Archpriest Peter PEREKRESTOV

“The Church’s Helmsman, both then and now,
is the almighty Spirit of God”

25 questions regarding the process of re-estalvigsiine unity of the Russian Church,
the IV All-Diaspora Council, ecumenism, and thaed$an Orthodox Church
Outside of Russia.

The following article came out of a desire to expka those with questions about the
currently unfolding process of healing the divislmtween the two parts of the Russian
Church — in Russia and abroad. Many of the subjeatshed upon in this article,
especially those in the realm of ecclesiology amubn law, are not simple ones. For that
reason, a question-and-answer format was chostiie ésrmat most accessible. We will

attempt to answer the questions clearly and colydis@ manner comprehensible to the
reader.

1. Why is the question of uniting the two parts oftie Russian Church so
urgent? Why can’t everything be left as is?

The life of the Church is guided by the Gospels lapnthe Church Canons,
according to which a Church cannot declare itgebié independent, autonomous, or
autocephalous. In its organization and structime Russian Orthodox Church Outside of
Russia follows the Holy Canons. The canonical faiiwth for the Russian Church
Outside of Russia is Patriarch St. Tikhobosaz 362 dated November 7/20, 1920.
ThatUkazprovides, in pertinent part:

“[2] In the event a diocese, in consequence ofitbgement of the war
front, changes of state borders, etc., finds itsathpletely out of contact with
the Higher Church Administration, or if the High@nurch Administration
itself, headed by His Holiness the Patriarch, for ason whatsoever ceases
its activity, the diocesan bishop immediately entato relations with the
bishops of neighboring dioceses for the purposegdinizing a higher
instance of ecclesiastical authority for severatdses in similar conditions
(in the form either of a temporary Higher Churcivggmment or a
Metropolitan district, or anything else)”.

“[10] All measures taken in places in accordanci Whie present



instruction, afterwards, in the event of the restion of the central
ecclesiastical authority, must be subject to thdiomation of the latter.”

It was on the basis of thiatkaz,that “The Regulations of the Russian Orthodox
Church Outside Russia,” were developed. The fasagraph thereof provides:

“The Russian Orthodox Church Abroad is an indidsielyart of the
Russian Orthodox Church, afat the time [in all quotations, emphasis
provided by bold typeface is mineArchpriest P.]Juntil the extermination in
Russia of the atheist government, is self-goveromgonciliar principles in
accordance with the resolution of the Patriarca,Most Holy Synod, and
the Highest Church Council [Sobor] of the Russid&i€h dated 7/20
November, 1920, No. 362.”

The Encyclical Epistle of the Council of Bishopstloé Russian Orthodox Church
Outside of Russia of 1933, a document, which ong sag, is the primary and
fundamental document in outlining the interrelasioips between the Russian Orthodox
Church Outside of Russia and the Russian Orthodwxah, Moscow Patriarchate,
speaks of the fact that “the organs of the ecdésal administration abroad have in
nowise striven to appropriate the rights of autbedypfor itself, as Metropolitan Sergius
accuses us. To the present day the entire Chugamization abroad has considered and
still considers itself aextraordinary andtemporary institution,which must be
abolished without delayafter the restoration of normal social and ecakssal life in
Russia.”

Protopresbyter Michael Pomazansky, our respectmdfian and ever-memorable
teacher of dogmatic theology at the Holy Trinityn®eary in Jordanville, wrote about the
fact that the time would come to unite the two paftthe Russian Church:

“The Orthodox Church is Christ's legacy. The Lolsbapreserves the little Church
vessel known as the Church Abroad, the externahofit that in the past sprang from the
majestic Russian Church. When the Church in the éland is reborrnthen that part of
it which is free will also return to its bosom” (“Sobornost’ and Religious
Collaboration,” Regarding Life, the Faith, and ti#hurch Jordanville, 1976, p. 218).

It has been 15 years since normal church life watored in Russia. Fifteen years
ago, it became possible to restore direct contaithsthe central ecclesiastical authority
in Russia. The atheist regime has been officidilylished for over 15 years Thus, if we
considetUkaz 362 to be the canonical foundation for our Rus§lamodox Church
Outside of Russia, and if we are governed by owgtRations,” we are obliged to
establish contact with the supreme ecclesiastighlogity in Russia, i.e. with the Russian
Orthodox Church, Moscow Patriarchate.




2. | cannot understand why we need to go through thformalities, if, as a
practical matter, unification has already taken place. Immigrants from Russia
attend churches of the Russian Orthodox Church Abrad and are accepted by them
as parishioners. We could intercommune and supportree another without a formal
unification.

Informal prayerful, and even — on the lay leveluel@ristic communion, is one
thing. Quite another matter is Church organizatinrcanonical foundations. From a
purely technical standpoint, if bishops of the GuAbroad cannot concelebrate and
commune together with bishops and clergy of ther€hin Russia, Moscow
Patriarchate, and if our clergy cannot concelebsatte bishops and clergy in Russia,
then can the laity do that? Actually, no. Yes, iagtice, lay people do commune on a
regular basis, but why can only they do so, whikeltishops and clergy cannot? This
requires a “formal,” or, more accurately, ecclestas unity, attainable only on a
canonical level.

To some extent it is understandable that it isezdsilive free of anyone or
anything, including the canons. However, that pgieely secular, and not an
ecclesiastical-canonical approach to freedom.

3. Why is there such a rush to unite?

At every Liturgy, following the singing of “It igtly meet” after the Eucharistic
Canon, we commemorate our ecclesiastical auth®rifileat commemoration defines
who we are, and begins with the word&niong the first, rememberO Lord...” Whom
do we commemorati@st, who isfirst for us, who is the head of our Church Abroad?
We are required tbrst commemorate the “Orthodox episcopate of the Russhamch,”
and only after that, in second placg“our lord the Very-most-reverend Metropolitan
Laurus.” (After the death of Metropolitan Petekgtititsa, the Council of Bishops of the
Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia decid@dinmemorate Metropolitan
Kyrill of Kazan. As he was in difficult circumstaes, and to avoid worsening those
difficulties for him, it was decided to employ ario of commemoration allowing for
“anonymity,” i.e. the “the Orthodox episcopate lo¢ jpersecuted Russian Church.” It was
understood that behind the anonymous “episcopateegiersecuted Russian Church”
there stood a concrete, specific individual — Mgaigan Kyrill). Who, now, is the
“Orthodox episcopate of the Russian Church” whieghcemmemorate every day, at
every service? Are they bishops in Russia? If do¢ckvones, and what are their names?
Are they catacomb bishops? If so, over the courd® gears, we could have made
contact with them and ascertained the identityheirtfirst-hierarch. Are they the bishops
presiding over the Russian parishes of the Chutmio#d in Russia? Why, then, are they
commemorated before our First-hierarch, Metropolitaurus; are they in charge of our



Church Abroad? Are they the present bishops oMbscow Patriarchate? If so, why not
openly say so?

