, under whose influence the
“Paghicovile™ sict aress in Russis
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glan intelligontsia of that time, knowingly or not, was undermining
the age-old foundation of the Rossian Orthodox Church. The guiding
center was the “Religious-Philosophical Society”, created during
this period. In this society were: V. Ivanov, D.V. Filosafov, 8
Kablukov, Merezhkovaky, Rozanov, Kartashev, Bulgakov, Berdyaev
and others (Epopee, vol. 4; pp. 61, 130, 168). This society held closed,
a8 well a8 open mestings, having as its goal the wide propaganda of
the spirit of revolution, reformation and sophianism, About these
meetings Andrew Bely writea: “At times there were as many as two
hundred present, among them priests, social-revolutionaries, sec-
tarians, nesthetes, Marxists, lacturers and Nistzscheites” .. (Epopee,
vol, 2; pp, 287-8). Amoug the intelligentsia of that time, signs of the
church liberalism were appearing. For instance, the priest of the
“Elevation of the Croas” community of nurses introduced an original
method of serving at the Liturgy: be read aloud the secrob prayers
daring which the cholr singing was barely audible. This effect was
liked by many. His name was Father Vasillev. The priest Gregory
Patrov also became famous for innovative tendencles. For instance,
he recited some petitions during the Liturgy in Russian, even though
there was no canonical translation of the Liturgy into the Russian
language. Through many lectures and the introduction of innove-
tions, he acquired such great popalarity that he was even invited
to temch religion at military schools. After several years he was
dafrocked. These innovating and reformatory tendencies, of course,
undermined the age-old foundations of Orthodoxy, but they did not
suressd because they were suppressed at the fountain-head by the
Holy Synod.

Archbishop ﬁnhﬂrﬂ?ﬂrnhfhl-ﬂﬂrnpﬂlhldxiﬂ.ﬂ
especially firm and zealous with regard to the purity of Orthodoxy
and the exsct fulfillment of the canons. Progressive society re-
garded him with prejudice and very negatively, and when in 1911
he was appointed a member of the Holy Synod, many
their indignation concerning this, Regretfully, some members of
the government, although basically conservatives, in ehurch questions
manifested a harmful liberalism, and did not regard Metropolitan
Antony as they should have. Count V.N. Kokovstev, the chairman
of the Council of Ministers, was definitely adverse Lo His Eminence;
this he proved many years later during the emigration.

Several years before the beginning of the First World War, the
Haly Synod was conducting preparatory work for the calling of &

was formed for this purpose. In this committes His Eminence force-
fully insisted on the re-establishment of the Patriarchata.



THE REVOLUTION AND FORMATION OF THE S¥NOD ABROAD

In August of 1917, during the time of the Provisional
Government, the All-Russian Church Council met. The re-establish-
ment of the Patriarchate should be regarded as o result of the efforts
of this Councll. How the Counell, in other words the whols Rusxian
Church, regardsd Metropolitan Antony, cannot be passed ower inm
gilence, MNotwithstanding the negative attitude toward him of the
whole progressive int..:l'l'ig\cnl'_mii, the Council nominated him ss the

Hiz Holine#s Patrisreh Tiliou

first candidate for Patriarch of All Russin. However, the lot fell
upon Metropolitan Tikhon of Moscow, who Lesame Patrinrch, It
was ordained that His Holiness the Patrinrch would endure mamy
sufferings: a terrible persecution of the Church was begun by the
Bolshevike, and the Patriarch was forced to endure much, but he
never rendersd to Caesar the things of God, no matter what the
difficulties. Sesing that the persecutions were intensifying, and that
the time could come when the central church nuthority woald find
itzalf saparated from local church ndministrations, the Patriarch,
B WE



together with the Holy Synod and the Higher Church Council, fssued
the ukase (3#862) of November 20, 1920, This ulcase reads:

© "n the evenl that & diccess finds eommunications with the
Higher Church Authority broken, or the Higher Church Authority
headed by the Patriarch, for some reason ceases its activity, the
diocesan bishop shall immediately contsct the bishops of neigh-
boring dioceses with the object of organizing a higher umit af
church authority . . . in the ewvent of this being impossible, the
dioceaan bishop must take upon himself the fullness of power.”

Point 8 of this ukase states that this higher unit of church
authority must be headed by the senior of the Hierarchs.

This ukase was issued by the lawful church authority freely,
without any kind of pressure from any side. We will yet need
to return to this ukase later.

At the end of 1917 the ecivil war began. In southern Russis
and at other points fronts were formed, and all communication
with Moscow was broken off. The bishops of southern Russia, de-
prived of communication with the Patrinrchate, gathered a council
in the city of Stavropol. At this Council the Higher Church Author-
ity of Southern Ruossia was established, By that time Metropoli-
tan Antony of Kiev and Archbishop Evlegy of Volynia had both ar-
rived from prison. They were taken by the followers of Petlura and
incarcerated in a Uniate monastery. Also in prison with them was
Archimandrite Vitaly, future Archbishop of North America.
The Higher Chareh Authority was headed by Metropolitan Antony,
as the senior bishop. This Higher Church Authority left for Bimfero-
pulwhanthuhuﬂh{!um:mlﬂt.nddtuﬂumﬂmnf
General Wrangel's army it moved to Constantinople, where the
Church Authority was at first established. For their stay there,
the consent of the Patriarchate of Constantinopla was given by an
offictal act dated Dec. 28, 1920. The acting head of the Patriarchal
throne, Metropolitan Dorotheos, told Matropolitan Antany: “Under
your guidance the Patriarchate suthorizes every undertaking, for the
Patriarchate knows that Your Eminence will not commit any un-
eanonical mct.™

Sgon thereafter the Higher Church Amthority moved to Yogo-
slavia st the invitation of the Serbian Patrinrch, Dimitrije, and set-
thed in Sremski Karlovisy., While the Higher Church Authority waa
in Simferopol, Archhishop Eviogy was appointed by it to head the
Waeatern European churches, which were controlled by the Metrope-
litan of Petrograd. This appointment was made at the request of
Ar:hhidwﬂrhnhiuﬂl,mmmiltdhthaiuﬂwﬁwwm
bishop Dimitri of Tavride. The dean of the Paris church, Arch-
priest I. Smirnov, desired & confirmation af this sppointment



from the central Russinn church authority, which he received
through Archbishop Seraphim of Finland., The Patriarchal Symod
on March 2 1921 recognized as lawful the actions of the Higher
Church Authority in exile in the following expresslons: “In view
of the decres imsued by the Higher Church Awuthority in exile, to

regard the Eussian Churches in Western Europe temporarily under
the rule of Archbishop Eviogy . . ."

Thirty-four Bishops were united within the Higher Church
Authority, from all places and sides, which were beyond the reach
of the Balsheviks: from the Far East, Euvrope and America. In
April of 1921 the Higher Church Authority decided to orgmnize a
econference of representatives of the Russian Orthodox Church in
exile to unify, regularize and enliven Church activity. This couneil
{ook place in Sremskl Karlovisy, from the 8th to 20th of Nevember
1921. Among the hiermrches participating, besides Metropolitan
Antony, were Metropolitan Platon, Archbishop Evilegy, Archbishop
Anastasy, and many others. Among the decisions made by this Coun-
cll, the letier to the Genoa World Conference ahould be noted. This
letter indicated the danger of communiam en a worldwide seala. The
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decision to appeal to the Genos conference evoked the indignation of
the Soviet government, It understood that & united Church in Exile
cotild become & powerful moral opposing foree, and that it was nee-
easary to render it innocuous. Considerable pressure was exerted on
the Patriarch, combined with thrests to execute large numbers
of priests, and e was finally forced to izsue an order disbanding the
Higher Chureh Auwthority in Exile. The bolsheviks expected that
with their center dishanded, the Chorch in Exile would come to an
end, The order was issusd to Metropolitan Evlogy, and he wea com-
missioned temporarily to head the parighes in exile, with the sugres-
tion that he present his thoughts about the method of governing
them. Th.intlhllhdl.l:ﬂlﬂ.l]ﬁ,lbﬂ It should be noted here

Conference with his appeal. It is clear that the okase of May b
15922 was jssued eapecially as an apawer to this appeal. The other
decigions of the Councll evidently did not worry the SBoviets, or else
they would have reacied immediately. One's attention should be
turned to the fact that in the ukase of May Sth no sccusations were
staled ps to violations of canons, and therefore it follows that this
ukase was of & purely political character and was [szved under the
pressure of the soviet power.

Receiving thiz ukase, Metropolitan Eviogy was completely con.
fused. In & letter to Metropolitan Antony of 3716 July, 1822 he
writes; “This ukese surprised me with ils unexpectedness and la
simply shocking in view of the terrible sonfusion it ean bring into
ogr church lfe. Undoubfedly it was issued under preasure from
the bolsheviks. In this document I do not recognize any authorita-
tive power, even though it was in fact written and signed by the
Patriarch. This document has a political, not & religious character.
Outzide the borders of the Soviet state it has no meaning or
authority for anybody anywhere”. However, a3 a result of this
ukase, Metropolitan Eviogy on August B, 1922 presented a memo-
randum to the Council of Bishops as follows: "I suggest that the
foregoing authority be disbanded now, and for all exiled bishops

gathered here to begin the organization of a new central Higher
Ehurd:l Authority in exile or to re-egtablish the old authority in
fores before the Council of Karlovtsy." The Council met on August
81, 1922, and decided : “In fulfillment of the ukese of the Patriarch,
his Synod and Council, the Chureh Awthority is abolished. However,
on the basis of the decres by the Patriarch and the same governing
bodies acting with him, dated MNov, 20, 1820, bearing the number
862, a Temporary Holy Synod of Bishops of the Russian Orthodex
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Church Abroad is to be eatablished.” In thizs way the Higher Church
Authority, composed of bishops, priests and laymen, was replaced
by & Syned, now composed solely of bishops. The notificeation
of the formation of the Synod, eirculated to all chureh organizations
in exile, was signed for the chairman by Metropolitan Eviegy. In
his communication to the Blshops' Synod of May 1881, 1823,
Meatropolitan Evlogy writes: “All exile dioceses shall be united
through and have their higher court in the annual Council of Bishopa,
in which is manifested in all s purity our ancient Eastern Orthodox
principle of synodal action. Heading the Council of Bishops will
be the eldest in rank among the bishops, who even in Russia had
spacial privileges above thoss of other bishops — the Most Eminent
Metropolitan Antony of Kiev, and this will comply with point 8 of
the Patrinrchal ulkase of 1920, numbered 562" This declsion of the
Couneil did not provoke any objections from the Patriarch, and was
followed by nelther the abolition of the Bynod, nor by an interdiction,

Recapping, we should point out that Patrinrch Tikhon, in &
talk with Caolton, an American representative of the Y.M.C.A, in
the presence of V. Rev, Theodore Pashkovsky, later Metropolitan
Thesphilus, on his request to appoint Metropolitan Flaton to America,
eaid that he would only give s recommendation of appointment to
America, which Colton wouald convey to the Council of exile bishops
beyond the borders, who govern the foreign affairs of the Church.
This conversation took place on May 8, 1822, Le twe days befors the
ukass of May 6, 1922 was isawed. It is clear that the okase was not
the true expression of the will of the Patriarch. If the ukass con-
formed to the will of the Patriarch, then the conversation with
Colton and V. Rev. Pashkoveky would have been of & completely
different character.

