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'fhis thesl.s examines how the! Bo1sheviks changed 
i -

the'ir po1icy toward the Orthodox "<thurch .ln Russia from 
; ~ \ 

one of passive to one of active perse ution. The period' 

between 1917 ",:.1923 is examined in order to show in 
\ r' 

1 ~ 

particu1ar ho~ ·.t:;J\'r:::~..ernr.1ent .lmp1einented .1 S anti- / , ; 

-o{ 11' 
to de'stroy the ç~rch a"S an 

'-, \ 
shows h'ow the Ch'tu:ch leaders 

religious po1icy in a~ effort 
, ~, 

- ~ 
inst.ltution. The -thesi~ aiso 

1 

/ . 
because of their inexperi~nce fell into a political trap 

tha t gave the Cornrnuni sts al). excuse ,to accuse the Chux:ch 
--... 

'and its followers of being both reactionary and counter-

revq1utionarY. 
in ,'fil 

Between 1'925 an\ 1927 th~ B6lsheviks again . 

changed their po1icy from one of active externa1 persecution 
, û 

·to one of infiltration. The object of this new 
~ 

to gain control of the Church. 

o 

.. 

\ 
\ 

\ 

-. ' 
~ ~ ~ ~ ""<t' t'''' _ 

~ " 
\ 

! 
\ , 
\ 

... 

. " 



i 

\ 

• 
, \' 

.-, 

r:ni trisû ès 
Dépnrtci'l:'!1t 

1 .. I( 1 

\ 
\ 

\ ' , 

\ 
, 

'1 
, 

1 

art.s 
d t'", t '~ 

_1~!: :n \ 

LA 

\ 

, 
" \ 

"\ 1 \ 
, 1 , ' 
l, ,1 
: , 

1 

'\ 

" 

\ 

~ 

. 
" " 

( 

Hryorij IvunovJch Fil' 

, 
1 

\.):a:lOl/OX'-::: JJ:t rttJ~SIE ~OVIE1'I(,UZ 
~ 
1927 

1 
(, 

'~ 

() , 



. -
" 

• 

• 

.. 

i 

n~TRODUCT IO~ 1 " 

• 

& 

The history of the Russian ,Orthodox Church fro1rl 

1917 to i927 is both the stor;y of the struggle in 

survlval <lnd suffer ing of the ~hurch and l ts .bel~evers 

at the hands of the Soviet govcrnment, because the 

Bols'hevik policies \o/crc shaped in sucll a Hay as to extenù 
, 

~hem ~o every aspect of human llfe ln order to absorb 

the people into the Comr..unlst society and to clestroy ail 

those v/ho co • .1lJ not he remoàeled to suit the Bolsheviks' 

ideas. 

Lcnln adopted his anti-religious pol1c~es fro'IIl i-:arx 
~1 

l 

,who did not know the r0le the Russian Orthcx:lox Chl.'trch had 
, 

played in molding the RUSSlan peasants' soul. Lenln 

interprcted p.arx· s definitlOI) of religion as "the opium 

of the people'! in a much harsher and antagonlst~c way by .. 
saying that 

J. Religion 
ln Whlch 

_ image of 
" life. 1 

is ~ sort of spir i tual vodka (sivukha] 
the slaves of capital drown the~r 
man and the ~r claims to any decent 

With this in' mind he concluded that' 
" ,~. , 

All dmntemporaryoreligions and Churches, 
all religious organizations, l-larxism always, 
regards as an organ of bourgeoi~ reaction ;~ 
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·' 

serving to defenù explo1tation and to 
stupify the working classes. 2 

He thought that once a~l th'e Church lands \Hth fts 
( 

properties were nationalized, i.e-, its econom1C basis 

hact bean destroyed, the Çhurch as an institution would 

cease to exist; 1nstead, the Sov1ets encountered the 

hOst1lc oppesi tien of the Russian Orthodox Church which 

chaIlcnged the Soviet governrnent and called upon the 
/ 

faithful to defy, not nationalizat1on, but the newly 

introùuced regulations concern1n9 rcligious life. 3 

,The purpose of th1S thesis 15 to show why and how 

the Soviet government attefTQted not only to subduc the 

Church but aiso to eradicate the Orthodox faith from 

Sov1et Russia. 

The Bolsheviks perse~uted the Church for at least 

three reasons: firstly, Christian teach1ng, which advocated 

the eX1stence of., Gcxl and Christian spiritual and moral 

vâ'iües, was ol?Posed to the Cornmun1st ideology which rejected 

God's existence and considered the belief in Gcxl to be a 

hindrance in the progress of rnankiÎ1d and th~ formation of " 

a Cornrnunist society. Secondly, the Boisheviks believed 

that the Church existed exclusively to serve the capitalists' 

. ~ 
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interest. Finally, the Soviets were afraid that the .. . 
Church in its opposition to the governrœnt was liable 

to inspire rebellion against the Soviet government. There-

fore, the Communits launchcd a full-scale campaign to 

destroy the Church in Soviet RUSSla by means of heavy tax-

ati~, arrests, exiles and death sentences, as well as by 
• i 1 

organized, s~stematic propaganda against religion. 

'-J 

rlle Soviet law concerning "freedom of conscience" 

and the "separation of Church from the State" became a con-

stitutlonal instrument used by the Communists to mask the 

per secution of the Church. From the very beginning, the 

" 
Bolsheviks divergad in thcir practice from the csnstltution 

which said that religlon was the private matter of every 

Soviet citlzen. 

To understand the real relationship between the 

government and the Church one must look beyond the con-

stl.tution to the actual attitude of the Communists and the 

Party in practice. 

