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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

s
i
:
:
;
g
E
a'
f



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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