Four years Inter Metropolitan SBergel replied to the exile bishops
in answer to their request that he adjudicate in the guestion of
Motropolitan BEvlogy's leaving the Synod. This is what he writea:
“My dear Bishops, you ask me to be & judge in 8 case of which I
know nothing. I do not know who composes your Synod and Couneil
nor what is their authority, Nelther do I know the differences be-
tween Metropolitnn Eviogy and the Syned. It is clear that ] cannot
be the judge betwesn you. Your letter gives me & resson to ask &
general question: can the Moscow Patriarchate in general manage
ihe church life of Orthodox emigrants, when in fact there are no
relations between usT I think that the good of church affairs them-
sgalves demand that you, in general agresment, ereate for yourselves
a central organ of church government, with sufficient asthority
to decide on all misunderstandings and differences, and having the

M
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power Lo puppress all misunderstanding and &ll insubordination
without having recourse to our support Reasons will always be
found to suspect the authenticity of our decisions or to explain them
by our lack of information: some will recognize them, others -
for example, Metropelitan Evlogy, as you write, cites the ukase
His Huliness the Patriareh of 1922, mnd you the ukase of 1520, ete"
This letter is dated Sept 12, 1926, that is, before the time that
- Metropolitan Sergei fell wholly under the power of the bolsheviks,
and when be could still act fresly.

From the above, one can definitely draw the following conclu-
gion: that the central church suthorvity reparded as Indispensible the
- preservation of the Synod Abroad, and that it lst this be undarstood
very unambiguously, that its own acts could nol always be free and
‘might ¢ven contradict the actual expression of its own will, as a result
iof which all communication with it should be aveided,

It can be seen from the above that there are in fact two ukeses
af the Patrierch and his Higher Authority, in which one contradicts
the other. However, the second uknse does not replace the first
'1f this vkase was in fact an expression of the will of the Patriarch,
‘ther ke wonld, first of all, have eancelled the 1920 ukass, and the
‘second ukase would have begon with the words, “Countermanding
‘the ukase of Nov. 20, 1820, numbered 362" etc. — However, this did
mot happen, snd by this the Patriarch stressed the fact that, issuing
the ukase about disbanding the Higher Church Authority in exile,
he presents the exiled bisheps with an opportunity to organize a
Church Authority in Exile.

; When & new law is put into practice, then the person or the
" eatablishment which will use it, must first of all comprehend the
apirit of this law and try lo ascertain what the lawmaker had
in mind, and what sim he wes pursuing In issuing this law. Ap-
proaching thie question from all sides, and taking into consideration

BRI

- poggible appearance of self-rule. The ukase of Nov. 20 can be ex-
“plained solely from this point of view, And this is how the Hishops'
Council understood it. The other ukase of 1022 had

s different character: it was forced aetlon. It was jssued by the
- Patriarch under the threat of stronger persecutions, and, as foreed,
" it loses all juridical power. Tt does not express the will of the Pat-
" parch, for it was issued against his will. This was definitely
" gxpressed by Metropolitan Evlogy in his letter to Metropolitan
Antony, But the 1020 uksse was given without any pressure and

T -



expreased the authentle will of the Patriarch. I repeat, the Council
of Rishops in August 1822 very correctly understood the complete
juridical mapects of both ukases, and acted as the Mother Church
prescribed, namely: to organize a central organ of church authority
for all parts of {he Russinn Church, dispersed all over the world;
this center must unite all and by so doing avert all division and scat-
tering, Such a situation should continoe till such a time as the pos-
sibility of normal communication with the Patriarchate is re-estab-
lished, and when this provisional suthority will give an aceounting
of its activity. It iz self-evident that the Patrinrch could not indi-
cabe the moment for this possibility of mnormal eommunicstion.
This moment can be determined only by one who does not find himi-
self under bolshevik oppression. It will come only when a freely
elected Councll of the Russian Church mests, when thers are mo
more confessors and martyrs suffering in camps and prisons, when
the Russian Church can say who must head it. This will happen
when it pleases God that the Soviet power should fall

THE 5T. SOPHIA BROTHERHOOD
AND THE SCHISM OF METROPOLITAN EVLOGY

Freviously it was mentioned that a religious-philosophie so-
ciety existed in 5t Petersborg and Moscow. When the bolshe-
vik opheaval cecurred, this society appeared agmin, composed of
the same people, but onder the name of “Fres Acndemy of Spiritual
Culture”, This academy existed in safety LIl 1822, Le five years.
None of the membera of this scademy found his way into & concen-
tration camp, but in 1922 these people together with & group of
professors were sent out of the country, According to information
given in the book: “"Documents and Thoughts about Exiling Scholars
from Soviet Russin in 1822™ (Dr. W. Liebenov, Berlin), these people
were pranted financial assistanece from the Soviet government. Money
wana sent out every month from the former econdun] Pollakoff in
Eoenigsherg, and later from U.Z.A. (assistanes to exiled scholars],
which remsined in Russin, In No, 603 of the newspaper “Hul™,
edited in Berlin, Mov., 21, 1892E, it is said that “Several woeks
before the exiling, Zinovieff,* speaking at one of the workers' mest-
ings, made a slip of the tongue in announclng that the Boviet govern-
ment is ready to render financial assistance to the exilea. Based

* Bimevieff: Allns Gregory Y. Apfelbaam (1B83-1004), sssccinie of Lenin,
cxpalled from Party in 1927; shot after & 1956 show trial
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on this announcement they suceeded in obtaining from the govern-
ment political agency an assignment in payment of ship passage.”

Un arrival in Berlin, the members of the “Free Academy of
Spiritual Culture” opened the “Religious Philosophical Academy”,
which after a short period of time moved to Paris, where it formed
the Brotherhood of 5t. Sophis. The constitution af this brotherhood
was presented for approval to Metropolitan Evlogy, who approved
it on Dec. 11, 1923. Among the members of the brotherhood were
the same people: Bulgakew, Kartashev, Zander, Berdvaev, and
nthq-l. Ehartly thereafter, they set about organizing a Theological
Institutc as part of the St Sergius Podvorije in Paris, with the pro-
feasorinl staff composed of members who served the “Free Academy
of Spiritual Culture” during the bolshevik pericd. The personnel
of thia institute solidly encircled Metropolitan Eviogy. Also among
this circle were the former President of the Council of Ministers
and Minister of Finance, Count V, N. Kokovisev, and the membars
of the governmental Duma, E. P. Hovalevsky and I. P. Demidov.
The Synod, learning of the intention to open the Theological Institute
in Paris, demanded the program of proposed studies. The same
kind of demand was made of a similar institute, opening in Harbin,
Chinn. The program was sent from Harbin, but not from Paris.
Again the liberal church intelligentsia came into collision with Met-
ropoliten Antony. Tt saw that he would not permit it to carry out
itz modernization of Orthodoxy, and decided to be rid of his influ-
ence, ‘The old dislike of Count Kokovisev for Metropolitan Anlony
was manifested agmin. The entourage of Metropolitan Evlogy began
siriving by every means to rid themselves of the oversight of
the Synnd, and finally achieved the breaking of ties betwesn Metro-
politan Evlogy and the Synod snd Council of Bishops. This occurred
in 1826. It should be noted that the Council did not regard the
Y.M.C.A. favorably, and demanded that Metropolitan Eviogy stesr
elear of it, which he sonld not do, sines the ereation of the Theological
Institute was tn & large degres financed by this Institution,

The Soviet government had not succeeded in destroying the
Church Abroad by compelling the Patriarch to jssoe the wkase of
1822, Undowbtedly it was seeking the opportunity to weaken the
moral foree of the Church Abroad. The falling awey of Metropolitan
Evlogy with the larger part of his West-European Diocesa from
the Church Abroad, cccurring in 1928, eould not have been more
pleasing to the Soviet government This schism was necessary for
them and nobody else. Coneerning this guestion the Serbian Patriarch
Varnava, in his sermon ot the serviee im the Ruossisn Chorch in
Belgrade on June 22, 1880, said: “You ought to know that the
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fanatics who persecute the Church not only torture it but are trying
to split it, o divide it, and in many ways streteh out their eriminal
hands even toward you who are beyond the boundaries of your
fatherland. You, the trus sons of Russin, must remember that you
are tha only support of the Russian people. You are bound at any
cost te preserve undamaged the national church traditions in il

His Heoliness Puiviarch Varnaws of Serbis

thelr purity. This j& your duty before (God. before your native
eountry, and before the Christian world, The church dissensions
scrwn by the enemies of your homeland must be halted at any cost.
Among you there i a great hiernrch, His Eminence Metropolitan
Antony, who Is the sdornment of the Universal Orthodox Church.
Ha s & lofty mind, equal to the first hierarcha of the Church of Christ
at the beginning of Christianity. He is the repository of charch
truth, and those who have separated must return to him. All of
you, not only those living in our Yugoslavia, but also those in
America, in Asia, and in all countries of the world, must compose,
with your great hierarch Metropolitan Antony at the head, a single,
indestructible whole, which will not be susceptible to the attacks and
provocations of the enemies of the Church. 1, as the Serbian Patri-
arch, am like your own brother, and 1 fervently pray God that He
unite the Russian people in exile into a =mingle unit, so that
Russia may rise to that game stature which was her's when hended by
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the Orthodox ruler, the Tsar, and in the the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ and all His Saints I give vou my Patriarchal blessing.”
Having broken with the Couneil in 1926, Metropolitan Evlogy
began to rule his diocese, basing his position on the Ukase of May 5,
1922, No. 848, about which in a letter to Metropolitan Antony of
Juna 3/16, 1922 he wrote: “undoubtedly it wes given as a result of
pressure from the bolsheviks. In this document 1 do not recogmize
any obligatory foree .. . outside the borders of the Soviet sisbe it
has no meaning or authority for anybody anywhere™ It appears
that this ukass now had meaning and autherity for him, and in his
epistles he began to write what was dismetrieally opposed to that
which he had writien earlier. And so on June 24, 1924, in an epistle
ho wrote: “Spiritual rulers indicabe the use of a apecial considera-
tion and brotherly regawrd for those bishops, who are deprived of
their sees throogh no fault of their own, affording them participation
in honor and service es o bishop (Canon 18, Antischian Council).
Lanon 37 of the Trulle Council states that they may perform ordina-
tion into various ranks of clergy according to the canons, and have
the right to sit according to their rank; and every activily they
initinte shall be accepted as legal and sound” However, on August
6/18, 1026, he writes: “However, cur couneils in exile, especially the
dynod, are composed of bishops only in title, already freed of their
sees in Russin and replaced there by other legally ruling bishops.
Only Metropolitan Platon and | have our administrative authority
from the Patriarch. The reference by Metropolitan Antony to the
Jith Canon of the Trulle Couneil is here irrelevant.”
In the same apistle he writes : “The attempt to discard from historical
usage the clenr Moscow ukase of 1922 which does pot sdmit any
ghinsaying only because it is unplensant for someone, js arbitrary
and fllegal” Yot on the 8716 of July, 1922, four years earlier, he had
written to Metropolitan Antony, as was said sbove, that in this okass

|

above, The artificiality of this theory is cbvious just from the fact
that it was unknown hitherto and is here being brought forward for
the first time.” On May 18/81, 1828, in & report to the Synod, he
had written: “The Council of Bishops will be headed by the arch-



pastor who is senior in rank and even in Russia had special rights
over and abova the other hishops —His Eminence Metropolitan
Antony of Kiev. This will be in agreement with point & of the Pat-
riarchal ukase of 1920, No. 362", But now these bishops as well ns
Metropolitan Antony appear in his eyes to have no rights.

This was the reaction of the head of the Peking Mission, Metro-
politan  Innokenty, who addressed Metropolitan Evlogy, after the
Intter's break with the Council, with & letter in which he writes:
“Why then did you lead us bishops astray, when you were forming
the Synod of Bishops and were sending us uksses in its name?
Were you not & permanent member of the Synod, and st eme time
even its acting president? We believed you and obeyed your instruc-
tlons, regarding them as lawful. What is the gituation now? Did
you knowingly lead us into some sort of criminal delusion, and do
we hishops, true to our duty, find oorselves deceived by you? But
this is not so. You, Your Eminence, have simply betrayed
yourself, and now have begun to destroy that which you earlier
ereated. By this you show yourself, according to the Apostle Paul,
as an offender (Galat. 2, 1B). Personally, 1 could never admit
that s bishop of such high rank could lead us, bishops of far-off
eountries, inta deception. [ believed, and do not cease to believe, that
the Bynod was and is now the executive organ of the Council of
all Russinn bishops in exile. Therefore, | have not cessed to main-
tain toward it my deep regard, and remain in cbedience to it, for
I obey not the Bynod, as such, but the Couneil of the whole episcopate
in exile. [ trost that you will not demy the well known fact
that you displayed full chedience to the Gouncll and Synod when
doing so was advantageous for you.”