Beca~se of the large-scale arrests and executions of 

clergymen and belieyers, and the desecration of churches 
~ ,...-

and sacred object5i~the government caused great resentment 
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arnqng the people, which started to doubt SoV1>et ju s'tice . .. 
As the persecution continued, the faithful began to 

withdraw into the underground. Since the Bolsheviks were 

not able t9 destroy the Church from outside, they decided 

to do so from ins1de. They brought the Orthodox êhurch 

under full contrpl by~forcing certain bishops to coop~rate 

fully w1th the Bolshevik government. 
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~. V. 1. Le~in, Sochineniia, 4tn editi~ Vol. X, 
ftOBCOW; 1~4l - 1952, p. b6. ,~, 
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" CHAPTER ONE 

NATIONALIZATION OF CHURCH PROPERTY 

~ 
<l 

\ 

When the S'~viet t government came to power on b 

November 7, 1917, the Sobor (Council:) of the Russian 

Orthodox Ch~rch was in 'session. This Sobor'had been , 

convokeù in order to reform the Church and to discuss , 

the 1ssue of the patria~chate. S1née the abdication 

of the Romanov dynasty after the Mar'ch Revolution had 

left trye Church" sC? to speak, without a head to gu1de 

it,l the only alternative for the Sobor was to elect a 

'. 

"strong and ~nergetic patriarch H
, who would "he for the 

Church what the Tsar was for the state."2·~Defendin9 
~ 

the reinstitution° of the patriarchate, speakers assured 

the Sobor that the voice of the Church, in the person 
, r 

of the patriarch, would be "authoritati~" and "commanding" -
and that the governmept'would not dare to ignor~ the 

. 
patriarch the way the Provisional Governrnent had ighored 

the Synodes depu~ies.3 In his speech to the Sobor 

B~Shop,Mitrofan statèd that 
-~ 

" 

" 

\ 

o 
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We need a patriarch, who wi~l pe our 
spiritual leader and director, who will 
inspiJ:~e Russian peoplé, and who wfll calI 
upon the people ta correct themselves in 
their way of life for greater deeds and 
who will he willing to1lead the way. No 
institution can exist without a leader, 
nor can the Church exist without one.4 

It was uncertain~hether the Sobor would he able 

to finish its work, because of~the Soviet coup d'état, 

but the fear proved to he unfounded. The new regime 

did not interfere with the work of the Sobor which 

continued t-o function and to move toward the e1ection - ..... ' 
:" 

v..~ .. 1-·~ 
of a patriarch. There were three nominees for the ",' 

-- __ II.. 

patr1archal off1ce. * On November 14, 1917, Starets 

Aleksii of the Zossimov monastery drew one of the three 

names and gave it<'to Metropolitan Vladimir of Kyiv who ' ", 
"crossed himself and read out, "Tikhon, Metrop1itan of 

Moscow, Axios:-**5 The first Patriarch since 1721 had 

been elected. 

The Bo1sheviks, on coming to power, found the 

Church very different fro~ the one that for centuries , 

had served the Romanovs. A1JhOU9h the ~grchcRevo1ution 

had brought an end to the Synodical period of the" Russian . 
,~l~~ 

Orthodox Church, the Bolsheviks believed that it remain~a';;J 

f 

, , 

1" 1*" '.", ~ 
l '(l' 

( 

\. 
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the same as it had been before the Revolution,6 when 

it had been one ot the âepartments of the tsarist 

gQv~rnment. 

Lenin knew that the Church had played a leading 

rGle in. the formation of the Russian state. The Church 

could he called the maker of the Russian nation and its 

leading f~gures had been, indeed, servants of' the Tsars.? 

Therefore, he wanted to destroy it "at all cost ••• as the 

remaining bastion of the old regime",8 before it could 

reinstate itself. His concept of the Church's role in 

human life was to keep people submissive and to exploit 

them. Already in 1905 he wrote: 

Religion ~s one <-,of the forrns of spiritual 
oppression, wtIiÉh-~uerywhere weighs heavily 
upon the poptihr masses-. •• Those wJ10 toil 
and live in want aIl their lives ar~ taught -
by religion to be subrnissive and patient 
while here on earth and take cornfort in the 
hope of being rewarded ip heaven. But those 
who live by th~ labour of other~ are t~ught by 
religion to pràc~ice charity while on earth 
and thus religion offers, t~ern a very cheap. ~ 
way of justif~ing their entire existence as 
exploiters ••• 

Consequently, after assurning power in Russia he thought 
. 

that the first task of the st~uggle against religion 

should be to break up the social-econornic system into 
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which religion had sunk it\ roots. lO He was convinced 

that the Church existed preponderantly as an economic 

unit. Hence the Communists passed a law which placed 

aIl the landed esta tes, including the m~nastic and 

Church lands, with aIl their llvestock, inplements, etc. 

under the control of the Soviet of Peasants' Deputies. ll 

~hortly after the decree of Novernber 8, 1917, the govern­

ment aiso den1ed the Church the financ1aI support which 

it had rece1ved from previous governments. ~he Bolsheviks 

believed that with the nationalization of Church assets 

and the liquidation of the exploit~$~ as a class, the 
"-, --., 

Church would crurnble and cease ta exist'~ an institution 
'\. . , 

and that eventually religion would disappe~~ornPletelY, 

because it would lose its social base and its~unction 
~,J , 

to defend the interest of the dominant class. 12 ~ 

theory was a l09iC~1 conclusion of the Marxist's anal~~ 
...,~ ....... 

of the role of religion in ,a capitalist society: ·the ~', 

belief in God had been invented by the rich in order to 

keep the poor in a state of oppression ••• • 13 Liberated 

from the capitalistic exploitati~n, the people would corne 

to the conclusion that it was religion that kept them in 

bondage as much as the exploiters. 14 

.. r ,1 

J 

.. 
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Nationalization of the lqnd was a severe blow to the 

economy of the Church. The Chur ch owned -<23 million acres 

in 1905, according to M. Daube-Bancel, but after the 

decree of November 8 it owned none. IS 
. 