The well-known 3% Apostolic Canon, which in his spiritual will, tflessed
Metropolitan Anastassy called “the cornerstone” atch so profoundly and clearly
expresses the spirit of conciliar governance inGharch, directs:

“The bishops of every nation must acknowledge hino vg first among
them and account him as their head, and do notifiagnsequence without
his consent”.

The Orthodox Church has no anonymous, generaliaadulae for commemorating
ecclesiastical authorities. Our present crisissrpetcisely in the fact that we
commemorate a&st “the Orthodox episcopate of the Russian Churchd,do not
know who that is. Without knowing that, we are incapaifl&nowingwho we are As
long as there was an iron curtain between us an€kurch in Russia, we could
somehow justify the anonymous formula on the grauhdt we did not have reliable
information about church life in Russia and tha&réwas no opportunity to personally be
sure of what was transpiring there, either in tfiieial Church or in the Catacombs.
Now, however, when we have opportunities to tréawdRussia, to establish contacts with
representatives of the Russian Orthodox ChurchchedPatriarchate, and with the
various groups that call themselves “those in #ttaa@mbs,” when we likewise can
acquaint ourselves with documents heretofore unkntovus, documents in archives that
previously had been inaccessible, we have no nustdigation for, and must seek a way
out of, our former, temporary state, andkbt@w whom we concretely commemorate as
first.

So as not to usurp ecclesiastical authority ancethyecease beingpart of the
Local Russian Church, not a single First-hierarcthe Russian Orthodox Church
Abroad had ever dared discontinue commemoratidheofOrthodox episcopate of the
Russian Church,” which is commemorafesdt, before the name of the Metropolitan of
the Russian Church Abroad.

People in our Church, especially bishops and clerdgy are well-versed in
canonical matters, understand that the RussiancGiAliroad is on the brink of a
canonical catastrophe. One may compare the Charaliamily, the family of Christ, or
according to St. John Chrysostom, the “family & @nly-begotten.” If the children of
one single family bicker among themselves and atéaiking to one another, do they
not thereby destroy the family entrusted to thenthieyr parents? If there is no unity
within the Local Church or among the Local Churcluaé one even speak of One
Church? The unity of the Church is not somethirapsdary; it is the very essence of the
life of the Church. The Church is one, for the Lardl Savior of all is One. The Church
Canons, and canonical status, are the very lawsptbod ties” which define the



interrelationship and responsibilities of the “fanof the Only-begotten.” The Canons
ensure legitimate, God-established, apostolic @sioe. Everyone who believes in
Christ and the Kingdom of God which He promisednust be in liturgical and canonical
unity with the entire Orthodox Church. Canonicalgs (including, in part,
commemoration of the “first” bishop) determines betonging to our Russian Church
and to the entire Orthodox Church, the “family lod 1Only-begotten.” If the question of
our canonical status is not settled now, we willdhao status, something that for the
Orthodox Church is impermissible.

4. The flock is not ready for unification. Can’t weslow it down?

Sixteen yearshave elapsed since the government in Russia céasedan atheistic
one. Six years have elapsed since the Councilsifdpis under the direction of
Metropolitan Vitaly established the “Commission tonification,” and three years since
its replacement, the “Commissions for dialogue g Russian Orthodox Church,
Moscow Patriarchate” began its work. That Commissappointed by the Council of
Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Church Outsideusfsia in 2003, was given the
following goal: “The establishment of normal retais with the Moscow Patriarchate”
(Ukaz of the Council of Bishops 11-35-16).The Commission accomplished a great
deal of work and worthily represented our Churchiosial.

By now, parishioners of the Russian Church Abroaekelmore or less determined
their attitude toward the current unification pregeUnfortunately, there is not complete
oneness of mind with respect to this question,ggghere had not been complete
oneness of mind, even among the members of ourggase, on the question of
canonization of the holy New Martyrs of Russia, asgecially with respect to the place
of the Royal Passion-bearers among the ranks of Mamyrs. Within the circles of
those who quite actively and irreconcilably oppthsecurrent process of unification, we
do not see a process of comprehension, maturitierstanding of our situation and, it
seems to us, no timeframes will help in that regAsdsoon as the Church in Russia
meets one demand (for example, refusal to engagennmon prayer with the
heterodox, and condemnation of the ecumenical traineory”), these people put forth
new demands (e.g. cessation of all discussionsthélineterodox, and immediate
withdrawal from the WCC). Such people, as Archpgri@men Simon noted at the IV
All-Diaspora Council, resemble Old Believers.

Only personal experience, living encounters withtemporary Orthodox Rus’, can
soften these people’s hearts and allow them tovba¢ is joyous and bright, what gives
reason for hope in Russia’s religious life.

In the years we spent studying in Holy Trinity Seary, we seminarians were told
that the barometer of religious life was monagticiszherever monasticism flourished,
there religious life was healthy. In the 15 yetiet tAlexey |l has been Patriarch, the



number of monasteries in Russia has increbgafactor of 30— from 21 monasteries
to over 600! In Russia there dmce as many monasteries as theremmeshesin the
Russian Church Abroad!

The multitude of appeals and letters from diocewastings, councils, parishes and
religious organizations sent to the First-hierastthe Russian Church Outside of
Russia, at least during the past month, evidereéattt that the vast majority of the
faithful of our Church not only personally suppdtadyka Metropolitan Laurus, but
also that they wish to have Russian Orthodox Chunity.

It seems to us that not one of the opponents eraitithe Diaspora or in Russia — of
the glorification of the New Martyrs, can now feladmit that the matter of their
glorification was a work of great importance. Tlaeng applies to the question of
religious unity. Several years from now, all of thee sons of the Russian Church will
come to recognize that the matter of Church usity Godly matter, a matter of
historical significance.

5. Why are parishioners’ rights being limited? Why issuch an important
decision being made exclusively by the bishops?

Such is the nature of the Orthodox Church: decssamto the direction of Church
life are made by the hierarchs, to whom at the tirtieir consecration was given the
grace to “rightly divide the word of Truth.” Holyierarch John wrote the following on
the subject:

“The Church of Christ is a divine institution, atie basis of its
organization are given by Christ and the Holy $pinrough the Apostles
and holy men. The development of religious regafegj and direction of the
Church, was assigned to the Bishops, as we seéetlfi@ibpistles of the
Apostles and their most immediate successors....

Rule by the people is something alien to the Omwxadhurch. In the
Church of Christ, everything flows from a Divindagin, and God is given a
final accounting of all [our] works. For that reasthe bishops, as heirs of
the Apostles, stand at the head of the Church atid®” (from Archbishop
John’s appeal to the general meeting of the pansh966., “Homilies,”
Russkiy PastyrSan Francisco, 1994, p.307)

However, despite this, our First-hierarch, Metraaol Laurus, convened the IV All-
Diaspora Council, so that representatives of altelses might express the opinions of
their brethren and parishioners with respect tadpprochement between the two parts
of the Russian Church, and so that the Hierarcighinue able to hear the opinions of
their clergy and their flocks.