METROPOLITAN EVLOGY SUBMITS TO MOSCOW [(1927)

During the next several months the Synod attempted fo settle
the situation, and Metropolitan Evlogy seemed willing to comply,
s=nding two of his vicar bishops for conferences In Sremski Kar-
lovisy, The talks were coming to & close, when unexpectedly the
viears were recalled, Then the Council placed Metropolitan Eviegy
under interdiction. Metropolitan Evlogy did not recognize this in-
terdiction. He began to rule his diocess on the basis of the ukase of
May 5, 1922, and in 1927 entered into contact with Metropolitan
Bergei, locum tenens of the Patriarchal Throne, and completely
sabmitted himself to him. At this time Meélropolitan Sergel had
already come to terms with the Soviet powers and issued his
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infamous declaration. Metropolitan Sergei, under pressure from
Soviet authority, by his vkase of May 27, 1927, No. 97, demanded
that Metropolitan Evlogy, his vicars, and his subordinate clergy,
give their personal signature of loyalty to the Soviet government.
These signatures were given and all were eent to Moscow. A
similar demand of loyalty to the Soviet power was presented to
Metropolitan Antony and the Synod. Metropolitan Antony este-
gorically refused this demand.

In No, 2666 of the newspaper “Latest News™ and in No. 1128
of the newspaper “Henaissance”™ of June 8, 1828, the of
Metropolitan Sergel appeared, which says: “His Eminence,
politan Evlogy, heading the Russian churches in Western Europe,
Archbishop Viadimir of Belostok, Bishop Sergei, formerly of Belsk,
Bishop Benjamin, formerly of Sebastopol, and other priests, having
given the pledge demanded of them, are to be regarded as before,
within the adminfstrative canonical provines of the Moscow Patri-
archate ... Part VIII: Upon recelpt from His Eminence Metropo-
litan Eviogy of a detailed report of what cecurred, to hold & special
trial of the bishops and other priests of the Earlovisy group, so that:
a) those of them who accept the present order, giving also
the pledge of loyalty to the Soviet power, shall be recognized as
remaining in canonieal obedience to the Mescow Patriarchate . . "

Frofessor Kartashev, one of the group surroonding Metropolitan
Eviogy, in the newspaper “Stroggle for Russia™ (Mo, 41 of Sept 8,
1857} in & lending article, “The Church Question", praises the action
of Metropolitan Evlogy in placing himself in submission to Moscow,
end sharply eriticizes the Synod's position. Signing the statement
of loyalty to the Soviets, together with Metropolitan Evlogy, wera
his viears, beginning with Archbishop Viadimir, and most of the
clergy, There were those who refused. For instance, the pastor
of the chireh In Geneva, the V. Rev. Fr. Bargei Orlov. In answer
to the request recelved sbouot his answer to the circular letter of
Metropolitan Evlogy, he wrote: “... The whole priesthood of the
Church is obliged to struggle in strong, persevering, fervent prayer
to God, for deliverance of our dear homeland and all the Russian
Orthedox peopla from the ‘godiess Soviet power', If T then pray
for this dafly and fervently, and call upon others to pray with me,
1 cannot & & hypocrite, and not say that T do not recognize the
Soviets as lawful and good for my homeland, from which the Soviet
rule has even torn away the name "Hussis’, which is so dear to
ima . . . The Church camnot be politically indifferent in regard to
such & power, and this power interprets the above-mentiomed
demand with the iden that we not only must be inactive agninst
it, but we must be silent as to all of its governmental (Le. political)
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nctivity, nimed at abusing and vprooting from life all the founda-
tions of our holy Faith, unto the destruetion even of our Church
iteelf. Such are my beliefs and convictiona of conecience, which
do not allow me to give my signature or any written announcements,
from which an inference could be drawn about any type of pledge
in respect to the so-called Soviet power, which is — bolshevik,
internationalist and anti-God."”

The head of the White Army, General Baron F. N. Wrangel,
wrote the following to Count D. A. Dlsufiev, 8 member of the All-
Russian Church Council: “O0f course, the free exile Church, from
the day of the eaptivity of the Church in Eussia, must in itz actions
become independent and free; certainly it s wholly desirable that
the Church Abroad would be ruled synodally, Regarding the
answers of the Council in exile and Metropolitan Evlogy to the
epistle of Metropolitan Sergel, it is evident that just as the answer
of the Councll is worthy and definitive, so equally the answer of
Metropolitan Evlogy is evasive and ambiguous. I considered it
my duty to send the Council's answer to all ranks of the army in
exile, s an exampls of the firm and courageous voice of the Chureh
Abroad, which does not desire to obey the godless power which ia
enslaving our unfortunate homeland.™

Appraising the question of signing an ecath of loyalty to the
Soviet power from the juridical standpoint, we ean come to the
econclusion that this act is nonsense. An sssurance of loyaliy to
that power which persecuted s given person, and from which this

was forced to flee, is an absardity.

During the period of his obedience to Metropolitam Sergei,
Metropolitan Evlogy, in passing, addressed & request to Metropolitan
Sergel to give him the right to sutonomous rule This he was
refused, with the explanation that he was not even a diccesan arch-
chnp.hntaimplrhlﬂﬂhtﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ'HWHfthqui
Diocess temporarily.

METROPOLITAN EVLOCY BREAKS WITH MOSCOW
AND SUBMITS 10 CONSTANTINOPLE (1930}

The demands from Moscow steadily increased, and reached
such & stage that Metropolitan Evlogy could not fulfill them at all,
gince he was forced to take his flock Into consideration. As a
resnlt, for disobeying bolshevik directives passed on by the Moscow
Patrinrehate, Metropolitan Eviogy was deprived of his right to rule,
and on Dec. 24, 1930 he was suspended from exerciaing his priestly
functions. And so, Metropolitan Eviogy found himself under a
gecond Interdiction. And in both cases he s interdicted by that
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body, which he at the time accepted as the only eanonical ome.

Metropolitan Eviogy did not obey this interdiction either, and
hndhhﬂmtiwndﬂ:mimhlurrditﬁmﬂmdthm As
a result, his diccesan mesting of June 29, 1930 resclved: “An sctual
bresk of normal administrative comwmunication with the highar
Chureh Authority in Moscow has occurred, and the possibility of
receiving free expressions from the latter is ended; therefore,
the mument has come to chey the instiuctions of Nov, 20, 1920, while
bot cutting spiritun]l and eanonleal ties with the Mother Chureh of
All Russia, in faith, prayer and love. Until normal relations ere
re-established. the ruling bishop, Metropolitan Evlogy, is to take upon
himself the fulness of power in the Diocese entrusted to him"
("Church Messenger™ Mo, B, 1580).

It was impasaible to fulfil this decision, as Metropolitan Evlogy
with his diocese was not isolated from other Russian dicceses in
exile. The only slep that could have been taken, based on the ukase
of Nov. 20, 1820, was to unite again with the Synod of the Church
Abroad. This was opposed by his entourage, which did not desire to
pass under the control of Metropolitan Antony. A way out was
found in & canonical submission to the FEeumenieal Patriareh
Hh:hlrl:t-u'ilﬁ!thltmhrltthhjmtuhiuﬂil“mh'
cannnical way invented. For the preservation of their fresdom
of thoutht and their intérnal independence, the persons who found
this way out tore the West European diocese away from Hussian
hierarchal submission, and transferred to the Patriarchate of Con-
stuntinople, from whence they met with no opposition of any kind
to their metivity.

By this act the whole West European diccese found itself
sharn away from the Russian Church, This violated the will of
Patriarch Tikhon and his administration concerning the formation
of & single Sypodal Church Abroad, which, under conditions of



Additionally to the above, and in order that some shoold not
think that the Patriarch of Constantinople hes unconditional power
over all metropolitans outside the borders of his Patriarchate, wa
cite the following from the commentary of the canonist Zonara on
this rule: “But the Constantinople Patriarch is not placed as judge
over all metropolitans without exception, but only of those in
submisalon to him, for he cannot prosecute the metropolitans of
Byrin, or Paleatine and Phoenleis, or Egypt against their will. For
Byrian metropolitans are within the judgment of the Antiochian
FPatriarch and the Palestinian — that of the Jerusalem Patriarch.
Egyptian ones must be fried by the Patrisrch of Alexandria,
from whom they accept their elevation and exactly so becauss it
iz to them that they sre in submission.”

From this 1Tth Canon it is cloar that Metropolitan Evlogy could
not turn for judgment to the Patriarch of Constantinople, since
Metropaolitan Sergei of Moscow was not within his jurisdiction.

It i& interesting to note hers that ontil the sehism, Metropolitan
Evlogy resisted im every possible way the encroachments of the
Patriarch of Constantinople upon parts of the Russian Church in
exile, This is evident from his letter to Metropelitan Dionyaius
af Warsaw af May 6/18, 1926: “The appeal to the Patriarch of

the autocephalous Russian Church ns eanonically inexcusabla™.
his letters in defense of the position of the Syned of Bishops,

to the pretensions of the Ecumenical Patriarch in 1923
and 1924, he wrots the following: “All of these churches at the
prosent time are becoming Russian holdings within the boundaries
of the new Orthodox Church in Ceechoslovakia, and their situstion
is identical with the eituation of the Russian Spiritual Missjon
and its parishes in Palestine, and also with the present situatiom
of Russian parishes in Constantinople, Serbis and other Orthodeox
eountries,”

The vicar bishops of Metropolitan Evlogy — Archbishop Viadiair
and Eienop Sergel — had been banished to monasteries in Poland for
their dissent from the intervention of the Patriarch of Constantinople
into the affaira of the local church, which was In submission o
the Moscow Fatriarch.



METROPOLITAN PLATON
AND THE NORTH AMERICAN SCHISM (1326)

At the same time as Metropolitan Evlogy, Metropolitan Platon
in America severed his comnection with the Council of the Church
Abroad, The situation in the American Diocese was as follows:
Metropolitan Platon was appolnted diccesan head in America at
the recommendation af Patriarch Tikhon, transmitted by an Ameri-
can by the name of Colton and Father Pashkoviky, the latter
presenting the report to Metropolitan Antony on August 22/ Sept.
B, 1922, The Synod of Bishops decresd: “May it stand; in view of
the expressed desire of His Holiness Patriarch Tikhon of Moscow and
all Russia, that Metropaolitan Platon of Kherson and Odessa accept the
administration of the MNorth American diocese, communiented by
V. Rev. T. Pashkovsky who had arrived from Moscow in the report
of July 1714, 1922, No, 1, and in view of the consent of Archbishup
Alexander to the temparary transfer of the administration of the
diocose to Metropolitan Platon, Metropolitan Platon is considered
lempoiciy administrator of the North American Diocese™