In addition to 

loosing aIl its accumulated wealth, the Church was for-
1 

bidden to acquire any new property, even implements needed 

for the services: "No Church or religious associations- _ 

have the right to own property."16 If local church-parish 

did acqu~re something, 

nat~onal property. By nationalizing ch lands the govern-

ment struck a crippling blow agains~ t mona stery, the 

~nst~tut~en that suppl~ed the Chur with its hierarc~y. 
) " 

In clesing aIl the monasteries, th~ Church net enly tost 
its land but alse its printing presses, dairy farms and 

ether interprises where monks engaged in free labour. Be-

sides aIl this, mO~rsteries ran hostelries where pilg~ims 
·~ÜI 

~. n 

stayed during their visits te the "monasteries. Pilgrirnages 

were a vital element in the monasteries' existence. The 
~ 

pilgrirns sustàined~: monastery by paying the monks for 

the services and by bUy~ir produce. The. same pilgrims 

spread the ~onasteries' fame a~Jlfied ~he monastic 

way of life, thus inspiring young boys and men to beco~ 

monks. Sometimes an·older person would decide to remain' 

'\ 

./ 
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"in the rnonastery for the rest of this days. Usually 

such a person left aIl his property to the monastery: 

others gave great surns of money, so that the monks would 

pray daily for their souls. 

After the Narodnyi Kornissariat Justitsii, (the 

p~le'5 Commissariat of Justice1 ordered the ·complete 

liquidation of, rnon~steries, "as the chief centres of the 

influence of the Churchmen,·17 sorne of the rnonasteries 

reorganized themselves into Ilabour COmrrnlnes in accordance 

with the new legislation in favor of collective farming 

in order to survive as a unit and to prevent their 

liquidation. But the People's Commissariat of Justice, 

on Harch 29, 1918, attempted to repre ss this movernent by 
{) 

ordering "the Communes to accept,_ regardless of denomin­

ation, any person who might app1y for membership.w18 
#. 

Usually volunteers did not show up and the Labour Communes 

prospered because of their strict-disoipline, the improve~, 
- ---*-- -

me,nt of agricultural __ t~chniques and the carrying on of aIl' 

the work without hired labour. For this reason the govern­

mei'it dissolveQ. the Conununes and aIl mors ~nd n~ns were 

evicted from them. 19 By 1920, 673 monasteries had been 
r) 

liqUidated" their two and a quarter million' acres and 
" 

~-

, , -

l 



• 
., 

• l,.~ • 

• 
i • 

- 7 

( 
J 

" 

4,248,000,000 roubles confiscated, and their S4 factories, 
" 1", 

} 0<"'\ _ ..... 

436 dairy farms, 602 catt1e farms, 1,112 apartm~nt houses . ". -
and 704 hostie-lries nationa1ized. 20 Although the -. 
monasteries were nationalized and their members evicted 

"Ir< 
lN'- , 

from the Labour Communes, some of the monks aqd nuns~ 

secr~tly managed to lead a monastic life until 1938, whi1e 
.J 

earning their livelihood at various. Soviet entérpr~ses. 21 

Nationalization of Church factories, particûlarly 
b _ 

those producing candles, hit the Orthodox Church hard be-

cause not only are candles essential in Orthodox worship 

but they also brought substantial revenue to the parishes • 

Once the government took over production of tapers, it sold 

them to the parishes at a fixed price and forced the 

parishes to sell them at the same priee to the people. 

'rhe" faithful underst.Qod this law well: when buying candles 

the y usually did not bother to také change. In this way 

parishes were able to make a !ew kopecks to caver their 

many expenses. 

" P ·'''~·d 

The nationalizatian' of the Church presses deprived 

the Church of its defence against anti-religiaus attacks. 

On the other band, the government used all available roeans 
\ l 

1 . 
ta disseminate anti-religious thoughts among the people • . 

" 

, , 
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unist leaders were convi'nced that as soon a's the 

to read anti-religious literature they 
.. 

/w uld not only neglect their Church and! begin to support 

the governrnent, but would also adopt a rnaterialistfc 

way of life. Anti-religious ideas would convince \hern 
\ / 

that the "Church is the propaganda departrnent bf the 

bourgeois ,state. "22 Once this state had been - des"troyed 

then the people would.realize that they "no longer need 

~od and priests th an the liberated slave needs his 

chains. n23 

\ 
\ 

• • ..... '> ' With the nationalization of the pr1nt1ng-presses, 
, . 

the Church becarnefependent on the government ~9'/print its 

pubLicat1ons. It was not an easy task for the'Church to 

publish its material at the Bolshevik's presses. An 
, 

instruction of the People's Commissariat of J~stice insist-

ed that a Church or-a parish coul~ not rent a press from 

the government to publish- its materiaL24' and that wall 

manuscripts of a, re~igiO~~nature we;~ to he submitted ta 

the government' s ~liSherS\for printing •• 25 It was easy 

for a printing pre~s 'to reject" religlous publication 
"'­

"-
because it was the governmant thaè'~~ontrolled the "distri-

, 
IÇ """'--

bution of paper and other needs."26 Às a result, the 

,,' 

\ 
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published only those Church's articles that 

of interest to the Soviet government. On"February 21, 

he Bolsheviks implemented a new law: 

Religious organizations and societies 
(obshchestva), according to the decree 
of Separation of the Church from the 
State and'School from the Church do not 
have ju~icial rights, and' they cannot have 
in theiiihame property, or anykind of 
enterprise which could publish a magazine, 
but individuals of religious groups under 
their own name can publish any kind of 
magazl.ne. 27 

But even this privilege was restricted because if any 

kind of anti-Communist propaganda "active or pa~~ive" , 

was found in a religious publication, the offense was, 

punishable by no less than three years of confinemen~. 28 

Therefore, no one was prepared to undertake the risk.of 

publishing a magazine. But there were also other hind-

~)rances even after the ,Church managed somehow.. to publish 
, ; 

its matèrial. ~The post o~fices refused to handle Church 

,publications. 29 In one way or another, the c;hurch was 

placed in the predicament of bèing unable,to reach its 

faithful with its publications while the government use~ 
. 

all its power and facilities to indoctrinate its subjects 

in anti-religious philosophy • 

, 1 -. 