By the way, when the Council of Bishops of the Rus©rthodox Church Outside
of Russia held in 1927 decided on 27 August/9 3eipée to break relations with the
Moscow ecclesiastical authority, and to become agthinistering (note, we are not
aware of a single conciliar church document thabkp of a break iaucharistic
communion with the Church in Russia), neither the clergyhaf Russian Church
Abroad nor its parishioners were polled, nor wag&bBubiaspora Council convened to
consider such an important question.

6. Was there dissension at the IV All-Diaspora Couni¢

During the opening days of the IV All-Diaspora Colilna great many varied, and
sometimes, irreconcilable opinions were exprestld.third working day of the
Council was the most intense, but on the fourth ddaen the Resolution was under
consideration, the situation changed. The deleds#gan to pay more attention to one
another, to propose constructive, practical suggestand to strive for oneness of heart,
and there took place what many of them later calledracle — the working of the Holy
Spirit. The resolution was adopted almost unanityoliess than 3 per cent of the
participants spoke out against any of the paragrapthe Resolution. The first
paragraph, regarding complete trust in and sugpothe First-hierarch and the Council
of Bishops in the matter of deciding the questibtime frames and conditions for the
process toward achieving Church unity, was adobyeti00% of the delegates.

7. Why was the voting at the IV All-Diaspora Councilnot by secret ballot, as it
was at the Il All-Diaspora Council?

None of the participants in the III All-Diaspora @wil whom we questioned
affirmed that at the Il All-Diaspora Council vogrwas by secret ballot. The minutes of
the Il All-Diaspora Council did not include a siegnention of secret balloting.
Practically all of the resolutions were adoptect after another, on the same day, and
almost unanimously.

In San Francisco, the Organizing Committee prepaotidg cards to be used for
secret balloting, but they turned out to be unnemgsfor three reasons:

) No delegate asked that the voting be secretpardklegate objected to the order
of voting proposed by the Most-reverend Archbishkldarion, head of the Editorial
Committee.

b) The show of hands made it absolutely cleartti@atzast majority was for the
proposed Resolution. For all practical purposes Rasolution was adopted
unanimously.

c) The Vote Tallying Committee, consisting of Prig¢gadimir Petrenko (a delegate
from the South American Diocese), Protodeacon AMk#lassoux (Western European



Diocese) and Alexander lvanovitch Mutilin (Odessadese), found the order of voting
consistent with the conciliar process. The Votdylial Committee took note of who
raised their hands, and they tallied the votes.ngonpletion of the voting, the Vote
Tallying Committee turned the voting results over Council Secretariat.

8. Why was only four minutes allotted to each speakat the 1V All-Diaspora
Council?

In accordance with the instructions to the Il Bliaspora Council, at that Council,
time limitations of 10 minutes were imposed. Moreg\according to the minutes of the
[II Council, Archbishop Nikon more than once “cldsgebate,” i.e. would not allow
discussion to continue. Also, Metropolitan Laursesgretary of the 11l All-Diaspora
Council, and a series of participants (both cleagg laity) whom we specifically
guestioned as to the time allotted for speakersjrooed that at the Il All-Diaspora
Council time limits were imposed.

The Il All-Diaspora Council had 9 working days,datihe number of delegates at the
sessions did not exceed 90 individuals (there wasday in which fewer than 80 were
present). Moreover, that Council was not convepembtisider any one specific sharply-
pressing question.

In duration, the IV All-Diaspora Council was almdstlf as short, and every day
there were up to 40 more participants than atlth&ltDiaspora Council. It was
convened to consider one principal question —tiniaér canonical existence of the
Russian Church. The Organizers of the IV Coundal ttaso organize the presentations as
to alloweach delegaten opportunity to speak his mind. On the secontitlind days of
the Council, there were over 130 presentations ffefloor! 130 4 minutes = 520
minutes =almost 9 hours of uninterrupted speech and that does not take into account
responses made by lecturers and committee mentb#rsse speaking from the floor!
Thus, the imposition of time limits for commentssadone out of organizational
necessity. Nonetheless, everyone who wanted teheaolpportunity to briefly and
concretely express his point of view or to presemhments in written form to the
Secretariat.

9. It is our understanding that unification can hagpen only at a Local Council;
is that not so?

The Blessed Metropolitan Anastassy wrote aboutabithat the unity of the
Russian Church would be re-established at a frem€iloof the Russian Church, and
Holy Hierarch St. John (Maximovitch) referred tb@cal Council: “...the entire Church
Abroad, all together, must present to the All-RaissCouncil with what it had done
during its time of forced separatior{:To the Orthodox flock of Shanghai, grace and



peace from the Life-giving Trinity!,” Shanghai, Aigg 2, 1946)In that paragraph, the
Holy Hierarch emphasized that the Russian Churdisi@eiof Russia must give an
account of its activities to the Church in Rusaiad not vice versa.

The current process toward unification appearstthb middle, Royal, path. On the
one hand, both parts of the Russian Church, iniRas&l Abroad, are presenting an
account to one another (rather than one side gitsraccount to the other) and are
seeking that common ground upon which Church ungy be built. On the other hand, a
Local Council in which both parts of the Russiarnuf@i can participate is possible only
if there they share eucharistic communion. The €hur Russia would hardly invite to a
Local Council it had convened, those who are inosgin to, and do not recognize it.
When the two parts of the Russian Church share&istit Communion, the part
Abroad will be able to participate in the convoeatof a Local Council and in the
formulation of its agenda.

10. What is the “Mother Church?”

The following definition was given at the IV All-Bspora Council: The Mother
Church is the Church of the New Martyrs, of the dla€ouncil, and of Holy Russia.

11. Our Church Abroad did not recognize the electio of the Patriarchs in
Russia, including the election of Patriarch Alexeyl. Have those decisions been
rescinded?

A similar question was considered at the IV AleBpora Council, and in part, some
delegates, specialists in the history of the RusSiaurch Abroad and canon law, offered
the following conclusions.

Our non-recognition of the “patriarchate” of patcias of the Church in Russia is
tied to the fact that we are not under their jugsdn, in light of our temporarily
iIndependent existence, in accordance Wikz 362. Our hierarchs were not, and
currently are not, members of their Council of Bigh. Were our hierarchs to be part of
their Council, their first bishop, i.e. the Patdlaywould, in accordance with Apostolic
Canon 34 and Canon 9 of the Council at Antiochicgdhe opinions of our hierarchs
with respect to all important Church questions.

Non-recognition of the canonicity of the electiaighe patriarch meant that he
could not extend his authority over us. The deoifidhe canonicity of the election of
Patriarch Alexey Il in 1991 was a defensive measline Church Abroad recognized all
of the patriarchs of the official Church in Rusasaheads of the part of the Church that
remained under them; however, retaining its owadaan, it did not submit itself to the
patriarchs. With the adoption of the “Act of Euasac Communion,” our relationship to
the Patriarch changes: All hierarchs of both pafithe Russian Church, those in Russia



and Abroad, become part of the Council of Bishdpd®Local Russian Church, and the
hierarchs of the Russian Church Abroad are corgsolteall important issues of the
Russian Church. Upon adoption of the “Act,” Apost@anon 34 and Canon 9 of the
Council at Antioch will also be extended to apmyus. Both parts of the Russian Church
enter into eucharistic and canonical communiongiinere-establishing the desired unity.