Being already in America, Metropolitan Platon tried in BVEFY
way to stress his genuine obedience to the Council and Synod
Thus he wrote in the “American Orthodox Messenger” (Mo 6 of
1524) : “In the circumstances amid which the Russian Church in
exile has begun to live, her one comfort and consolation is the pos-
sibility of calling Bishops’ Councils, composed of the hierarchs
who by the will af Providence find themselves outside the borders
of Russin, A Counell of Hiernrchs is morally of such & magnitude,
that befcre it even an energetic unit, mccustomed to willfullness
and stubbornness, mast bow . . . We shall therefore expect that,
wven in America, they who say that they are suthentic ‘bishops’
will carefully examine the essence of the diseord In the church
which they create, and will show their Orthodox disposition in the
epirit indicated by the Bishops' Couneil in Karlovisy”. Previously
there was a meeting in Detrolt, which was called s council, at
which o decision, manifestly autocephalous in spirit, was passed.
At the beginning of the council’s activities, Melropolitan Platon
himzsalf remained in the shadows and the main role was fulfilled
by V. Rev. Leomi1 Turkevieh, the ‘uture Metropolitan Leonty,
Tn 1924, Metropoli*ra Platon tosk pe ! in the Council at Sremski
Karlovisy and was elected a8 member of the Synod and displayed
complete submission to the Council, Im 1928, he again arrived
from Americn at the Counell in Sremski Earlovisv and presenmted
& detailed report, recorded in the minotes of the Bishops' Couneil,
No. 4, of June 14-27, 1926 as follows: “The Sacred Council of
Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad took under consid-
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eration: the detailed report of His Eminence Metropolitan Flaton,
mmmmmhwﬂnhwﬂmmﬂvﬂ
and disturbances of the Ruasian Church in America, from the time
duudmnmﬂmhuiudmfmnﬂnhmm
until the present time. On the matter of the congress of laymen
lndprluhinmhnit.ha-idthhmpﬂnlhdhrumutm“
fuhmdmhmhlhmﬂhhthmtndth&m
and unity of the Russian Church in Ameriea. JEven If he approved
the decisions of this congress, it was only because of the stated
eircumstances, but st the same time, he took steps to annul them
in actuslity by forming a commission to put them into effect, in
which he purposely included himself, having received the right
at the Congress, due to the support of the majority of the members
not in sympathy with aotocephaly; and he hoped In this way to
prepare a formal nnnalment of it. On his part, he urgently wit-
nessed that he was a decided enemy of autocephaly for the American
Church and eonfirmed his complete eanonical submission to Metro-
politan Peter, Locam Tenens of the Patriarchal Throne, the Council
of Bishovs of the exiled part of the Ruasian Orthodox Church, and
the Synod of Hierarchs slected by it. In view of everything men-
tioned abowe, he reauests the Council of Rishops to give him, per-
semally signed by all bishops st the Council, & letter of credentinls
prepared by his sttorney, to all Patriarchs and to the Russian
Church in America, which is necessary for him in a court case
agninst the reprosentative in America of the “Living Church’, the for-
mor priest Kedrovalky™. These minutes were gigned by all attending
bishops, exeept for Metronolitan Platon and Metropolitan Eviogy.
For this reason the folle='ne decision was made at the Council of
June 18/ July 1, 1928: *“Tha Council of Blshona took up the ques-
tiom of the refuss] »f Hiz Eminence Metropolitan Platen to sign
the minutes of the souncil meeting of June 14/27 about his relation-
ship to the Patriarchal Locum Tenens, the Bishops® Council and the
Synod, It was decreed:

1. The Council of Bishope witnesses: that in the
minutes of Tune 14727, 1998, Mo 4, the circumstances
of the oral report of Metropolitan Platon are quoted
exactly, and finds groundless his statement that his
gigning of thess minutes would be p that he sesm-
ingly does mot recognize the rule of Patriarehal
Losam Tenens.

2, The Council of Bishops witnesseas that the pre-
viously mentioned minotes were also unsigned by Metro-
politan Evlogy, even though at that reading he an-
nounced that they were correctly recorded.
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8. To acknowledge as beyond all doubt that Metro-
politan Platon, in spite of his oral and written annournce-
ments, aspires to the organization of an autocephalous
authority for the North American Church

4. To recognize as extremely dangerous, injurious to
the interests of the Russlan Church in America, and
contradictory to the canons, the decree of the so-called
Detroit Council concerning the autocephaly of the North
American Church, concerning which the decision of
the Synod and Council was made in 1924,

6. To demand from Metropolitan Platon and his vicar
bishops & statement that they do not recogmize the
decision of the so-called Detroit Council eoncarning
mmﬂrﬂﬂnmmmm and
until commuonications with o legal higher chorch augtho-
rity in Russia are established, that they submit tempo-
rarily to the cancnical judicial-sdministrative power of
of the Council in exile and Synod of Russian
for this submission does not weaken the submission to
the Locum Tenens of the Patriarchal All-Russian Throne,
the overall authority of whom is recognized by the
Council and Synod.

6. If the Synod of Bishops does not recelve such a
declaration within four months, the Synod shall be
charged with sending Archbishop Anastasy of Kishi-
nev and Khotinsk to investigate the discord within the
North American Ddocess. If the Synod deems it neces.
sary it will give him the right to take the temporary
sdministration of the North American diocese upon him-
polf

7. To demand from Metropolitan Platon the decisions
of the “couneil”® which took place in New York in 1925
and an explanation of the proceedings of this “council™,

8. Not to grant to Metropolitan Platon the eredentials
to all Patriarchs and the epistle to the American Church,
in the form desired by him.

9. Until the slatement pointed oot in § § is received,
mot to regard Metropolitan Platon a member of the
Council of Bishops, in view of the fact that he showed
Lie insubordination to &

At this point Metropolitan Platon, together with Metropolitan

Evlogy, loft the Council Tn this way the Church Abroad was divided
Intnthrnhmlndﬂim;hthhmwuhuudtulmum
degree. One may ask: “To whom is this beneficial?™ There is

but one answer: “Only to the bolsheviks™
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METROPOLITAN PLATOMNS
“AMERICAN ORTHODOX CHURCH™

At the beginning of the year 1926, Archimandrite Arseny
arrived in Yugostavia and visited his brother, employed as a veteri
narian in the village of Beodra in Banat, where my family and 1
lived. He told us that he had previously served in Ameriea, and
that his former parish, learning that he had safely arrived in
Yugoslavia, was asking him to return to them, and that Metropoli-
tan Platon was petitioning the Bynod for his elevation to bishop and
assignment to Canada. The Bynod responded favorably to this
paetition and the elevation was soon celebrated in the Trinity Church
in Belgrade, during which the new bishop gave his hierarchial vow,
In it he promised in the name of God to fulfill his archpastoral
duty conscientiously sccording to the holy canoms, and to obey the
higher church anthority, the Couneil of Bishops and its Synod
In his address to the Canadian flock he said, *The love of the hierar-
chial hoad of the Orthodox Church in America and Canada, the most
eminent Metropolitan Platon, through the Higher Authority of ocur

Metropolitan Platon issued an
America (Sept. 10, 1926) in Answer to the Letter and Decres of the
i the

and then have wilfully wnited in a so-called Symwod

which have no canonical meaning®. Thizs epistle was signed
among others, by Bishop Arseny, whose oath of loyalty to the Council
and Synod s cited above. Only Bishop Apollinary eategorically re-
fused to sign it This ccenrred previous to the return of Metropali-
tan Platosi from Europe, The latter thea pgathered all the
bishopas in New York, and on January 18781, 1927, announced his
epistle to the American floek, in which it iz stated that the Synod
of Bishops of Karlovisy is not cnnonical ; for that resson there should
ba no submission to it, and that from then on the American diccess
would be regarded “a self-governing Church”™, All of the bishops
approved this message except for Bishop Apollinary, who annoanced
that he recognized the Synod of Bishops and regarded it s can-
onieal in fts origin, as well as in its present composition; that he
had obeyed and did ebey it sa the judicial-administrative powsr:




that he denied the rights of the American diocese to be o “self-gover-
ping church.® In answer to such an announcement, Metropolitan
Platon and his vicars dismissed him from ruling the diocese of San

Mia Groee Archibdaliop Apellinary

Francisco end from the pastorship of the parish of the Holy Trinity
Cathedral and stripped him of all rights to serve in Ameriean
churches The Synod, in answer to the iflzgal expulsion of Bishop
Apallinary, by the ukase of April 14/27, 1827 (N 464), decided :
uSincs the foregoing decizion of Meivopolitan Flaton and his viears
peenrred In violotion of church snnons (i ennon of the Third Ecu-
menieal Council, the 16th canon of the Twice-Assembled Council,
the 8rd canon of the Seventh Ecumenieal Council, the 19th and E3rd
canons of the Antiochian Council, the 12th canon of the Laodicean
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Council, the 13th canon of the Carthagenian Council, and othars),
according to which bishops are diamissed and their sees given repluce-
ments by judgments by bishops of the whole church region at a
{!Mndllnfmlhnpl...."tnrep:dihidaﬂﬂmnllehwdiun
Platon uncanonical and, as such, invalid,

On March 18/81, 1927 the Synod of Bishops decided: a) To
dismiss His Eminence, Metropolitan Platon from the administra-
tion of the Morth American diocese, with an interdiction of cale-
bration of services within the domain of the North American diocese;
b) henceforth, until the appointment of & new hierarch, to entrust
the temporary administration of the aforesaid diocese to His Grace,
Apollinary, Bishop of San Francisco™.

On February 2, 1927, Metropolitan Platon established “the Holy
Synod”, appointing ns its chairman Bishop Aftimios of Brooklyn, »
Syrian. On that rame day this Synod commanded Bishop Aftimios |
mﬂhﬁngmdﬂd“nt&mﬂhlnﬁﬂhnﬂun.n!ﬂnﬂﬂhndm
Catholic people born in America, and chiefly those using English,
as well as other Americans and people of other language groups and
nationalitics, deseent, who were not satisfactorily looked after oy
the eanonieal Orthodox .. and further the “Synod” commanded this
bishop of Brooklyn to set up, organize, found, head, lead,
control and support & definitely independent and sutonomous branch
of the Orthodox Catholic Chureh, which was to be publically known,
lagally founded and generally accepted, as the Holy Eastern Ortho-
dox, Catholic and Apostolic Church in North America. A “charter”
was prepared, in other words, a constitution, which was ratified
by the Couneil of Bishops on Sept. 14, 1927 and registered in the
ptate of Massachusetts, Dec. 1, 1927,  Among other polnts, it is stabed
in the charter that it was to serve for all persons of the Orthodox
Catholic faith, living in America or temporarily in America — for
this purpose an sutocephalons, independent, free, salf governing
church corporation in America was to be sat op.

Matifieation of the organization in America of an independent
Autocephalous American Church was sent to all heads of Leeal
Churches, in the name of “The Most Holy Synod of the American
Orthodox Catholic Chuarch'.

The Council of Bishops of the Church Abroad, becoming ac-
quainted with the decisions of Metropolitan Platon, decided on August
23/ September B, 1927 that “the so-called Synod of the Orthodox
Catholle Church in North Americs, organized unilaterally and not
according to church order, an uncanonical establishment. is not to be
recognized, and its acts shall be regarded as invalid™ The sami
Council, meeting on August 20/Seplember B, determined: "To
affirm the decision of the Bishops' Syned of March 18/81, 1927,
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about the dismissal of Mestropolitsn Platon from the administra-
tion of the North American Diocess ; to suspend Metropolitan Platon,
who has already been deprived of the right to serve Church services
within the bounds of the North American diccese.”
The canonical head of the diccess was now Bishop Apollinary.
The Gresk archbighop, Alexoncder, informad the Oscumenizal
Patriarch, Vaailios I, about the formation of this autocephalous
American Church by Metropalitan Platon, ln answer, the Patriarch
gant the following order:
“To His Eminence, Alexander, Archbishop of North
and South Amerien, Most beloved brother and ec-assis-
tant in our acts — the grace of the Lord be with Your
Eminence. In view of your report, dated May 15,1988,
No, 6972, with the information about the institution in
Ameries doring the month of December of the past
year, of the so-called “Holy Eastern Orthodox Catholic
Church”, we herewith announece the decision of our
Holy 8ynod, that the constitution of the afore-mentioned
Chureh is whaolly anticanonical., As a result, the Haly
Mother Chureh rejecta this nmew Russian Church amd
demands of Your Eminence that you have absclutely
no contacts with it . .. The Grace of the Lord and His
infinite merey be with Your Eminences

% Vasilios Archbizshop of Constantinople,
Your beloved brother In Christ
Dee. 1, 1928, No. 2400

Thiz Fatriarchal epistle was officially announced by the Symod
of the Greek Orthodox Choreh in Americs to the clergy and
dox people. This announcement of the Greek Synod was al
by Alexander, Archbishop of North and South Ameriea,
Bishop of Chicagn, Joachim, Bishop of Boston, and Kalllstos,
of San Franciseo. This epistle of the Gresk Symod of March T,
1925 states: “The Syrian Archbishop, Aftimics of Brooklym,
received from Metropolitan Platon, whom part of the O
Russians recognize as their bishop, permission for the organization
of same sort of new independent chiireh, & so-called ‘Holy Eastern
Orthodox Catholie and Apestalic Chureh', otherwise known as the
American Orthodax Church, with a previously prepared plan to
include within It all Orthodox people residing in Americs, withoat
distinetion ss to nationality or langusge, and especially to include
the offspring of immigrants. Having named himself president
of the "Holy Synod" for a term of seven yenrs, Aftimics offi-
cially invited the hierarchy of the Greek Church here in America
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to onite with this movement. It iz self-evident that this new
unilaterally aoiocephalons Church iz anticanoniesl and [s alisn to

places the new church in the ranks of the schismatics. We regret
this, but none the less we are certain that the faithful will not allow
te be fooled and entangled, indeed enticed, by such
bad menceuvres and plans, and that our faithful sons of the Church
will stand solidly behind their canonieal leaders and will refuse all
contact with this uneanonieal church.”