, " 

, 
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The nationalization of the Church's printing presses 
• 

also prevented the Church from reproducing icons whi~h 

are essential to Orthodox worship. In a~dition to aIl \" . 
~ f 1! t~ , . ~ 

this, the qovernment encouraged people .to remove icons from 

their homes and to destroy them. In 1924 Izvestiia 

reported that men and women of' one rope factory had brought 

over one hundred icons to the' local C~mmunist cell, which 

organized an anti-religious meeting at which more than six 

hundred witnessed the ceremonial burning pf the icons. 30 
, 
:!, 

As early as August 24, 1918 the Soviet government 

officially forbid icons to he kept in public or state 

buildings, and on Januat"y 3, 1919 the People' s Commissariat 

of Justice issued an 1nstruction on how icons should he 

-removed from public and state buildings: 

• The removal of icons should not resemble 
anti-religious demonstrations, but must 
be done when as few people as 'possible are 
present, in order not to create a fals~ 
impression in the minds 'of the populace':, 
regarding the methods of the Soviet authori­
ties in the ~truggle against popular 
prejudices. 31 

,-, . 

The Communists knew also that the Church's strenqth 

did not depend solely ~pon .its wealth: its strength lay 

in its influence over the people's daily lif~ and in the 

discipline it exerted upon their families. To separate 

,/ 

J 

J •• 
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~eople from the Church, the government decided to 

eli~inate religion from family life by exc1uding aIl 

Ch~rch rituals, i.e. marriage, baptism, etc •• Until 

Decemhe'];<3f, 19l7'"'one had to he baptized, married and 

buried by,the Church ~nd, if one wanted a divorce, one 

had to appeal to the Church author ities who would decide 

whether or not ~o grant it. Now, the Bolsheviks 
\ 

, 
changed aIl this. On Decèmber 31, 1917 the y passed 

the law which stated that from now on aIl births, marriages 

and deaths had to he registered solely by civil or secular . . " 

':'., authofities where the Church registration books were to 

he turned i~.32 But th~ government could not enforce 

this decree. The people co~inued to register "at the 

priests' offices as they had before. Only in those 

places where strong commun,ist cells existed was this 
, 

decree obeyed. It was only in late 1918 that the order 

was given to turn the record books over to the Kornmissariat 

Vnutrennikh Del (Commissariat of InternaI Affâirs). By 

the beginning of 1919 '11 record books were in the hands 
• 33 Q •. 

of the c\vi1 administration. On December 31,'1917 in 

order to undermine the Church'~ marriage ri tuaI the 

Soviet government a1so decreed that "the Russian Repub1ic 
q , ? 

henceforth reéognizes civil marri.ge only."34 On the same 
~ . 
, 

day another decree was passed. It was called "the Revo1u-

tionary Divorce Law", and ordered that 
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All suits for annulment of marriage which 
are now tried in the ecclesiastical 
consistories of the department of Greek-

~, Catholic and other denQminations, in the 
govern'ing Synod and all other institutions 
of the Christian and non-Christian religions, 
and by officials in charge of ecclesiastical 
affairs of all denominations ••• are declared 
by reason of this law null and void ••• The 
parties are given the right to ~ile a new 
petition for the annulment of the marriage 
according to this decree, without awaiting 
the.disrnissal of the first suits ••• 35 

Now, it became easy to get married and to obtain a divorce 

in Soviet Russia. Marriage involved a visit to a 

Mirovoi sud'ia (Justice of· the peace) and a signature in 
• 

the record book. If at any time, even a few days after 

the " . of the spouses decided to be divorced, marr1age,. one 

all he or she had to do was to go bafore 
, 
the official for 

divorces and declare his or her wish. 36 The marri.age 

and divorce laws ~ n~t uniforrn throughout the ComrnJnist 

Republics. In the Ukraine, for instance, not only could 

one marriage partner get a divorce without the presence 

of the other, as iri the Russian Federation, but one partner 

could even register a marriage in the absence of the other. 

The latter, it is true, had the right to annul such a 

unilaterally registered marriage within one month. 37 < 

l" 
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Accord~ng to the decree' the government did not 
-1 

object to'Cnurch rnarriage. But a couple had to undergo 
\ 

civil rnarriage, because it was the only ceremony recognized 
\ 

by the Communists; after the civil marriage according- to 
/ . 

the decree, one could have a Church marrJage. Nor did the 
L 

Bolsheviks ~nterfere if a priest refused to rnarry a couple 

who ~ad,obtained a civil divorce. 38 But this tolerance 

'of the Church' s marriage existed only on paper. In 

rea11ty the situation was different. The Soviet J govern-

ment was guilty of the persecution of the rank and file 

of religious worshipers. Uo member of the Cornmunist party 

or Comsomol (Cornmunist Youth Organization) was al,lowed to 

take part in any religious ceremony. 
\ . Should a Cornmun1st 

, 
or a Comsomol mernber take his marriage vovs in Church ~e 

would he expelled from the party and his place of work. 

Dismissal from his job would place him in the same category 
\> 

as the clergy: he would be ousted from his lodging, loose 

his food ration card and the other privileges granted good 

Cornrnunists. 39 

The Church authorities did not surrender their rights 

to the Bo1sheviks without a strugg1e. In June 1918 the 

Sobor dec1ared that on1y t~e diocesan counci1s were entitled 

l 
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to handle divorce cases. 40 This action on the part 

of the Sobor brought the ChJrch into direct conflict 

with the People's Commissariat of Justice, ~lich ruled 

that the Church and its dioceses were assuming juridical 

rights denied them by law. On May 18, 1920 the govern-

ment instructed the provincial executive committees to 

close the diocesan councils and to bring its members to 
l' 

trial. Those bishops that refused to comply with the law 

\o.'ere charged w~ th carrying on counter-revolutionary 
ù 

propaganda through their diocesan journals and with 

violat1ng the law by assuming juridical func'tions in 

divorce actions, by charg1ng fees and similar acts. The 

court found the accused guilty and sentenced thern (pro-

batjonary) ta five years imprisonment. The diocesan 

councils were ordered closed. The Patriarch, the members 
y 

of the Vysshoe Tserkovnoe Upravlen1e (Higher Church '1 

Administration) and the Holy Synod realized that they had 
\~ 

gained nothing from opposing the government but persecution 
c 

,1 

and consequently the y gave a written pledge to the govern-
c) 

ment that they would comply with the governrnent's 

that 

, . . 