12. How can we commemorate the Patriarch, a forméiagent of the KGB"?

In actual fact, during the Soviet years, some hotraof the Church in Russia made
certain compromises. That is no secret, just i@sib secret that when the Apostle Paul
was still Saul, he was a fierce persecutor of @hans.

However, Archimandrite Justin (Popovic) wrote that Orthodox Christians are
true disciples of Christ not in that we have fewsias than other people and nations, but
in that we have faithrepentanceand humility before the God-man, the only One who
did not sin, and Who was without sin. That pathepfentance is open to all without
exception. According to St. John the Baptist, “Brforth therefore fruits worthy of
repentance,” i.e. one must repent not in wordsrbdeeds.

Patriarch Alexey has brought repentance — serviad.iturgy almost daily (more
than 300 times per year!), he prays for forgiveraddss sins and those of his flock. For
His Holiness Patriarch Alexey, prayer is the maing in carrying his Cross as Primate
of the Church. This is supported by his own woftistrive to serve the Liturgy as much
as possible, and in the Church Mysteries, Divireegrsupplements, fills in, and
strengthens [my] weak human power$tdbm an interview in the magazine Vstrecha
[Encountef, 19, 1/2005)During his Primacythree new churchesare openeévery
day! Unquestionably, he takes care to further Orthoeldxcation and to do battle with
Russia’s growing propaganda for immorality. He tiestrust and love of his clergy and
people throughout all Russia. Can we deny thaethes the fruits of repentance?

It would be appropriate to cite an excerpt fronesofution made by the Synod of
Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Church Outsideusfsia on August 12/25, 1981,
regarding the difficulty of assessing Church liieSoviet Russia. The resolution was
made in connection with the publication in a cer@rthodox magazine of a letter from
Metropolitan Philaret (Voznesensky) regarding tbiviies of Archimandrite Tavrion, a
clergyman of the Moscow Patriarchate. In his leféadyka Philaret noted
sympathetically that at first Fr. Tavrion was ie tBatacomb Church, but later, for
pastoral reasons, openly served in the officialr€huin the Moscow Patriarchate. The
publication of Metropolitan Philaret’s letter prdsex indignation and criticism by
zealots, especially those in the camp of the Bo%tanteleimonite” sect. In that regard,
the Synod of Bishops resolved:

“The Synod of Bishops deems it necessary to remsnitock that first
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of all, we must strongly uphold our own faith an@ecise our zeal in the
authentic life of the Church under the conditiamsvhich God has placed
each one of us, striving towards the salvationusfsmuls. Due to
insufficient information , deliberations about the significance and quality
various events in Russia do not at present praaadeuate guidance for the
faithful. Indeed, in the majority of cases theskbe@eations cannot serve as
Instruction but must rather be regarded as persgmaions... Mutual love
and concern for Church unity, which is especiallgessary in times of
heresy and schism, require from each of us gresiorein what we say...

The situation of the Church in Rusgavithout precedent and no
norms can be prescribed by any one of us separately

13. Yes, that'’s fine, but why to date has PatriarciAlexey not offered words of
repentance, openly and publicly?

Patriarch Alexey had publicly repented in the presan announcement published
in 1991 regarding Metropolitan Sergius’ Declaratiomfortunately, his announcement
was not aired in the religious press of the Chubload. It was first publicly announced
12 years later (1), at the Pastoral Conferenc®®B82an Nyack, and then at the IV All-
Diaspora Council in San Francisco. For that reasencite his words here:

“That declaration is part of the history of our @tu As a person of the
Church, I must take upon myself responsibilitydoerything that happened
in the life of my Church: not only the good, buathvhich was difficult,
lamentable, and erroneous. It would be too simpkay, ‘I did not sign it
and don’t know anything...’

Today we are able to say thattruth was mixed in his [Metropolitan
Sergius’] Declaration...

Defending one thing, he had to make compromisssiimething else.
Were there other organizations or other people gntloose who had to bear
responsibility not only for themselves but for fage of thousands of others,
who in those years in the Soviet Union did not havproceed in like
manner? It is not only before God, but also beédiref those people to
whom the compromises, silence, forced passivigxpressions of loyalty
that the Church leadership allowed themselves kenrathose years
brought pain thatask forgiveness understanding and prayersJo(rnal of
the Moscow Patriarchate 10, 1991).

14. Before, there was a negative attitude of mista toward the hierarchs of the
Moscow Patriarchate, including toward Metropolitan Kyrill of Smolensk, and now
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the attitude toward them has turned in a more posite direction. Why has there
been such a shift?

When you are talking about the episcopate of ther€hin Russia today, you must
bear in mind that the majority were chosen and eoraded after the fall of the atheist
regime.

Many representatives of the Russian Church Abroatddd a negative attitude
toward Metropolitan Kyrill, primarily on the basi$ some of his early pronouncements
and also negative articles about him in the seqrkss.

However, Metropolitan Kyrill himself has experieaca certain disenchantment
with the ecumenical movement and has demonstrasbdtan emphasis in his activities.
As to press notices Archpriest Nikolai Artemov rib&d the 1V All-Diaspora Council that
he used to read a variety of critical articles adatropolitan Kyrill (Gundyayev).
However, when he began to receive similar artialesut a hierarch of the Church
Abroad whom he knew well, he changed his attitaseatd such publications.

In 2004 members of the delegation from the RusSidhodox Church Outside of
Russia had the opportunity to meet face to fack Mietropolitan Kyrill and to candidly
ask him a series of questions. After their persenabunter with Metropolitan Kyrill,
the delegates were convinced as to his sincerdycandor, his devotion to the Russian
Church, the breadth of his knowledge, and his opisii likewise, they were persuaded of
the sincerity of his battle with the secular Westlefense of Orthodox values. (Those
who would like to better acquaint themselves witadyka Kyrill's pronouncements
may read them on the Internet: regarding seculardi values:
http://www.smolenskeparxi.ru/index.php?d=8&x=060408stiya; how charity brings
us closer togethehttp://www.smolenskeparxi.ru/index.php?d=8&x=23n8VKCXG
regarding human rights and their moral foundations:
http://www.smolenskeparxi.ru/index.php?d=8&x=061830

15. Our fathers and grandfathers suffered at the hads of the communists. How
can we now unite with such people?

It was not only the fathers and grandfathers of¢h@who went abroad that suffered
at the hands of the communists. Almost every fanaibroad and in the Soviet Union,
suffered at the hands of the communists. By wagxample, we mention the
Pravdoliubovs, a priestly family from the Ryazam&Bse (there were priests in their
family over the course of 300 years). Here is whkrahpriest Sergei Pravdoliubov writes
about his ancestors:

“When the awful persecutions and active victimiaatof clergy began,
our relatives, as chosen warriors of the Heavemhg#om, followed after
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Christ unto death. On my father’s side, my greandfather, Archpriest
Anatoly Pravdoliubov, was executed by firing sqoadbecember 23, 1937.
Three of his sons, two priests and one layperdsa,gave up their lives for
Christ. In the year 2000, they were glorified asvNartyrs. As a youth, my
father was made worthy to endure five years ofriceration in the
Solovketsky camp of special purpose and on the laxan On my mother’s
side, my grandfather, Archpriest Michael Dmitregsiexecuted by firing
squad on December 2, 1937, in the city of RyazamnEphew, Yevgeny
Dmitrev, perished in the city of Perm. They wersoajlorified as saints in
the year 2000. In addition to our closest relatiae®ther five of our
relatives — priests and laity — suffered for thétFdn all, they were 11
saints, now glorified by the Holy Church! Need kdebe our family’s
attitude toward the spiritual struggle of the mestgnd toward service to the
Church?! The entire history of the XX century ‘bgpnd of mouth,’ tales of
our great-grandparents and grandparents, brougyteing, including
events in the past, to life for us. Thus, the “fmof] our Church life” and
the transmittal of oral tradition extends in dirsatcession from the mid
XIX century.”