While institwting an autocephalous church in America, Metro-
politan Platon in 1927 took up & correspondence with Metropolitan
SBergel in Moscow. Only in 1983 did Metropolitan Sergei send an
ukase to Metropolitan Platon, in which be cites parts of these letters.
In his letter of March 7, 1927, Metropolitan Platon recognized the
only higher charch authority for the Nerth Amerlean Diocese to be
the Patriarch of the Chureh in Russin with his existing organs of
higher church authority, but at that time, such higher chureh
authority he recognized in the Locum Tenens of the Patriarchal
Throne, Metropolitan Peter of Hrutitsk and Metropolitan Serged,
hiz assistant, together with their existing organs of higher church
authority. As & result of these lstters, the wkase of Metropolitan
Sergei of August 26, 1933, No, 837, was issued. In the section of
the ukase about resolutions, it is stated that: The church organiza-
tion formed by Metropolitan Platon and
nounced & “schismatic society”, and those remaining within this
society are pronounced excommunicated from taking
prayers and mysteries, The diocesan or other
which has been formed or which is being formed
is to be regarded as illegal, and all its instructions and
particularly the elevation of bishops and their appointments,
illegal and invalid, Metropolitan Platon, as the initiator and
main cause of perpetrating the schism, is to be brooght to trinl
bishops and prosecuted for breaking eanons 51-34 of
Aposties, 14-16 of the Twice-Called Couneil, 1 of Basil the Great and
others analogous to them, and is to be prohibited from officiating
at church servicas.

Thus he came under interdiction & second time and also from a
power which he at the time acknowledged as legal. Metropolitan
Flaton did not obey this ukase, coneerning which he, together with
his viears, drew up an ael on September 11, 1933,
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THOSE WHO REMAINED FAITHFUL
IN NORTH AMERICA

Not all the flock followed after Metropolitan Platon; many
remained with the Church Abroad, sbedient to Bishop Apollinary,
An expmple among others can be shown in the decres passed by
the Sts. Peter nnd Paul Parish in Scranton, Penneyivania, on Dec.
30, 1928, In this resolution, among other points it i stated: “To
regaid Metropolithn Flaton ineompetent to rule the diccess, being
under interdiction ang dismizsaed 1rom this daty, and acting despite
the canona of the Orthodox Cathalie Church, and not o have any
prayerful communion with him onkil his repentance. Henceforth,
until & legal, free higher church authority is established in Russis,
and with it & free normal relationship, to recognize as the legal
head of the Russian Orthodox Church the Locum Tenens of the
Patrinrchal All-Ruossian Throne, Metropolitan Peter, and as the
legal choreh aouthority in exile — the Council of Rossian Orthodox
Bishops Abroad, and in all necessities and for gquestions evoked by
church lifs, to turn to the legally appointed hend of the North
American dioeese, Bishop Apollinary™. Elevated to the rank of
Archbishop on May 1/14, 1920, Archbishop Apollinary did not rule
his diocess long, for he reposed om June 19, 1988 At this time
there wers already 62 parishes imn his diocese. By an ediet of the
Council of Bishops dated July 18/81, 1933, Mo. 3087, Rishop Tikhon
wans appointed as head of the North American and Canadian
Diocese after the reposs of Archbishop Apollinary,

By & decision of the Council of Bishops dated August 227/
Sept. 4, 1934, His Grace Bishop Vitaly was appointed Archbishop
of North Amerlea and Canada, and His Eminence Tikhon sz Arch-
bishop of Western America and San Francisca,

In one of his letters, Archbishop Apollinary left us his deep
underatanding of the sobstance of church dissord. He writes:

“Patriarch Tikhon reposed and obedience ceased. Bot no eon-
giderable cbedience was even demanded by the Synod of Bishops
of these Metropolitans (Platon and Evlogy)., And they were both
membera of the Synod, administering their diccessa on antonomouns
principles, ie almost independently. From them was demanded,
and s demanded, apart from observation of the canons, only that
which makes union unbearable for them; and together with union
the possibility on the part of the Bynod to look into the unfathomabls
labyrinths of ecclesiastical ndministration of the diocesss of thess
two Metropolitans, This is where everyone must look if he desires
to know the true reason for the unwillingness of Metropolitan
Plator and Metropolitan Eviogy to submit to the supervision of the

Synod of Bishops"™
o Diliies



The circle surrounding Metropolitan Eviegy forced him not
to permit the control of the Bishops' Synod over the Thealogical
Institute in Paris, which was “renovating” Orthodoxy and the eorrup-
ting influences of whose creators and followers are to be reckoned
with even in the United States, to which they have been transferred
ona by one.

On the other hand, the supervision of the higher church authe-
rity was completely unacceptable to Metropolitan Flaton in view of
the growing ecomplicationa in his financial and administrative
matters.

ATTEMPTS TO HEAL THE SCHISMS.
THE COUNCIL OF FIVE METROPOLITANS (1935)

Metropolitan Platon passed away in the spring of 1934. He was
repleced by Metropolitan Theophilus. It would be appropriate
now Lo mentlon several iterms. When the wvicars of Metropo-
litan Platon sent their epistle to the Synoed in very inappropriats
wording, Bishop Theophilus perceived the wrongness of this step
and wrobte s letter to Metropolitan Antony, in which among other
thoughts he writes: * . . . having now re-read our answer, T find
that much which was sald in it should not have been, or should have
been expressed otherwise™; and further: ™ | . . together with this,
I humbly apologize that this answer caused Your Eminence and
the members of the Synod notleeable affrent” The above-sibed
letter characterizes the peace-loving disposition of Metropolitan Theo-
philus, and when he replaced Metropoliten FPlatom, it was hoped
that the ruinous discord would be owvercome. Metropolitan Antony
addressed a letter om May 6718, 1984 to the Russian peopls in
North America and Canada, ealling upon them to re-unite with the
whole body of the Church Abroad. On July 18726, Metropolitan
Theophilus and Bishop Tikhon met to discoss the guestion of the
re-sgtablishment af chureh unity. This was recorded in No. & of
“Choreh Life™ for Aug. 1,/14, 1884, Tt was mentioned in the sams
jazue that the epistie of Metropolitan Antony to the North American
faithful found many sympathizers, but there were also those not in
eympathy with him, =and Bishop Leonty, subsequentily Met-
ropolitan, expressed himself in thiz spirit. In Na. 16 of “Ortho-
dox Carpatho-Ruesin”, of Avogust 1714, 1934, & eall to umity
was isaved : it was signed by 24 hierarchs, among them Metropolitan
Dionysivs and other Archbishops of the Church in Poland, and
all of the hierarchs of the Far East. Joining in this call were still
other hierarchs, sueh aa Bishop Arseny, Archbishop Viadimir, Bishop




(later, Metropolitan) Theophilus, and others. Metropolitan Evlogy,
Bishop Leonty and Bishop Benjamin of Pittsburg did not respond.

In the same year, 1934, the same yearning for church peses
also began to be noticed in Europe. Bishop Nestor arrived in Bel-
grade from the Far East. He was preparing to travel to Paris to
influence Metropolitan Evlogy with a view to ending the church
echism. Arriving in Belgrade, he saw that this road would not be
easy. lle then invited my son, a student at the Theological School
of Belgrnde University, to take a short letter from Metropolitan
Antony to Metropolitan Eviogy in Paris. My son agreed to this:
Metropolitan Antony gave him the letter and my son departed.
The letter was kindly, affectionate, and full of love. It stated that, if
anly Metropolitan Evlogy would tarn to him, he would be received
with love. Arriving in Paris on the Sunday of Forgivenesa and,
learning that Metropolitan Evlogy was serving vespers at the Chureh
of St Bergius in the Institute, he went thers. At the end of the
service, during the rite of forgiveness, my son approached the bishop,
prostrated himself and said: “His Eminence, Metropolitan Antony,
sends you his greeting.' These words astonished Metropolitan
Evlogy, and learning from my son who he was, he asked him to some
to his apartment on rue Darn immedistely after wvespers. Ar-
riving at the apartment of the Metropolitan, my son gave him
letter, The Metropolitan read the letter in tears. The result
this waa that on March 17/30, 1984, Metropolitan Eviogy wrota
angwer to Metropolitan Antony, in which he said that he was ready
to recognize that, in defense of his stand in 1926, passibly he should
not have resorted to leaving the Council, that he repented of this,
and asked that he be forgiven and the interdiction upon himself and
his clergy lifted. 1 was given this letter, and T read it

In May of the same year Metropolitan Evlogy arrived in Bel-
grade. He had travelled from Paris to Berlin and then to Belgrade.
While in Berlin he was sent & telagram to refrain from the trip to

s ¥

Metropolitan Evlogy with his stole, snd then st the reguest of
Metropolitan Antony, Metropolitan Evlogy resd

over Metropolitan Antony, covering the latter with
rejoicing of the people of the church defies description,
pected the concelebration of a service by both Metropolitans; but

e B s

E
]



this could nol be done, in that by the church canons, Metropolitan
Antony could not alone change the decision of o Council. Metropali-
tan Eviogy attended the church services and he was mentioned in
petitions. of the litanies and ai the Greal Entrance.

In autumn of the same year the Council lifted the interdiction
upon Metropolitan Evlegy and his clergy. The same Coameil also
lifted the Interdiction upon the Ameriean bishops. In spite of this,
complete unity wans not yet schieved. and voices Dagan tn be raised
against it in Europe and in Americs, where Blshop Leoaty spoke

Sremaki Karlovlap, 1005 Soefed, L fo roo Mef, Thraphelea el Aniony;
Pat. Vormawa; Mel, Avaciesy. Stomfiig: Abp. Theapbow of Rirel;
Adip Germogen: Fpeo Dimirry &) Naidar.

out in & dissenting spirit. This sltuation began bo agitate the Taith-
ful, and this was manifested in an address to the Serbian Patriareh,
Varnava, A delegntion, composed of Archpriest Viadislav Kekljudor,
the warden of the Trinity Church in Belgrade, Seviugov, & member
of the parish Council of the Trinity Church;, M. L. Ivanov, and my-
gelf, was received by His Holincss al his residence in Sremski Karlov-
tsy. Thiz most remarkable hicrarch of the Serbian Church, a true
friend of the Russipns, wos sick in soul because of the divisions of
the Russian Church abroad, a5 ho clearly sgtatled in his scomon, cited
gbove, which was delivered in lhe Belgrade Rusgian Church. Ha
recelved the delegation cordially, and listened with great atten-
tion to the reports which were made to him. At their leave-taking,
the Patriarch said that he would do everything possible to help the
work of church unity.