. .-

_ 'Ji.. 

~ .. 'f 

"--: ~ 
--::",~ 
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thef carrying on of divorce casés and the trial p 

investigation, l,~axation, financial, eèo~omj.c 
'and administrat·lve matters connected with 
theIJ) are disc'ontinued in the diocesan councils. 
the Holy Synod, and the Higher Church Administra-
tion. 4l " , 

... ....~ 

The relationship~t.'t{een the gov.ernment and the Church " 
9 

". J. : Ft' 

was becoming more tense. ,The Bolsheviks adopted an 

irreconsilable aR~mosity tci-any religion, any Church, and 

lad against them a merciles~ war to win the masses. 42 On 

his part the patriarch issued his first prOClamatio~:,,~ 

Febru~ry l, 1918 without waiting for the Sobor to re~vene. 
The proclamation began with a violent denaunciation of the 

rnurder and rapine perpetrated by the Sovietogd~ernment, 

and continued: 

IL, 
, 'Je' 

l" J 
1 

Recall yourselves, ye senseless, and cease 
your bloody deeds. For what you are doing 
is not only a cruel deed; it is in truth a, 
satanic act.~ By the authority given ~s by', 
God, we forb~d you to present yourseJves 
for the sacraments of Christ and anathematiz 
you. •• ! 

l adjure" all of you who are faithful 
chil~ren of thë Orthodox Church of Chris , 
not to commune with suèh outcasts of h n 
~race in any matter whatsoever; ·cast 0 t "the 
wicked frorn among you·. 43 , 

The Pat~iarch also protested against the nationalization 

.. 
...... 

of the Church's lands apd other property, the secularizatiorr 
~ 6 

of marriag~ and, the school, and the desecration of cha~s.44 

Although the P~triarch did not, S}>ecif ica,lly call the people 

.-. 

o 

, 

/ 

v' 

., 
,'" 
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to arms, he did urge thern to "rise up in defence" 

of, the Church and to "cast out the wicked." The 

meêsage told of {he evils endured by the Church at 

the hands of "the open and;concealed enernies of 

Christ", who had moved and urges the people to vile 

crimes and ~rders, forgetting Christ's commandments. 45 
~ --

The message had a str1king impact upon the people. 

The Church which had been ,subservient to the Tsarist 

autocracy for centuries now not only stood up in defence 

of its r1ghts but aiso labeléd the Cornrnunists as "out-

casts of the human race" and their work as "the work of 

Satan." 

The breach between the Church and the BOlsheviks 
, -

becarne irreparable. Since the Patriarch had' anathematize~~ 

the Bolsheviks, no belieVèr, according to Church teaching, 

could eve~ communicate with the Communists, much less 

co-operate ~ith them. In other words, by the anathematiza-

" 

tion the patriarch severed aIl connections with Soviet 

" . Russia and those that foilowed their ideology. The Patriarch 

~alled upon the believers 

\ 

/' \ 

\ -. 
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to stand in defence of our Holy Mother 
œhurcbJ, now outraged and oppressed ••• 
you, brother archbishops and pastors, 
w1thout delpy ••• call our sons to defend 
~pe trampleô rights of the Orthodox 

-··Churc!:l, irnmed1ately organize religious 
leagues, cal~ them ••• to range themselves 
in the ranks ~f the spiritual fighters, 
who to eibérnal force will oppose the 
strength of their holy inspiration~'and 
we firmly trust that the enemles or tne 
Church of Christ will be broken and 
scattered by the strength of the q-ps.s ;:of 
'christ. 46 :c- <.~ 

The reaction of s'orne of the clergy was what the 

Patr1arch expêcted. The, very next day the famous 

reactionary priest, Father Vostorgov, prcached in the 

Church of St. Basil on Red Square, promising to preach 

the follow1ng day, "1f, of course, after service or 

during the nlght they do not arre st or kill me." He 

told his audience of the Patriarch's message calling upon 

them, as true'sons of the Church, to "the holy struggle 

for the Church,· and he counseled those determined to go 

"without trembling,in defence of the Church against 

bayonets and I·rifle fire", to confess and receive Conununion. 

The following day, irr his serrno~ "The' Struggle for Faith 
1 

and the Church," Father Vostorgov told his audience that 

the·, pal:.riarch was calling thern to the struggle against the 

forces of evil: 

o 
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Then - aIl into the churches! AlI - to 
prayer meetings ••• on streets and squares! 
By rell.gious processions, petitions, 
declarations, protests, resolutions, messages 
to the authorities - by decisive force, by 
aIl that is permitted by Christian con­
science, we can and are obliged to fight 
the holy fight for faith and Church, for 
the trampled treasure of our soul ••• Let 
them then cross our dead bodies. Let them 
shoot us, shoot innocent children and women. 
Let us go with crosses, icons,' unarrned, with 
prayers and hymns - let Cain and Judas kill 
us! Tl)e time has come to go to martyrdom 
and suffering!47 

Similar enthusiasm was dl.splayed not only by . , 
individual priests but aiso by the civilian rnembers of 

the Sobor, whl.ch reconvened on February 3, 1918. 

Prince E. N. Trubetskoi urged the Church ta act decisively 

saying 

Here is an open war against the Church, not 
begun by us. On eur part silence and inaction 
would be crirninal. We must loudly raise our 
voices and arouse aIl the Orthodox people to 
the defence of the Church ••• 48 

One memher of the Sobor hoped ·that the first collision 

with the servants of Satan will serve as the beginning of 

saving the Nation and the Church from the enemy.-

Another accused the Communists of removing banners with 

the sign of the Cross and replacinq them ·with red rags." 