Further, Fr. Sergei tells of his own life:

“God blessed me to live through the entire secaltidf the XX
century in peace and prosperity. But we never fottge suffering of the
martyrs — our ancestors and fathers. We lived aitindissoluble
connection to them. My father’s stories about Ski@nd the Solovki
Islands themselves did not retreat as | grew oltiel; came ever closer.
From my earliest youth, | was able to avoid jointhg October Movement,
and the Pioneer and Komsomol [Young Communist] miggdaions. There
were difficult situations, and there were evenditufferings for Christ,
when my school peers — both froffi grade “A” and ¥ grade “B” — would
beat me for being the son of a “pope.” But that watsof ignorance, out of
something general instilled in them by adults. odaave only the
warmest and friendliest of relationships with craages and co-workers
alike.” (“Regarding the approaching Council,” taken frolmetwebsite
“That with one mind we may confedsttp://www.pravos.org.

Can we possibly be “more pure” than these peopéatgr than they in suffering,
and can we possibly not want to be united with them

16. There are still a lot of communists in the Russn Federation, and many
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have yet to acknowledge the sin of regicide.

We are less concerned with the communists’ attitoderd regicide than with that
of the Russian Church and the faithful. On the sictaof the 78 Anniversary of the
murder of the Royal Family, Patriarch Alexey and Holy Synod of the ROC-MP
addressed the flock with an epistle of repentadoéortunately, the Russian Diaspora
religious press did not publicize that expressibrepentance either:

“The sin of regicide, which took place amid theiffetence of the
citizens of Russia, has not been repented of byeaple. Being a
transgression of both the law of God and civil [&#ws sin weighs extremely
heavily upon the souls of our people, upon its inosascience.

And today, on behalf of the whole Church, on bebéltier children,
both reposed and living, we proclaim repentancereeod and the people
for this sin.Forgive us, O Lord” (From the Epistle of His Holiness,
Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia, Alexey Il ahd Holy Synod of the
Russian Orthodox Church on the 75th anniversathefmurder of Emperor
Nicholas Il and his family, 1993)

Some of our parishioners are troubled by the faat there are still many
communists, many people who have “repainted” thérasein the Russian Federation.
Yet, after all, it is not with the current reginteat we are uniting, but with the Church in
Russia. The Russian Church was united even durminls fiercely theomachist reign.
Why cannot unity exist today?

17. Could it be that the path taken by the Church Aroad, especially during the
1980s and 1990s, was a mistake?

The path taken by the Russian Church Abroad wapatieof the Confessors, a
glorious and worthy path. We love our Church Abroad stand by it, and we treasure
and preserve its heritage.

However, at the IV All-Diaspora Council, it was ad{(in Archpriest Nicholas
Karipoff's speech entitled “The Spiritual-HistoricHeritage of the Russian Church
Abroad,” Pravoslavnaya Rug$Orthodox Russip 13, July 1/14 2006}hat:

"The best of the emigres at first saw their ex#eGod’s punishment for
their sins. After the Second World War, however,sge a different
perception. Thanksgiving to God for deliverancerfrine communist hell
changes to a sense of chosen-ness: we were sasagsbave have a special
mission. By the second half of the 1960’s and frrthis caused the
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leadership of the Russian Church Abroad to dearda change of
direction....

The loss of the spirit of repentance of the fiestades led to a loss of
clarity in self-assessment. Hence we began to peroairselves as not only
intercessors for the Church of Russia but as hawiegight to teach others
and meddle in the affairs of other Local Churches ta think that perhaps
we even constitute the One Catholic Church: we leaeeything and have
no need of anything from without... we are unique.”

If we are Orthodox, we must not be afraid of ackleolging our weaknesses, our
mistakes; we must not be afraid of the truth, aedwust be honest. A certain hierarch of
the Russian Church Abroad once stated, “We arperdect, but we are hones(ffom
an interview with Priest Alexis Duncan, in Russkgtiyr[Russian Pastdr 22-23,
1995).The fact is that the Church is holy, but that peap the Church are weak and
sinful... In seeking to save sinners, the Church Ehiiton earth does not drive them out
from its midst. We must admit and, through the mefcGod, at the IV All-Diaspora
Council, did admit, that mistakes were made inghst, and that we now “had to pay” for
those mistakes. One example of such mistakes aitdte Council was our taking into
the Church Abroad certain Russian parishes. lbssible that our reception of parishes
on the territory of Russia was a transitional stagleridge between Russians in the West
and in Russia. However, on the other hand, Palriiitkhon'sUkaz 362 and our own
“Regulations” did not allow for establishing dioessor setting up parishes in Russia.
Likewise, they did not allow for interfering in tladfairs of the Church of Greece — this is
in reference to the consecration, by ROCOR bislop962, of Old-Calendarist Greek
bishops. (The Greek Old-Calendarists have nowtgpéd into many microscopic groups
recognizing neither one another nor any of the LGtairches, and introducing
confusion and embarrassment into Church life. Meietropolitan Anastassy nor the
Synod of Bishops approved of those consecrationbjtavas only in 1969, already
under Metropolitan Philaret, that they we&onfirmed).

The Ever-memorable Archbishop Antony of Geneva tsesdy that we cannot
demand repentance of the Moscow Patriarchate \dhileg nothing on our part. We
must repent as well. In our history there were “nasi’ — the Suzdal, Lazarus of Odessa,
and the “Panteleimonite” schisms... Of course, weatdave the right to reprove our
late hierarchs. They sincerely wished the Church Wewever, surely Metropolitan
Sergius (Stragorodsky) also acted sincerely, watbdgntentions for the Church. Even
those who quite severely condemned his actionsalidioubt his sincerity. To cite one
example, in an interview broadcast on Radio Radwoti@s October, the religious
historian Sergius Firsov did not express appromaMetropolitan Sergius’ politics, but
also had no doubt about his sincerity and his mgliess to sacrifice. However, even if
one is sincere, mistakes and blunders can happenLdrd humbles us and brings us to
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repentance, without which salvation is impossible.