In 1935, Patriarch Varnava invited Metropolitans Evlogy and
Theophilug, together with the Far Eastern representative, Bishop
Dimitry of Hailar (Manchuria) to visit him. The hierarchs men-
tionsd angwersd the Patriarchal sommons and arrived in Sremski
Karlovtsy. At the meetings the Patriarch was chalrman. The
first of these se=sions waa on October 18/31. From the minutes
one ean sen how Maotropolitan Theophlilus expressed the complete
readiness on his part to mest half-way with the general desire to
institute peace and unity on the basis set forth in the report, which
he immedintely read, After a thorough discussion, extending over
several mestings, the *Temporary Situation of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church Abroad” appeared. This “Situstion™ was signed by
Patrinrch Varnava, Metropolitan Antony, Metropolitan Evlogy,
Metropolitan Theophilus, Metropolitan Anastasy and Bishop Dimitry.

The main parts of this “Bituation” are:

The Russzian Orthodox Church Abroad, composed of
dioceses, spiritual missions and churches finding them-
selves outside the borders of Russla, is an inseparable
part of the Rossian Orthodox Church, temporarily exis-
ting on autonomous principles,

The highest organ of legislation, trial and sdminis-
tration for the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad is the
Council of Bishops, mesting annually, and its exscutive
organ — the Holy Synod of Bishopa.

The exiled part of the REossisn Church is composed
of four provinees: Western Europe, Near East, Morth
America and the Far East, in each of which metropoll-
tan districts are formed.

Signed by Metropolitan Ansstssy and Bishop Dimitry, a pro-
climation was issued on Nov. 16/29, 1935 to "the Russian Orthodox
flock in dispersion.” This epistle announced that the head of the
Serbian Church, Patriarch Varnava, searching for ways to re-sstab-
lish Russian unity abroad, invited four hierarchs of main provinces
to & conference, which decided to create four metropolitan centers,
solidly united at an overall center — the Council of Russian hierarchs
abroad, with the Holy Synod as its executive organ.

“Seek peace and pursue it the hierarchs announced to the
univeraal joy of all

Patrinrch Varnava offered to mediate in talks with the Oecume-
nical Patriarch about the relense of Metropolitan Eviegy from the
Church of Constantinopla, Metropolitan Evlogy acespted this pro-
posal with thanks and expressed his readiness to unite with all parts
of the Russian Church Abroad. ‘The brotherly unity of the hisrarcha
attending the Conference, gs well ps others present in Belgrade at
that time, was witnessed and strengthened by the conmcelebration
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of two Diving Liturgies. Heading the service in the Serbian Cathe-
dral was His Holiness, Patriarch Varnava, and serving in the Russian
Trinity Church wers Metropolitan Evlogy, Metropolitan Theophilus,
Metropolitan Anastasy, and Bishop Dimitry (Metropolitan Antony
did not serve becanse of illness). In his sermon, given after the
Liturgy, Metropolitan Eviogy recalled his meeting with Metropolitan
Antony and said that he had felt the breath of the Holy Bpirit when
Matropolitan Antony placed his stole over him, Joy was widespread ;
people exulted.

THE 5T, SERGIUS INSTITUTE PRESSURES
METROPODLITAN EVLOGY INTO SCHISM AGAIN

Eegrettably, this happiness proved to be premature. The
intimite elrcls surrounding Metropolitan Evlogy ross up nnew
against chorch unity and when the diocesan council presented ita
report on this, Metropolitan Evlogy revoked his signature. Again
the professors of the Theological Institute and their kind, who caused
the schism in 1528, desired to further the development of their new
teachings without being controlled. They knew that the Synod, with
Mutropolitan Antony at the head, would mot have permitted this.
They did not take into consideration the evil which they would bring
upon the Church and to the Bussian cause in general, and they did
not consider that the continuation of the schism was harmful and
wis profitahla only for the bolsheviks and the snemies of Orthodory.

When the defeat of Germany became evident, Metropolitan
Evlogy, throngh the Soviet Consul in Paris, began to correspond
with the Moscow Patrlarch and announced his readiness to reunite,
He was sccepted and for sbout & year was simultancously regarded
gi the sxarch of the Patriarchs of Moscow and Constuntinople

Meatropolitan Evlogy was the first Russian in Paris to take &
Boviet passport.

After the death of Metropolitan Ewvlogy (1948), according
to hiz will Archbhishop Viadimir took over the administration of
the exarchate of the Decumenical Patrinrch. At the same time
an olase from Moscow appointed Metropolitan Seraphim as exarch
of the Moscow Patriarch. Bhortly before this, wnder pressure
from Metropolitan Micholas of Krutitsk, Metropolitan Seraphim had
recogniized the Moscow Patriarch, breaking with the Church Abroad.

Metropolitan Viadimir, having received this ukase, mnswered
that he had taken it under consideration, but could not accept it
fully.

Tha flock was apgninst reunion with Moscow.

There was hope that Metropolitan Viedimir would be inclined

e




g

to reunion with the Church Abroad, but this did follow. Again
the intimate circle put forth the iden that the *“only™ canonical
path was sabmission to the Decumenieal Patrinrch.

The Oecumenical Patriarch decided on March 6, 1947 that the
Russinn Exarchate “maintains its direct dependence on him®,
and did not even with one word mention the temporary status of
this situation.

Thus, the flock in submission to Metropolitan Viadimir is
even to this day (19563) outside of the Russian Chureh.

REUNION OF THE
NORTH AMERICAN METROPOLIA (1935-1546)

Metropolitan Theophilus wholeheartedly aceepted the “Situa.
tlon™ of the Church Abroad and did mot hide his joy in this respect,
-ﬂnhl:rrﬂmfrnmﬂummlnlmmuﬂmﬂlhthm
dent of the newspaper “New Dawn", he said: “The Bituation of
the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad is strengthened with the
unity and peace sttained. Now we have a single center of church
pdministration in the Council of Hierarchs Abroad in Sremski
Karlovtay, in which the American metropolitan distriet will be
representod by our cwn elected repressntative. Dur church life is
mputlnnrﬂur.lndtlirmcmmﬁulfﬂnﬂlﬂmlim"phud
under ™ In the first lssue of the resumed “Rupssian- American
Orthodox Messenger”, the lead-article says: “Through the efforts
dh“mﬂﬂphtrhnh?matﬂnbhudthmhﬂd
of our North American Metropolia, the Most Eminent Metropolitan
.nmphilul,ntthamu!ﬂup-ururmhutmthqjurh—
dﬂﬂdnﬂmﬂmﬂ:mﬂiﬂﬂinﬂithﬂtﬂﬁdmm
lifa like & bresth of blissful spring”. In May of 1986 & Couneil
of Bishops met in Pittsburg, at which the “Sltuation” of the
Russian Orthodox Church Abroad was accepited. The Council
addressed an epistle to its flock, which sald: "With great hap-
ﬁmwnﬂmwrmwwm:ﬂu{mmm;
in the city of Pittsburg unanimously accepted the “Temporary
Situation of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad”, which was
pmdmdinHmhruflﬂEﬁbrnuHhﬂmhltlmﬂm
hnﬁtdhrthlﬂnlﬂdrﬁnﬂlnPlhilniKrr"lﬂlH,lnﬂwhﬂ
pressrves the existing autonomy.” The epistie ends with the words:
“In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ we pray that from now om
Mewﬂhmﬂrﬁmmﬂmﬂﬂn&ﬂﬂﬂﬂhmﬁdh
one spirit and mind."
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the principles of the organization of the Russian Orthodox Church
Abroad, according to the Patriarchal uksse of 1920, and professed
itself as part of the Local Russian WChurch. On the decision of the
All-Ameriean Sobor, an archpastoral epistle was published, in which
the flock was informed of the accepiance by the Coancil (Sobor)
of the "Temporary Situation for the Administration of the Russian
Orthodox Church Abroad®, into the composition of which body “our
Metropolitan District alao enters”. It says further that “such am
arrangement of the Russian Church Abroad took place on the basis
of & decision by our deceased Patriarch Tikhon, the Holy Synod and
the Higher Church Authority, published om January 20, 1920 (Ukase
No. 362). The Council of Bishops in Sremski Karlovisy on Jenuary
B, 1938 weleomed and blessed the sotonomay of the North American
Metropolitan District to the extent determined by the “Tempornry
Situation™.

This continved until 1946. But already in 1945, after the war
ended, pro-Soviet aympathies began to appear among the clergy
and laity in America, and these were supported by Soviet agents
with Intensified propaganda. There was agitation in favour of
the submission of the Metropolia to the Moseow Patriarchate. The
Soviet government through the Moscow Patriarchate strove anew
to weskon the Church Abropd by tearing sway the American Maot-
ropolia from her. On September 16, 1945, the Patriarchal dels-
gate, Archbishop Alexy, arrived in Ameries from Moscow, He
brought much diseord into church affairs, having immense support
from the influential Russian press. And so he appeared al one of
the conferences of the Counell of American Bishopa in Desember,
1945, where he presented the written conditions under which the
interdiction imposed on the Metropolia by the Moscow Patriarchats
could be lifted. The first condition set up was the ending of
prayerful &nd canonical communion with Metropolitan Anastasy

i (Metropoliten Antony"s msccessor). The Council's answer to him
was thet it did not recognize the existence of the interdiction itself,
amil therafore refused to discuss the conditions of the lifting of the

-samé, Even before the Council met, Metropolitan Theophilus sent
a telegram to Metropolitnn Anastasy, stating that recognition of Mos-
cow was unavoldable in view of the possibility of losing parishes, and
proposed that Metropolitan Anestesy lay down his authority and

 transfer to him all Russlan parishes in Europe, Asfa, Africa and
America. To this Metropolitan Anastasy answered with the fol-
Towing telegram:
“The union with the Patriarchate which you propose
has not only & spiritual, but also a canonical character,
and obligates you with its consequences: it is possible .
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only after & careful discussion st a general Couneil
The preponderant majority of archbishops, clergy and
faithful who have evacunted into Europe is decidedly
against union with the Patriarchate, which i not fres
The existence of the Synod is most neceszary for sapport-
ing the unity of Russian Orthodox parishes abroad and
to prevent anarchy., The administrators of the Ameri-
can Church ennnot replace the Synod of Bishops be-
cause of distanee and the inadequats knowledge of life
abroad, God's truth iz the origin of our strength and
our hope, God iz not mocked.”