He blamed aIl these misfortunes ~ot only upon the Communists 
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but also upon the Vremennoe Pravitel'stvo (provisional 

Governrnent), which had already vanished from the scene. 

In conclusion he said: "Let us hope also that the present 

rulers, who shed blood, will get off the stage."49 

Father V6storgov at the Sobor went even further in his 

speech, claiming that 

The only salvation of the Russian people 
is an Orthodox, Russian, wise tsar. Only' 
through the election of an Orthodox, wise, 
Russian tsar can we put Russia on the good, 
historical path and re-establish good order. 
As long as we do not have an Orthodox, wise tsar, 
we shall have no order, and the.blood of the 
people will flow ••• SO 

In the conclusion of his speech he urged the Sobor to 

speak out against socialisrn which had enslaved the Russian 

people in a "Jewish-Masonic organization."5l 
~ 

Because the patriarch's message and the speeches at 

the Sobor encouraged believers to oppose the Bolsheviks, 

the government started to pay even more attention to the 

Patr iarch and the Church •.. \'lhile the power of the Bols,!leviks , . 

was new and weak, the power of the Church' was a thousand 

years ol~ and the faithful were 'numbered in the millions. 

The Communists were afraid that if the Church as an 

institution oppo~ed the government, it might cause rebellion 

and the e~entual downfall of the Bolsheviks. ~ The 

) 
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" 

Communists read into th~ patriarch's proclamation a 

call for the Church to enter into political opposition 

• to the government and the y knew that when the ,bel.ie,ver 

felt strong enough to overthrow the Soviet regime it 

would take very little eff,ort to stir them to arrned 

resistance. After aIl, it was at the Sobor that the 

priest Vostorgov advocated the restoration of tsardom 

in Russia. The Bolshev~ks had to'make a swift move to 

break its potential enemy - the Church. 

On February 5, 1918, while the Sobor was still in 

session, -the Soviet government iS;;l\e~d the decree on the 

"Separation of the Church from the State and the Church 

from the School.- From now on religion became the private 
~ 

affair of Soviet citizens. One could adhere to any kind 

of religion or to ~one at aIl or become an atheist. To 

the Bolsheviks, religion as an institution had ceased to 

existe Article 12 of the decree stated that "No Church 

or religious associations have the right to own property. 

They do not possess the rights of juridical persons."52 

The SODer on February 28, 1918 reacted ta thjs decree 
-~'\. . 

by condemning it in a message in which it c~la1ned of 

the violence of the party in power and of their attacking' 
- / 
the very existence of the Orthodox Church. Hence the Sobor 

decreed: 
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1. ~he decree issued by the Council of 
People's Commissars concerning the separation 
of the Church from the state is, under the 
guis~ of a law for freedom of conscience, a 
malicious attack upon all the structure of 
the life of the Orthodox Church and an act 
of open oppression against lt. 

2. AlI participation, both in publishing 
this legislation hostile to the Church, and like­
wisè in attempts to put it into effect, is 
incompatible with adherence te the Orthodox 
Church and w1~1 draw upon the guilty pers ons 
penalties up to excommunication from the Church ••• 
The Sobor ~al15 upon all the Orthodox people now, 
as of old, to unite around the churches and monastic 
cloisters for defence of the outraged holy things. 
Both the pastors and the sheep of the flock of 
Christ will suffer abuse, but God may not be 
abused ••• We shall have to wage a fight against 
the dark deeds of the sons of destruction for aIl 0 

that ia dear and holy ta us ~rthodox and Russiapa, .0 
for aIl without which life has no value for us." 

The Patriarch called upon the priests and faithful to be 

on guard in protecting the Holy Church ••• (to] 
strengthen and unite the believers for defense 
against att~ks on the freedom of the-Orthodox 
Faith ••• Parishioners and worshipera of all 
pariahea and other churches ahould be organized 
into united societies whose dut Y it ahall be to 
defend all the sacred thinga and other ohurch 
property against vi~lation.~4 

The proclamation inspired believers to organize into 
1 

uBratstva and Seetritstva (Brotherhoods and SOrorities), whioh 

came into exiatence in variou8 parts of Soviet Russia. Brother­

hoods' members included both sexes betwee,n the ages or ei thteen 
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" . 

and forty. They w~re of the Orthodox.Jaith, non-
-,. 

drinkers, non-smokers and literateJ the y "-s~rove to 

live a si~ple Christian life. 

Brotherhoods took upon themselves almost all the 

financial burden of their parishes; wornen made candIes 

for farishes, those who knew how to paint, painted icons, 

~nd still others made utensils that were needed by the 

Church. They started to organize various types of 
.: .... ,. 

lectures, libra;±'~~" reading rooms, playgrounds a~d 

sanatoriums, and offered ~edical aid, sewing classes and 

aid te the needy. ~ith the help of the Brotherhoods 

the Church ope~d its doors practically to everyone who 
' .... ~ . 

wanted to donate his t"ime or to~roaden his knowledge. 

The Church becarne not only th~ centre of religious life 

but also the centre of cultura~ and social activities. 55 

The active participation of lay~n in Church life 

alarmed the government and it decided to bring these act-

'ivities to a halte - It was decreed that the benevolent, 

educational and other associations which spent their funds 

in the support of religion were to be closed. 56 The leaders 

of the Brotherhoods were arrested "on the grC?unds of 

instigating disorders culminating in murder, in various 
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parts of the Russia"57 and ~he mernbers were dispersed.' 
? 

The Brotherhood of the Orthodox Church was not the only 
~ P, 

association whose activities were t~rminated by the 
~ 

Soviet goveDnment. The Bolsh~viks also closed the 
~ 

benevolent societies of aIl the oth~r religions, includ-

ing that of the Salvation Army branch in Petrograd (Leningrad). 

According to the Soviet officiaIs 

these Salvationists have been guilty of 
very serious offences. They have been feeding 
day-by-day a number of children in Petrograd ••• 
that is an offence against the State. Religious 
organizations are fo~~idden to try to bribe people 
to become religibus. 