18. We were taught that our Church is “crysal” clea, like unto a glass of pure
clean water. If pure water is mixed with dirty water, the pure water becomes
murky. Will not the same thing happen to our Churchif we enter into communion
with the Church in Russia or with the Local Churches that are members of the
WCC?

Unfortunately, such pronouncements, to the efteat our Church is crystal-pure
while all of the others are muddy water, bring toaanwhat the Lord warned us about in
the parable of the publican and the pharisee. Tterlg of the Church is extremely
complex, and one cannot approach it with a blackeyfundamentalist standard of
measurement.

Let us turn to one of the most important hieramhd confessors of the XX century,
Holy Hierarch Athanassy (Sakharov), whom the ChumdRussia glorified as one of the
New Martyrs. In 1954, he had been a bishop for&8g. In all that time, he served in a
diocese for all but 33 months. He spent 32 monthieeedom but inactive, and 76
months in exile. He was in fetters and workingatdhabor for 254 months! Holy
Hierarch Athanassy considered that MetropolitargiBer(Stragorodsky) had illegally
usurped all of the rights of First-hierarch whiletvbpolitan Peter, the canonical First-
hierarch of the Russian Church was still aliverebg “freeing” Vladyka Athanassy from
being subject to him and to the Synod he had forfBeshop Athanassy stopped
commemorating Metropolitan Sergius. However, dfterdeath of the (by then) Patriarch
Sergius, and the election of a new First-hieraRatriarch Alexey (Simansky), who was
recognized by all of the bishops of the Moscow iBathate and by all of the Local
Churches, Holy Hierarch Athanassy dared not turayafinom him, and began to
commemorate him. He encouraged all of his spirichdtren to do the same.

In a letter to his spiritual daught€Can one attend churches of the Moscow
Patriarchate,” Herald of the Russian Student ChastMovement 106, 1972)5t.
Athanassy made the following evaluation of anal@yawcumstances in the life of the
Universal Church:

“Look for example at the history of the PatriardisConstantinople in
the XVII century. Turkish sultans appointed pattes, and installed as
patriarchs those who made the greatest depositisultan’s treasury.

Some patriarchs were on the patriarchal throne fgear, others for a
few months or a few days. They included people whete secretly Jesuits,
or who were sympathetic toward Protestantism... Tharsueplaced one
patriarch because someone else had promised toargieater contribution
to the sultanate treasury. How rapidly and unexquft¢tpatriarchs were
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replaced can be demonstrated by the fact that leetd®86 and 1654 there
had been 54 changes of patriarch. What temptatimis must have been
for the people around them, for the faithful!

And life for the Christian Greeks during that periwas one of
unremitting suffering... but they did not separatarikelves from their
pastors and archpastors, they did not declinetémé@ichurches in which the
names of patriarchs appointed by the Muslim sultare commemorated.

One of the patriarchs of that time was St. Athap&sdelarius who, on
three separate occasions — with the requisite patgmeto the treasury —
ascended the throne of Constantinople, and whorapesed in Russia in
Lubno and was subsequently entered in the rankaiofs.”

Despite the fact that Vladyka Athanassy did not w@morate Metropolitan Sergius
and considered his actions uncanonical, his prafaunderstanding of history enabled
him to not refuse to attend churches in which seis/were conducted by clergy who
recognized Metropolitan Sergius. In that regardwhate:

“I considered, and consider, sharp and abusiveiogscagainst so-
called Sergianist churches and the Divine Serviterein ‘blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit.’

True zeal for the Faith cannot be united to anger.

Where there is anger — there is not Christ, bygiraion from the
power of darkness. Christian zeal, with love antdsmorow, can be
accompanied by indignation, but not by sin (in ety indignant, do not
fall into sin).

But malicious anger is a great sin, an unforgivaiole — a blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of love, theil@pf serenity. And, as a
protest against those who tolerated non-attendainSergianist churches,
the most-zealous Vladyka Metropolitan Kyrill (o&Kan -Archpriest. P.),
would condemn the abuse of ignorant blasphemersvantt say that if
need be, in the event of approaching death, hegtinvsuld go to
confession to, and receive communion from, a Seigfigriest.”

Likewise, one must remind those not wanting to falgan” water with “murky”
water, that already in the Ill century, the Orthwdhurch had condemned those who
could not allow both sinless Christ and sinnersdg@resent simultaneously in the Holy
Church. These people, the Novatianists, criticiknedChurch for receiving into
communion those who had “fallen” in time of perdemmu Let us be neither like the
Pharisees, neither like the heretic Novatianists.
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19. Is not “Sergianism” a deviation of a dogmatic ature? Are not “Sergianists”
heretics, schismatics, and uncanonical?

Over the course of 75 years, the Russian Churcbakbhas not made any conciliar
determination as to what “Sergianism” is. Indivitbubave offered definitions, often
radically differing from one another, but there bagn no conciliar, universally-accepted
definition. For example, in no article, no homihat has come down to us, no letter of
which we are aware, did Holy Hierarch St. John (Mewvitch) ever use the term
“Sergianists.” He did not refer to the Church insBia as uncanonical, graceless, or
illegal. The principal reason that made communietwieen the Church Abroad and the
Moscow Patriarchate impossible, one systematitaidyout by Vladyka John, rested in
the fact that the Church in the Soviet Union waisfree, that it was enslaved, and that it
could not express its own actual wWipeech by the Very-most-reverend Archbishop
John; Herald of Orthodox Affairs 4, Geneva, 1960, p.5.)

Had Holy Hierarch John considered the Church iadu(MP) uncanonical or
schismatic, he would not have voluntarily and caetgdl consciously submitted to the
authority of Patriarch Alexey | (Simansky) in 1945 a letter to Fr. Dimitry Dudko,
Archbishop Antony (Bartoshevitch) of Geneva boreness to Holy Hierarch John’s
attitude toward the Church in Russia:

“The late Archbishop John, respected and lovedlyf ais, used to say
the following: The official Church in Russia of course, has grace,
although individual hierarchs are behaving in awamhy mannet’ (Posev

12, 1979)

The Russian Church Abroad has never declared im@lahat the Church in Russia
is “without grace.” On that subject, the same Aishbp Antony wrote the following in
his Encyclical to Pastors and Flock 1986:

“Blind fanatics and foolish zealots may be dissetsonly with the

fact that our hierarchs (of the Russian Church AbdreArchpriest P.)have
never asserted that the Moscow Patriarchate i®lgss; bereft of the grace
of God; because of that, we always received bishogspriests coming into
our Church from the Moscow Patriarchate in theistaxg rank. We believe
and know that God’s love continues to be with tieislians of our much-
suffering homeland, even with those who seek theclergy officially
recognized by the regime and in the churches ovibecow Patriarchate.”