Having received this teleagram, Metropolitan Theophilus sub-
gcribed to the opinion set forth and anmounced it at the Couneil,
At the same time, Metropolitun Theophilus raised the guestion of
petitioning the Synod to elavate Bishop Leonty to the rank of
Archbishop. The Synod sstisfied this petition. Archbishop Leonty
midressed Metropolitan Anastasy with a letter of gratitudes, expres-
aing in it the feslings of hizs respect and devotion, In May, 1946
a Couneil of American bishops met, and informed Metropolilan
Anastany that the Ameriean district would continue to eo-operate
with tha Synod Abroad in & brotherly mannsr,

THE SECOND NORTH AMERICAN SCHISM (1946)

In Movember of 1946 the All-Americin Sobor met in Cleveland
with clergy and laity participating. Speakers sympathetic to Soviet
propagands vehemently proposed submission to Moscow and a break
with the Bynod. Propaganda was aleo carried by the press. Thus,
in the newspaper “Novaye Russkoye Slove” of October 27, 19486,
an article etated that the Symod no longer had the blessing
and pratection of the Serbian Chureh, and therefore had lost its tie
with the Universal Church. This can be countered in that the Synod
of the Church Abroad enters into commuonion with the Tniversal
Church, not through the Serbian or any other Patriarch, bat through
its own Russian Church, of which the Choreh Abrosd iz a part.
The work of the “Soviet patriots”™ was conducted in order to tear
the American Metropolin away from the Church Abroad and thus
weaken the latter, which is the constant aim of the Boviet government,
Thesa agitators did not stop even at defamation, which they directed
against Metropolitan Anpstasy st the time of the Cleveland Council,
accozing him of “Hitlertam®™. Notwithstanding the objections of Met-
ropolitan Theophilus and Archbishop Leonty, who proved that the
Metropolis had seen nothing but good from the Syned, the Soviet
tendencies took the upper hand, and the Council decided fo recog-
nize the Moscow Patrlarch as ita “aplritual father”, and to break
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from the Synod Abroad. The Council decided to regard itself as
the supreme power, and not to refer its decision to a Symod of
Bishops, The latter decision was clearly illegal, going directly against
peragraph 87 of the decree, which states: “0On the basis of the word
of God and the holy eanons, all decisions of the general gathering
of the Couneil are sobject to the conflvrmation of a mesting of
bishops, and become effective only after being aigned by the latber.”
Fresent at the Council were nine bishops, of whom five were agalnst
recognition of the Patriarch ss their “spiritusl father”, snd more
importantly against the breaking from the Synod Abroad. From
this it i=s evidemt why the “sovietophile” majority at the
Couneil were against referring their decision to the conference of
bishops. The above-mentioned five bishops, considering such a deci-
aion illegal, did not submit and did not break away from the Synod,
Some people say that these five bisheps should not heve “ereated”
e separate diocese, but they forget that the Chureh Abread existed
in America from the day of its organization untll now, and that
the Metropolia broke away from it illegally. Actually, the Cleves
land Council was only a meeting of s metropolitan distriet, and
for this réason, questions of such a nature were not within its scope.
According to the determinmtion of a professor of canon law, B, V.
Troitaky, when a metropolitan district announces itself as & seif-
governing organ without the samctification of a higher authority,
thiz iz nothing other than a chorch achism (Amer Orth, Messenger,
Mo, & of 1930}, Tt muost not be forgotien, too, that every bishop, at
hiz consecration, tekes n hierarchal onth, mnd each of the & above-
mentioned hierarchs had given his oath of fidelily to the Hisrarchal
Couoneil Abrond and the Synod. To accuse them of remaining faith-
ful to thair given oath is more then strangs.

Metropolitan Gregory wns sent from Moscow for diseussions
Metropolitan Theophilus did everything possible to avoid a mesting
with him, and the latter returned to Moscow having sccomplished
nothing. As & resolt, Moscow placed an interdietion on the Ameri-
can Metropolia.

Having broken away from the Church Abroad, the Metropalia
found itself in the same position &8 doring the time of
Metropolitan Platon (1927 to 1985). Then she was condemnped
by the Council of FBishops Abroad, the Decumenieal Patriarch
Basil tha Third, Metropolitan Sergei of Moseow: and now she was
under the interdict of Patriarch Alexia,

It is interesting that the objective and, as far as church affaira
nra concerned, fully impartial American ecoort of law repeatedly
prongunced judgment in this matter. Thos in 1931, the Supreme
Court of Appesls of the 5State of Connectlent gave an impor-
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tant opinion coneerning the principles involved in the loss of & sult
by Metropolitan Platon :
“The S8ynod of Earlovtsy endeavors to do the utrmost
in its power, In the face of the discord in the Church,
to support the central organization representing the tra-
ditional ehoreh autherity, and this Synoed appears
to be the only institution which etrives for thiz. Ad-
herence to this institution of any parts of the Chuorch
eohbributes to the preservation of the unity of the whels
Church, if this is possible during the present pituation.”

There is also the opinion of another American court, which
was investigating an action about property in Los Angeles in 1048
regarding the caze of the Transfiguration Parish. Receiving the
matier in question, the conrt made & detailed study of the canonical
rules of the Orthodox Chorch, of all the laws and many and varioos
ukazes of the Ruasian Church, and, based on these, it eame to the
following conclusion eonsidering both the eecclesiastical canons and
the sivil nw:

*The Coart finds: that the Church Abroad never left
the body of the Russian Orthodox Church, bot sontinoess
to remain an inseparable part of the Russinn Crithodox
Chureh, and alse that the North Ameriean district re-
mains an Inesparable part of the Russian COrthodox
Church. The Court finds that the Church organiza-
tion headed by Metropolitan Platon and Metropolitan
Theaphilus sinee the said Cleveland Couneil of 10946
was nob, and #8 not, part of the Ruossian COrthodox
Church, but left its body, snd was organized, existed,
and functioned illegally, aa separate unils or organiza-
tlona, independertly of the Russlan Orthodox Chureh . . .
After the acceptanes of the resolution of the Cleveland
Council, Metropolitan Theophilus, all the bishops, clergy,
and laity, and alse all of the parishes and congregations,
which were and are united with them, who have broken
all tiea with the Church Abroad and its sdministrative
organs, and who refussl to recognize the aothority of
the Church Abroad, became, and from that time always
continued to be a schismatic and illegal faction of groop™

This decigion of the Court, since it was not repealad or appealed
agninst, ia legally valid and i binding for the civil suthorities of the
Btate of Californis and is & guiding principle for aothorities of other
gtatea. Tt is obwvious that a decision of a civil ecoirt cannot be
congidered as a eanonical Fule, but it is important to note here, that at
an impartial and conscientious examinationm of this case the Court
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came to the same finding, which was resched by the Councll of
Bishops Abroad and the Oecomenical Patriavch, Basil 111

In 1850, after the demise of Metropolitan Theophilus, an All-
American Council was agein convened, but although it refused to
submit to Meoscow, it did not annul the illegal resslutions of the
Cleveland Council, and for this reason the Metropolis continwed to
e m church organizstion bereft of that canomical foundation
about which Metropolitan Theophilus bad formerly spoken, The fore-
‘mentioned Councll was not even like the Cleveland one, & gathering
of & metropolitan district, for as sueh the latter had eeased o exist
efter the new schism. Within its cognizance, therefore, it was even
less possible to place something that was not subject to the juris-
diction of the Cleveland Council, namely, the question of submission
to the Moseow Patrfareh, or the question abouot the independent exis-
ence of the Metropolia. Such guestions are subject to the roling of &
higher church authority, which could only have beem the Council
of Hierarchs of the Church Abroad, Having broken saway from the
Church Abrond, and by the same token from the Rossinn Church, the
Metropolia, in this manner, loat all communion with the whola Tni-
versal Orthodox Church. Some consider that the Metropolia places
ukaze Mo, 362 of Movember 20, 1920 as the foundsation of its cano-
nical existence. It should not be forgotten that the Metropolia is
nok isolated from neighboring dicceses and, therefore, itz head has
no right to take upon himself the folness of power, but in ngreement
with this ukase he must enter into communion with the diocesan
higrarchs of neighboring dicceses, The Metropolin found itself in
Just such eommunion when it was considered part of the body of
the Chorch Abroad until 1926, and from 19856 until 1546. The Ameri-
can metropolitan district cannof, on its own, proclaim itself inde-
pendent withouot the eanction of a higher church authority, for this
ia church schism, as was mentioned above, Tn the opinion of some
of the clergy, the Metropolin was & “canonieal American Chureh™,
It would have besn such, if it had received a blessing for this of
the Mother Church and recogmition from the rest of the auto-
cephalova Churehes; in other words, if it had moved towards this
canonleally and not by self will. Self will leads to divislon. Tt
might ba nsked, for whom is this division necessary, and why are
thers people supporting this divislon not desiring to re-institute
the situation existing 4n 19357 This guestion iz & very difficult one,

METROPOLITAN ANTONY:
A TRUE CHURCH FATHER WHO HEADS THE SYNOD
ON THE PATH OF PATRISTIC ORTHODOXY
The sbnormal siteation in chureh life hos continued until
now (1863). MAccording to the will of Patriarch Tikhon, the Rus-



ginn Church Abrond should heve besn one, uniting all Orthodox
Russiang finding themselves beyond the reach of the bolsheviks,
Through the intrigues of theologians, former members of the “Free
Apademy of Spiritual Culture”, and all sorts of Soviet patriots, the
Chureh found herself divided into three parts.

The Church, which according to the idea of Patriarch Tikhon
should have been & moral force in the struggle with athelsm — found
hersall weakened. The Church, which under conditions of freedom
foretold the evil occurring in the homeland — is forsakien. Who
ghall benefit by this? — the Soviet Government, the enemies of
Orthodoxy and other evil powers. One can only wonder how those
who are opposed to unity try with all sorts of artificial manipula-
tions to prove that the Church Abroad is uncanonieal, and that
the other church organizations, having separated from her, stand
of the eorrect path, Is it possible that they do not know that in this
matter they maks common eause with the Soviet power? Is it pos-
gible thet they do not feel that they are transgressing a command-
maent of Christ, so clearly stated in Hiz High-priestly prayer:
“that they may be one even a8 We are One" (Johm 17:22)7 Is it
possible that they do not know St John Chrysostom’s precautionary
word, that “to cause divisions in the Church iz an evil of no less
gravity than falling into heresy™? These words should provoeke
some thought, especially for ecclesiastics, adherents of separations
and enemies of the Church Abroad,

The renson for the separation was pointed oot above: the desire to
preach unsound theological ideas unhindered. This lack of control
led to & digression from the true Orthodox way, founded on the
traditions of the Holy Fathers. The new theologians, propaga-
ting their teachings for 30 years in & radical fashion, changed the
peychology of the youth studying with them. This peychology went
far astray from the psyehology of a faithful peopls who for a
thoonsand vears were abla to preserve the purity of Orthodoxy with
all itz plous customs, notwithstanding even wnheard of persecu-
tions of the Church. These people have ceased to be Orthodox in
gpirit, and have remained Orthodox only in their own echolastic
reasoning, not realizing the horror of their deeds.

Rocently thers has been an sttempt by Moscow to establish eon-
tact with the Church Abroad and with the American Metropolia.
How can this be explained? In snswer we shall cite the words of
professor 5. V. Trokisky:

"Chureh resoncilistion snd the wanification of the
Ruszlan emigration interferes with bolshevik plans
— the Soviet Government sspires to silence the Russian
Church Abroad, and if this is impoessible, at least to
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deprive it of all authority by way of dismemberment

and its eondemnation by the central church administra-

tion, And sines the Soviet Government cannot use forea

gbroad, it then attempts to wtilize as broadly as pos-

pible thet one weapon which remains in jts hands —

canonical dependence of the exile part of the Russian

Church on the eentral power of Moscow, personified

by the Patriarch™
The writings of some people evoke complets perplexity. They simply
cannot be reproached for sympathy to the Soviels, but, for exampla,
Prof. 5. 8. Verhovaloy in the "Church Messenger™ (No. 21, Oet.-No™,
1894%), writes: “In Auzust, 1522 Metropolitan Ewvlogy perpetra-
ted & great canonical ervor, allowing the formation of a tempo-
rary Holy Synod of the Rusalan Chuech Abroad, which was contrary
to the canons and to the will of the Patriarch.” How are we o
understand thess worda? On the one hand, the censure of Metropoli-
tan Evlogy and obliguely, the censure of the whole Council of
Bishops and its president Metropolitan Antony. This bresds not
enly perplexity, but great bewilderment, for such words benefit only
those who want to create disunity and discord,