By closing the Salvation Arrny branch in Petrograd and 

outlawing the Brotherhoods of the Orthodox Churc~, the Soviet 

governrnent proclaimed war against all the religions and 

their benevolent societies despite, the fact that the latter 

helped the people to overcome not a spiritual crisis but 

an economic one • 
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CHAPTER TWO 

PERSECUTION OF CLERGY 

Toward the end of 1917 and ~n early 1918, civil 

wars ~e~e breaking out in tQe territories of the defunct 

Russian Empire and the Soviet ~overnrnent found itself 

in the very difficult position of;having to fight ~ 

internally and to wage war with the Central Powers at 

the same tirne. As a result, the government decided to 

conclude peace with Germany at any cost. When the 

patriarch heardothe rumors that the Bolsheviks were about 

to sign a Peace Treaty with Germany he appealed to the 

,.::, t~ Russian 'people to remain steadfast to the war effort. 

.. 

The following ~xcerpt of his address has been preserved: 
... 

Where is the former might of our country? .'-­
Where are you, her faithfu1 sons? Are 
you aIl perished in bloody strugg1e, aIl 
killed oncthe battlefields or perhaps you 
have no more weapons in your hand~ no more 
strength in your muscles, no more flaming 
fire in your hearts? For are not the 
weapons of death thundering in a mutual 
internecine warfare and in cruel battles, but 
not with the enemies of your country, but 
with your brothers in blood and faith is the 
power of YOur mscles· and the flaming ardour of 

,,' 

, .:~~ 
• U_. ___ . " .. ~_~-~,","",---,.:: ...... ~~"",iIl 
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you~ heart revealed. And fr~rn the battle­
fièld and the face of the foreign enemy you 1 

lJ 1 

flee w~~h your arms in ybur hands in order ta 
shoot each other with these weapons ~n a 
civil war. How can we be saved 'from perdition? 
First of all stop your mutual qùarrels and 
the war"l 

'1 

\"lith sorne reservation this fragment can he used to show 

that the Patriarch did not mean tb interfere in the 
) , 

• ':.-i 
pollt~cal affalrs of the government, b~t, wanted to 

u 0 ~~ 

persuade the arrned me~ to stop killin9;~ac~' other. 2 

However, when the Peace Treaty was signed he' beeame 

espee~ally uncornpromising. ',Patriarch Tikhon not 'ohly 

((l denounced t.,re Peace 'rre~ty but also ~ebUked the army for 

refusin~ to fight for their country against the enerny. 

He wartted the soldier~ that if they c3;ecepteù the Treaty 
o 

God would punish thent1 he also' pointed out to them that 

they were accepting peace with Germany while they continued 
, ,~ 

c - .) 

-<:" the war with their bJrothers at home. U~ng "a text from 
....... ~) ~ 

Jeremiah, he said: 
, . -

"They say peace, peace, but there is 

no peace," and ended h,is epistle with a condemnation of 
\ , 

the Peace Treaty: "We are cillled by our con,science to raise 
" ' 

our ,-.voiee :i;r these frightful dayst' ànd loudly to proclaim 
1 

before the whole world tHat the Church cannot~less the 

shameful peace now conelUded in the name of Russia."3 
Il 

.. 

1 (1 
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According to Grabbe, the patriarch did not 

interfere in political matters, because he denounced 

the Treaty dt1 moral, not po~'i-tical grounds. The , -

Patriarch foresaw that the Treaty would not 

bring lasting peace but hatred which 
wi~l bring a new war; can the Russian 

___ ,.-~-pèople accept the fact that they were 
~tlegraded - d~sgraced? Can they forget 
their separation from their,blood and 
faith brothers? The Orthodox Church, 
which would rejoice and Qffer thankful 
prayers to Gad for ending the bloodsheà, 
now with great sorrow accept thîs peaçe, 
which is worse than war itself. 4 

From t~e viewpoint of the Church, Grabbe argued that 

as the head of the Russian Orthodox Church, the ~ 

Patr~arch had to protest the los$ of fifty-s~x million 

inhabitants who were severed from Church life in 

Russ~a. In 

prior to h~s 

r _a. .. _ 

addit~on, the Pal:iiarCh chai~ed_,LJmin, wi10 
~ .'~ 

,_ •. -~.'€. 

prerniership of the Sovie~ Russ~a was"believed 
l. 

to be in German pay, with treason. 5 Nithout the 

slightest doubt the Patriarch'~ 'strong reaction to the 

Treaty could be fonstrued by the Communists ~s an a~temp~ 

on· the Church's part to interfere in purely poli~ical or 

government affairs. 6 The Bolsheviks' conv~ction was 

supported by the' fact that on April 29, 1918., when 
, . 

Het'man Pavlo Skoropads'kyj, who was supported by the 
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Germans, took over powers in the Ukraine, "Bishop Nikodim 

prayed for the long life of tlet' man Pavlo." 7 The 
"-

Patr1arch did not admonish or punish the Bishop for his 

pro-German act. 

'The attacks on the terms of the Peace Treaty and 

the 1nvolJement of Bishop Nikod1ro with Het'man Pavlo rein-

. forced the Cornmunists' belief that the Chur ch was part of 

the counter-revolution and wanted to weaken the government 

by keepinq,:~ in an unpopular war. The Bolsheviks had 

every reason to fear the Church which had survived the 

overthrow ~f the two previous regi~s, and was t~e sole 

1nstitution remaining within Russia that _potentially was , , 

able 'to offer resistanc,~'to the Soviet govez:nrnent. The 

Commun1sts knew that "many b1shops and clergymen collaborat­

ed with and supported the wnite Armies and the Entente. 8 

Sorne of the c1ergy actually fought in the ranks of the 

Wh1te Arroy. General Den1kin formed a special regiment drawn 

exc1usive1y from the c1ergy, 700 of themall together. 9 

In the diary of General Pepeliaev, Minister of - .-
---;:" 

the Interior 

under Kolchak, the e~try of,September 21, 1919 read: 
) 

"Yesterday the first d~ach~nt of the Holy Cross and 

• 
Moslems went off - 1~ all 500 rifles and 100 sabers. On 

'. 
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{~~~~}L 1,// 
the 18th th~y were reviewed by ~~~1' ~richs, 

l 
which review concluded w1th a'Te Deum ••• • 10 

û 

The clergy's support of and participation in the 

~b1te Army gave the Bolsheviks the reason to declare 
<' 

them "enemies" of the proletariat and the Church an 

inst1tution alien and host1le to the Sov iet State .11 
~ 1 

~he governrncnt resolved to eradicate not only those 
, 

clergy and believers that were involved in the anti­

Soviet" struggle but the Church as an institution. Since 

~he pr~ests were the closest to the common people, the 

Bolsheviks decided to liquidate them first. 