Were the Church in Russia not canonical, schisnaatieeretical, we would have to
admit that all of the rites of Ordination, Baptisikiatrimony, and the other Mysteries it

18



had performed, were invalid! Those so assertinglavbave to indicate from what day,
from what hour, from what moment, the grace of Gad ceased to function in Rus’.
With respect to this question, the thoughts exgess the Council of Bishops in 1953 by
His Beatitude, Metropolitan Anastassy regardingrdueption of clergy of the Moscow
Patriarchate into the Russian Church Abroad agredt value. He stated:

“Do we recognize as a matter of principle the vglidf the ordinations
of the current Patriarch (Alexey IArchpriest P.)and his bishops? Could
we even call it into question? We would then havdeclare the entire
Church to be without the Mysteries.... [People] sat tatriarch Alexey
sinned more than his predecessor. Whether he smoeglor sinned less,
we do not deny his ordination Much has been said about their apostasy.
However, we must be careful. We can hardly makieexidaccusation of
apostasy. Nowhere have they approved of atheistheinprinted homilies
they strive to hew to an Orthodox line. They tookl @ontinue to take very
strict measures with respect to the renovationsstd,they did not break
their ties with Patriarch Tikhon. The false polgertains to the Church
authorities and responsibility for them falls uptanleadership. In this case,
the people do not answer for the course of theeleship, and the entire
Church, as such, remaimorrupt . No one dares state that the entire
Church is without grace, but inasmuch as the @ileatl contact with a sly
dissembling hierarchy, they themselves dissemialetthg against their own
conscience, and were in need of repentance.”

20. Is compromise in church life permissible?

At the IV All-Diaspora Council, Metropolitan Amfilgje responded to a question
about compromises and martyrdom as follows:

“We cannot demand martyrdom of everyone. Martyrdemgift. |
lived under the communists and by experience knbatuhey are in
essence. | do not know how | would act if they werstart cutting off my
arms and legs, or to kill children. In additioneteerything else, a bishop is
responsible not only for himself, but for his flodkreservation of the flock
often depends upon the bishop. | recently met Mitislims and Catholics in
Kosovo. Some people accused me of ecumenism. Myl@bave been
driven away, thrown out, their homes and churclestrdyed, and | do not
know what tomorrow will bring. At the Synod of t&erbian Church it was
decided that for the sake of the flock, it was 3saey to participate in
negotiations, including negotiations with MuslimgleCatholics. One must
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also remember the words of the Gospel, that ‘thiélykil the pastor and the
sheep will scatter.” The history of the Churchasg anly a history of victory
and Resurrection. It is also a history of Crucdixi It is also a history of
defeat, and not only the triumph of the Resurrectio

The life of the Church is a difficult life, a lifef crucifixion. We must
be afraid of moralizing; moralizing is dangeroussIcharacteristic of
Western Catholicism and Protestantism, as well@ar@unism. This is the
dangerous road of the Inquisition. This kind of al@ing kills!”

21. The Moscow Patriarchate has yet to leave the WiarCouncil of Churches.
This was a demand our Church had always made of thdP as a condition of re-
establishing unity. Is this not so, and does thioadition remain in effect?

In 1987, the Synod of the Russian Orthodox Chuvkiscow Patriarchate,
addressed the hierarchs, clergy, and laity of tleslRRn Church Abroad with a call to
overcome the spirit of bitterness and partitiord smtake part, together with them in the
approaching celebration of the Millenium of BaptiefrRus’(Pre-jubilee Epistle, dated
June 21, 1987)n his letter in response, the Synod of BishopthefRussian Church
Abroad, under the direction of Metropolitan Vitggee Church Life 5-6, 1987)noted
three conditions preventing our Church from acegpthat invitation at that time:

The first reason was™the denial by the Patriarchate of Moscow of thertyies and
confessors of our time.”

The second reason wasthe declaration of Metropolitan Sergiysubsequently
Patriarch)that the interests of the Church and the athembieernment are identical, to
this day still forms the basis of their relations.”

The third reason lay in the fact that “the episti¢he Patriarchate of Moscow, even
though it calls us a Church, distinctly maintainattwe areoutside the salvific fold of the
Mother Church.”The Epistle written in response to the invitatioasviimited to those
three reasons. The end of the Epistle speaks afdbbling confusion evoked by the
Moscow Patriarchate’s attraction to ecumenism &ngarticipation in prayers with the
heterodox. However, that was not presented as samgirecluding the Church Abroad
from accepting the Moscow Patriarchate’s invitatiomparticipate in joint celebration of
the Millenium of the Baptism of Rus’, and was n@med as a condition.

Likewise, at the IV All-Diaspora Council, withdraiaom the WCC was not posed
as a pre-condition for unity with the Church in Bas The Church in Russia was told of
thepleafor such a withdrawal:

“From discussions at the Council it is apparent tha participation of

the Russian Orthodox Church of the Moscow Patretecin the World
Council of Churches evokes confusion among ouggland flock. With
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heartfelt pairve askthe hierarchy of the Russian Orthodox Church ef th
Moscow Patriarchate to heed the plea of our flacgxpediently remove
this temptation.”

This plea remains in effect and, God willing, whamty within the Russian Church
Is achieved, representatives of the Russian Chiiocbad may be able to participate in
the process of a full and final withdrawal of thesRian Church from the WCC.
Religious modernists fear our having such an imft@e It was for a reason that Nikita
Struve, editor of the Herald of the Russian Charstlovemenand one of the principal
and most influential ideologues of the “Paris Ekaite” recently announced,:

“ Re-unification of the Church in Russia and Abrosid bit
frightening, because if that unification takes plaat will strengthen
conservative tendencies in the Orthodox Churchussia.”(Daily
Magazine August 21 2006).

When, at the IV All-Diaspora Council, a questionswesed to Metropolitan
Amfilohije of the Serbian Orthodox Church, about thithdrawal of the ROC-MP from
the WCC, Vladyka replied that “ecumenisnaiproblem but is not a causef division
between the Moscow Patriarchate and the Russiarc#broad. First, you must treat
the reasons for division, and then other questisundh) as ecumenism.”

22.In 2006, at the Assembly of the WCC in Porto Adigre, the Moscow
Patriarchate participated in a summary document fran which it may be concluded
that baptism performed outside the Orthodox Churchis recognized and that the
basic decisions adopted at the ROC-MP Bishops’ Couit in 2000 are being violated.
How should one react to that?

The given document was not adopted agtement but as annvitation upon
which to reflect, and the ROC-MP is preparing oese, in the spirit of Orthodoxy, to
that document. The ROC-MP proposed that a repratsemnof ROCOR, together with
responsible Patriarchate workers take part in prega reply to that ecumenical
document from the WCC. This was discussed at thallNDiaspora Council, but none of
the delegates, including the hierarchs and clefglgeoChurch Abroad, frank opponents
of the WCC, expressed a desire to accept this gadpo

In talking about the WCC and about ecumenism, iildidve appropriate to bring to
mind the words of Metropolitan Vitaly’s Nativity kgtle of 1986. In that Epistle,
Vladyka Vitaly explains the meaning of the anathemgainst the heresy of ecumenism
which is pronounced by the Russian Church Abroadwkltes:
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"At the present time, the majority of the Local Cthes are shaken in
all their organism by a terrible double blow: thencalendar and
ecumenism (one should note that, in Montreal, bydars — from 1957 to
1999 — the new calendrist Annunciation Church, glatth its rector, the V.
Rev. Dr. Peter Popescu, was under Metropolitanywdamophorion. —
Archpriest P.) But even in this sorrowful state of theie donot dare, and
may the Lord save us from this say that they have lost their grace. We
proclaimed an anathema against ecumeiisiy for the children of our
Church, but by this we very humbly but firmly, gently bdecisively, as if
invite the Local Churches to stop and think. This isrtile of our most
small, humble, half-persecuted, always alert, tue Church. Wede facto,
do not serve with either new-calendarists or ecustgrbout if someone of
our clergy, byeconomywould presume to such a concelebration,
(Metropolitan Vitaly concelebrated with assembléstgy of the Serbian
Orthodox Church both at the glorification of Holyerarch St. John
Maximovitch in San Francisco, and at the celebratibthe 58
Anniversary of Holy Trinity Seminary in Jordanvilie 1998 -Archpriest
P.), this fact alone in no way influences our standmthe truth.”