How apthoritative is the opinfon of Prof. Verbovakoy and the
reprasentativea of the new school of theclogical thought which has
arizen within the walls of the Paris Theological Institute? First of all
wa must reckon with the opinions and outlook of such theologians
a8 Metropolitan Antony, a doctor of Theology, & religious author,
& tutor of many generations, one schooled In monasticlem, and
famous amid the whole universal Church., Of this saintly man.
Patrinrch Varnava said: "Among you there is a great hiersach
who iz an embellishment of the Orthodox Chorch, A lofty mind,
gimilar to the first hierarchs of the Church of Christ at the down
of Christinnity. And in him all Church truth is evident” The
representative of the Constantinopolitan Chureh, Metropolitan Doro-
theos, told Metropolitan Antony: *“Under your guidance, the Patri-
archate will permil any undertaking, for it is known to the Patriar-
chate that your Eminence will mot do anything uneanomical.
Metropolitan Antony was held in high sstecm by other autocepha-
lous churches: thus be was invited to head the enthronement of
the Romanian Petriavch Myron and also to head the enthronement
of Patriarch Varnava; he stepped forward in the defence of the
Oecumenical Patriarch, when Kemal Pasha wanted to eviet him
from Constantinople, and was Invited by Patriarchs Gregory IV of
Antioch and Photive of Alexandria for discossions of the question of
the “reforma” of Orthodeoxy, which Patriarch Meletive IV of Con-
stantinople was preparing to introduce. We must also take into
pecount the opinion of other hierarchs who recognized the Symod
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of Bishops as eanonienl, as, for instance, Metropolitan Innokenty
of Peking, and alao the opinion of the Serbian Church, which on Des.
G, 1927 proclaimed: “Aescording to the canons of the Holy Orthe-
dox Church, when an Orthodox hierarchy with its flock transfers
sbroad to the territory of another Chureh because of persescutions,
it has the right to an independent organization and administration;
g2 o result of this, it is necessary to recognize such B right for
the Rusasian Chorch hierarchy within the territory of the Sarbian
Church.” In regarding the Synod of the Church Abroad anli-eans-
nical, Prof. Verhovskoy muost slso refuse to recognize the canonicity
of the declslon of the Berbian Chureh Council; this is a fully logieal
deduction, A graduste of the Kiev Theological Academy, G. A
Znamensky, & representative of o time-honoured theological school
founded on the traditions of the Holy Falhers, says the following:
"And no matter how they condemn oor higher Church Authority;
whatever reproaches of ssemingly lllegal ‘pretensions’ and ‘solicita-
tions' are published by canonical commissions of those who think
differently ; whatever names they use for our Higher Church Auwthori-
ty, lowering it to the level of the ‘Karlovisy-Munich-New York' Synod
for us the Cooncil of Bishops with ila permanent Synod, for
more than 80 years, was, and still iz, the Higher Charch Auotho-
ity, according to the precise meaning of the ukase of the Most
Hely Patriarch Tikhon apd his administration, who wisely fore-
saw the deatinies of Russian dicceses oulside the state boun-
daries of Russia. And our whole Synod Chureh Abroad, having
received thizs blessing for & temporarily separated existence from the
imprigoned Cliareh, which has not surrendered to Antiehriat, was,
and iz now, the bearer of the true image of & Local Russian Chorch.”

All of the above-mentioned authorilies adhered and do =till
adhere to a parely Orthodox theclogy, founded on the traditions of
the Holy Faethers and, certainly, they should not be placed on the
eama plane ns the representatives of the theological studies of
the Paris Theological Institute. These are two gquantities not to
be compared. OF courass, the only rond to be followed is the one
indirated by Metropolitan Antony, based on the roles of the Apostles
and the decisions of Cecumenical Couneils,

THE THEQLOGICAL ERRORS OF THE SCHISMATICS
AND THEIR SLANDERS AGAINST THE SYNDD

Bepresentativee of Pariglan theologieal selence have now &p-
peared in America and have entered the American Metropalin, even
though, according to their teaching, the only ennonical path is to
be in submission to the Cecumenicel Peirisrch who has an Exarch
in America. Here too they propagate teachings which are not com-
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patible Holy Fathers, They put into
practice their teachings apout the “soul of the world”, of the “logoi

of the "origin of man”, of the "expansion of the
dogmetic ddes of the Chaleedon Council™; ete. By their teaching
on the origin of man they border on Arianism from another angle;
this tesching of theirs is explained by & learned theclogian, Arch-
priest Fr. Michael Pomazansky. All of these doctrines aré ana-
lyzed by him in his report made at & diccesan meeting of the Eastern
Arperican snd Canadian Diocese in the spring of 1854 and published
fn Mo, 11 of “Orthodox Bussia™ of June 14 of that year, I shall here
cite the eoncluding words of this repart:

The new movement, with all of its widely spread
metivity, nevertheless remains the work of the intel-
ligentsia group of "theolegians who live & mervely intel-
leztual life. In substance, arming themselves against the
old, supposedly “school” theology, the new theology
itaelf becomes, in the fullest sense of the word, “school”,
gines in its very principles it feeds on the roots of meta-
physica and personal creative imagination. Desiring to
be the revalation of the new epoch, in actuality it reveals
in itself the scholasticiam of the Middle Ages. But the
Istter developed surrounded by the warm atmesphere of
the live religions faith and feeling of the Middle Ages,
and the former 1z being coltivated in the coolness of
contemporary skepticism and religious indifferenca. The
Russian Choreh has experienced and, apparently, has
finally overcome the rencvationism that concerns larpely
the external azpects of church life. MNeotheslogy striles
at the very heart, the religions doetrine of the Church.

Thiz should rowse every member of the Chnreh who
desires to be troe to Her, to be especially eareful of the
proposed new revelations and new points of view, to exa-
mine them by the “tradition of faith" and to test the
epirite whether thev pre from God.

The Orthodox Chureh does not forbld anyone from discussing
and stating his thoughts, but all these gquests mnst be verified and
examined by *he Church in the person of a Council of itz Bizhops.
Only with the acknowledpment of their correctness and thelr con-
firmation that they do not diverge from the tenching of the Church
can they be preached to the world, In the given esse, the thouchts
and teachings expressed by the professors of the Paris Theo-
logical Institute, while as yet unverified by the Church, canmot be
aecepted as immulable truths, The teaching concerning Holy Wisdom
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of Archpriest 5. Bulgakov, & professor of the Paris Theological
Institute, wns condemned by the Council of Bishopa.

Prof. Verhovskoy's declaration that the “Synod is eontrary to
the canons and the will of the Patriarch™ is based on the denial of
the fact, that the Ukase of 1922 was given under pressure from the
bolsheviks, However, the interdiction of the American Metropolia
by the Moscow Palriarchate is regarded as having been placed under
pressure from the Soviet government, snd is evidently not recog-
nized. Monetheless, the given interdiction is obligatory for the Oecu-
menical Patriarch, who is at present in prayerful communion with
the Mescow Patriarch, and, consequently, obligatory for his exarchs.
Considering this logieally, his Paris exarch should not have given
leave of sbeence for priests in submission to him, to enter the inter-
dicted American Metropolia, but in order for these leavea to be
possible, the interdiction must be recognized as foreed, and there-
fore uneanonical. And so in some ceses the pressure of the Soviet
government is recognized, bot not in others.

Groundless is the opinlon that the Russinn Church Abroad
seems to “have a penchant for arranging choreh life with & primarily
nationalistie token™ (Prof. 58, Verhovskoy, "Church Messenger®,
Ko, 21, 1849). Amnd again, this opinion is part of the doctrine of
the Paris Theological Inatitute. This can be seen from the epistle
relensed by the diocesan gathering in the jurisdiction of Metropolitan
Vindimir in Parla, where among other statements, it says: "“God
Himzelf expected ane of the hierarchs to be pre-eminent in sll the
Catholic Church, and that in every district or elty the awthority
be vested in one bishop, the viear of His Son on earth, in common
with his subordinate clergy and with the unanimous agreement
of all the Orthedox people, even though they are composed of
various nationalities and languages” How can such a position
ngres with the Bdth Apostolie Canon which says:

“It is eeemly for bishops of all peoples to know the
first of them and to recognize him as the head and to
do mothing excesding their authority without his eon-
gideration, but the first alzo shall do nothing without
the consideration of all, for thus will harmony of thought
prevail and the Trinity, Father, Son snd Holy Spirit,
will be glorified.™

If we are to pegard one of the hierarche as the head of the
Universal Church, then what will the difference be between us and
the Roman Catholics with their teaching on the Pope of Rome?
The Apostolic Canon states: "Bishops of all peoples™, in other words,
nations; how then can one, contrary to this, hesp reproaches
on the Chorch Abroad, that she “has & penchant for arranging
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chureh lifa first of all with a nationalistic tokenT™ This nationa-
listic token is to be found alse in other Churches. Let us take for
example the Serbian Church: it is called “Serbian”, and not *¥uogo-
glavian”, although it iz in all the territory of Yogoslavia. Tt i
named thus because #t i= composed only of SBerbs, while the other
two netionalites that comprise Yugslavia — the Croations and the
Slovenss — are Roman Catholics, Of the 25 dioceses of the Serbian
Church, three are found outside the borders of Yugoslavia, namely :
Temeshvar in Romania, which has itz own Orthodox Church,
Bud in Hungary, centered in Budapest, and Mukachev-Prisshev
in Czechoalovakia, In thizs reapect there have been no misonder-
standings between the Serbian Church and any other. Many such
examples can be cited. Al of this proves that, in connection with
the 84th Apastolic Canon, there has alse appeared & kind of innova-
tion on & par with the others, of which we spoke earlier. I can
be censured for concealing the call to onity on the part of the
Paris dicceszan meeting, and for epeaking only of their unwillingness
to unite. Actually, they have called for unity, mnd this was in the
following expresaions: “Lat us all unite into one Orthodox Chureh
in the lands to which God led os and our Orthodox brethren . . |
we will overcome the very cause of dissension — our separation into
various jurisdictions . . . we call to unity all who live with us in
the same countries and, as sonz, we ask the Most Holy Decumenical
Patriareh to bless oor efforts”™ This wee said in the same year
w= 194% — at the same time that Prof. Verhovakoy, ome of the
energetic participants of this mesling, wrote that the Symodal
Church Abroad was “anti-canonical” And so, this unification wounld
have been mecomplished st the cost of the destruction of the Church
Abroad, with its submission to the Decumenical Patriarch. If this
had oecurred, it would have destroyed the Russian Church which,
through the wisdem of Patriarch Tikhon, was created as the costo-
dign of the legacies and traditions of ancient Ruossian Orthodoocy
wader conditions of freedom. The one stronghold for the strugrle
with atheism would also have been destroyed; the only one, because
Metropolitan  Viadimir, the exarch of the Oecumenical Patrinrch,
snnounced in 1947: “we are not looking for strife”™ Thalt moral
fores would have besn destroved, which, pines 1922, they have aapived
to destroy on every front. OFf course, not one hierarch of the Church
Abroad could approach such & “unity™.
In his epistle to Bussian Orthodox people in 1845, Metropolitan
Anastasy wrote:
“Thise who are in submission to the jurisdiction
af the Council of Bizhops and Synod Abroad never
regarded nor do they regard themselves as being outside
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the fold of the Russian Orthodox Chireh, for they never
broke canomical, prayerful and spiritue]l unity with
the Mother Church . . . We never cease to thank God
that Ha destined us to remain as the free part of the
Hussian Church, It I our duty to guard this freedom
until such & time when we shall return to the Mother
Church that precious pledge entrusted to us by her. A
whally competent judge between the hishops abroad
and the present head of the Russian Chureh could
be only & frecly and legally called All-Russian Church
Couneil, fully independent in its decisions with the par-
ticipation of all exiled bishops and especially of those
incarcernted in Busais, before whom we are ready to
give an aceount of all our activities during the time of
our sojonrn abrosd.”

The Church Abroad is alwaye ready to appear before the
tribunal of a free Couneil of the Mother Chorch. Ehe has used
only the straight path st all times, preserving all the spiritual
treasures of Orthodoxy, She did not cast horself to all sides like
other jurindictions, changing her orientation, but has stood firmly
on her path,

The Moscow Patrisrchate will be standing before the same
tribunal ton, and those formations which broke away from the
Church Abroad will also have to appear.

Wa ahould send up our prayers to the Lord God, that He will
enlighten, pacify snd unify all, in order that even before the coming
judgment all would unite around the one Chalice of Christ with
the words: “Christ {8 in our midst, — He is and shall be",
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