23. Will the real property of the Church Abroad betransferred to Moscow’s
control? Will not Moscow demand the return of iconsand other treasures saved
from the Bolsheviks by the Russian refugees?

In item 2 of the “Act of Canonical Communion,” tages that the “the Russian
Orthodox Church Outside of Russia is independepastoral, educational,
administrative, management, property, and civilterat existing at the same time in
canonical unity with the fullness of the Russiath©dox Church.” In other words, with
respect to real property and holy objects,dfa¢us quaemains. Of course, this does not
exclude the possibility that in the future someyhabjects of the Russian Diaspora will
visit Russia, and that the Russian people will Haeeopportunity to bow down before
them and raise up their prayers before them. Tiseakeady an established precedent for
this — the visit to Russia in 2004 of the relics/eherable New Martyrs Grand Duchess
Elizaveta Fyodorovna and the Nun Barbara. Ovectiuese of seven months, the relics
visited 71 dioceses, over 140 cities, and in exoé49€ million people experienced the
joy of praying before the relics of these saint§&sofl. Likewise, holy objects from the
Homeland will be able to visit dioceses of the Rars€hurch Abroad.

24. Will bishops of the Russian Church in Russia ([A) participate in the
Councils of Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Churcl®utside of Russia?
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The Russian Church Abroad had, has, and will caetio have its own Council of
Bishops. All hierarchs of the Russian Church OetsiiRussia may participate in the
Councils of the Russian Church Abroad. It is natigoned that hierarchs of the Church
in Russia (MP) will participate in these Councibwkver, in accordance with the “Act of
Canonical Communion,” hierarchs of the Russian €indtbroad are members of the
Local Councils and Bishops’ Councils of the Russtathodox Church, and take part,
according to established order, in meetings oHbly Synod. Representatives of the
clergy and laity of the Russian Orthodox Churchsi2lg of Russia participate in the
Local Council of the Russian Orthodox Church, adoay to established order. They
likewise will have a full say in the elections bktPatriarch.

25. After the “Act of Canonical Communion” is signel, will representatives of
the Russian Church Abroad have the right to concelwate with representatives of
Local Churches? Will we not then become part of “dicial world Orthodoxy?”

If the Moscow Patriarchate and the Church Abroadmise one single Local
Russian Church, and that Local Russian Churchrisgp#he Universal Church, then, of
course, with the blessing of the supreme ecclesastuthority, representatives of the
Church Abroad will be able to serve with represeviea of all canonical Churches, thus
manifesting the Church’s fullness, which Holy Hiefa St. John held so dear: “[The
Russian Church Abroad] must not break Communioh wafiher Churches unless they
first take that step.(“The status of the Orthodox Church after the Ww&roceedings of
the 2 All-Diaspora Council of the Russian Orthodox Chufutside of Russia,
Belgrade, 1939, p. 400).

Ever-memorable Archbishop Anthony of Geneva bnliiyasaid of the fullness of
the Church in his speech at the XlI ConferencédefWestern European Diocese in
1973:

“In the Church, there have always been good andshagherds, both
jewels of faith and pillars of Truth, and reedsksraby the wind of the
stormy sea of life. Comprehending the strengthnoff the temptations
brought by this wind, fanned by the Evil One, waruat and should not
personally condemn the latter...

Putting aside these bad rectors, those often farped the Church, an
image of total concord and mutual understandingregbe faithful of all
Local Churches opens up to us. For it is not witheason that at the
Liturgy we pray for ‘the good estate of the HolyuCthes of God,” and ‘for
the union of all’ — Orthodox Christians in onenessind and love!

We all live in the Church in one Holy Spirit andtire grace of God.
Reflecting upon and personally experiencing thigia Fullness of the One
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Body of Christ, we cannot but believe in the OndyHoatholic and
Apostolic Church, against Which the gates of Hafirmot prevail.

And that consciousness of the unity, holinessessiiess, and
invincibility of the Church, in which there is nleér Greek nor Jew, in which
believers of all nationalities... demonstrate completey of faith and
mutual understanding in love, that consciousnessfass our strength, our
comfort, and our joy, for as the Apostle statdss‘ts the victory that
overcometh the world, even our faith.’

Woe unto those who do not feel or understanditivatcibility of our
Faith and the Divine fullness of the Church. Disiag themselves from the
errors of official representatives of the peoplé&old and from their
unworthy ambitions, their fascination with ecumemignd modernism, they
shut themselves up within themselves, and likesdotarians, lose the
Church while believing themselves to be the sobrdrs of the Truth. The
sectarian path is frightening; it is the path aflpr of loss of the conciliar
consciousness of the Church, and of our organty umit. Such people sin
against the dogma of the Church, for they do nbébe that Its fullness will
prevail against the gates of Hell. They also simiragt the Holy Spirit,
Which breathes and lives in the fullness of therClhii

R S S S

We would like to end this article with the comfadiwords of St. Nicholas of
Serbia, who shed so many tears over Christ’'s Holy Rover the fate of the Church:

“...In particular, you should not despair over @teurch of God. If
ultimate victory is assured to anything on eattls victory for the Church
of Christ. The gates of Hell will not prevail agsiiit, said the Lord.

Holy Hierarch St. Gregory the Dialogist, describthg state of the
Church in his time, compared it to an old shipdrattl by storms, a ship into
which water is pouring from all sides, for its gtarhave rotted through
having been shaken apart by the waves that contiinbeffet it every day.
That was a time of difficult trials — famine, epidies, confusion, despair,
and wars, that brought agriculture into declineggde did not want to raise
families, because they thought that the end ofbied was at hand. That
was the state of the Church XlI centuries ago.tBetworld did not end, the
situation improved, and the Church became firmtaldsshed. If the Church
helmsman had been but a human being, It would pakished in the
storms. However, the Helmsman was then, and is tt@Almighty Spirit
of God.” (A letter to Russian Priest N.S., regarding anxoetgr the Church,
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Missionary LettersMoscow 2003, p. 423).

The Entry of the Most-holy Theotokos Into the Tempé
San Francisco, 2006

Translated from the Russian by Protodeacon Leonaklel
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