The government, which had already nationalized aIl 

the Church's property, now reduced priests to a status of 

'-, social inferior~ty. Article 65 of the Soviet Constitution 

of 1918 procla1med them to he non-workers and servants of 

the bourgeoisie, and together with the latter they were 

deprived of the'franchise. 12 In the Ukraine not only the 

pr~ests but also those that held office in parish executive 
l , 

, 1 

councils were disfranchised13 :nd not permitted to her~ng 

to Trade Unions. On ~~rch 3, 1919 Narodnyi Komissariat 

prosveshcheniia (the People's Commissariat of Education) 
~ 

further deprived the priests of their duti~s in prohibit-
l 

ing the clergy to he employed.as educators for the ·servants 

, . 
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of the cult should not ~ employed as educators, ,,14 

unless they renounced the~r priesthood. lS 

To preserve contact with children, the qlergy 

tried to 9rganize a ~eries of private lectures for 

'small groups. The scherne was not tao successful 
. 

bccause the government moved in and accused the priests 

of counter-revolutionary activities,16 a crime for 

which death could be inflicted. Ten years imprisonment 
l 

was not unusual while the common punishment for murdèr 

was six years irnprisonment. In effect, to teach religion 

was considered a rnoreseriou$ criIr.e- thah- murder.l. 7 

E. l. Lisavtsev justifies the abolition of religious 

instruction in the schoo1s for, according to him, it had 

nothing tO.dO with~needs of young people. As a rule, 

religious ~nstru~on ta a greater or lesser degree would 

be an infringement on f~~edorn of Gonscience. 18 

" . On January 21, 1921 a decision .of the People's 

Commissariat of Justice curtailed priests' working activities 

even further. They could not he hired by provincial or 
~ ~'\ 

<;" 

district towns as workers, he ernployed where they could earn 

~igh wages. 19 nor could they receive food ration cards. 20 
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Although Article 118 of the Constitution pledged that 

every citizen had a right to work, this excluded the 

clergy for they were considered to he second cla~s citizens. 

Bèing thus disfranchised, the clergy did not have the right 

to vote, to he elected, or to be a member of any Trade 

union. 2l The priests were compelled either to submit to 

,the Communists by renouncing their faith, or to disguise 

themselves, which was ill~gal-,--i:l'fOrder to find work, or 

to remain as clergy and be persecuted. 

If a priest decided to choose the latter course he/ 

was in a very difficult predicament, as far as his daily 

survival was concerned. particularly if his church-parish 
1 

was closed. Such a priest ~as not even allowed to beg for 

his bread hecause the government prohibited him from even 

entering cemetery grounds where he could perform the 

burial services or to ask for alms. 
.. .t W

t 

Usually there was a 
- .. 

5ign on cemetery gates which read: "---
Cult workers are strictly forbidden to remain 
either inside the cernetery or in the street 
adjacent to it. Such persans are only allowed 
enter an~ perform rites individually as requested. 22 

" 

Similar r~strictions were applied not just to priests who 

did not have their own parishes but to all clergy alike • 
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The governn~nt tried-to persuade those priests that chose 

to remain in their parishes to stop serving in them. 23 

Since a majority of the priests refused to comply with 

the Communists' demands 'they started to draw the local 

Soviets, the Red Army and the Trade Unions into the anti-

religious campaign. The Central Council of Trade Unions 

ordered the local unions to combine anti-religious 

activity with their work in clubs, !ibraries, entertain-
4' 

24 ments, etc. and the Comsomol was cncouraged to stage 

anti-religious carnivals on Christmas and Easter Holidays, 

in order to discourage people from attending Church 

Services. 25 

In their efforts to isolate priests from the population 

sorne local administrations forbade priests even to visit 

their parishioners, who wanted to invite pri~sts to perform 

services or to consult with them. 26 Those peasants that 

dared to invite and harbour a priest were more heavilY 

taxed. 27 To tighten the restrictions on religious life 

even further, the government (~rbade prie~ts from serving 
" 

more than one parish. 28 Thiswas particularly harsh on 

those parishes whose priest was imprisoned or nad died • 
.. 

." 
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But the Communists made a mistake in their assumption 

that if there was no priest in a town or village, religious 

life would die out. ~bere there was no priest in a village 
.. 

the people gathered tog~her to read the Gospel and to 

recite those parts of a service whiëh-were perrnitted to 

the l~yman and to sing the Liturgical songs. 29 Sometimes 

a disguised priest would come into a settlernent to live. 

Usually he would pose as a shoemaker or bricklayer. 30 A 

dis~uised priest would not dare to serve openly but he 

would perform aIl the services and minister his believers 

in secret. He would gather the children and tell them 

Bible stories which captured their interest rnuch more than 
ù 

the stories they heard at school. It was among these 

chilQren and their parents that the priest becarne popular 

and the most respected person in the village. 31 

Although priests were not permitted to work, they 

were nevertheless heavily taxed, because they were classi-

fied as free professionals. According to ,the Soviet tax 
......... -, 

system priests could be taxed in more than one way. The 
: 't ~ ~ 

taxation of the churches and clergy 5eems to have been 4n 

the hands of the local authorities because sorne priests 

were taxed more heavily than others. 
,. 

"In the town of 

Proskuriv, for instance, the provo~~hedral, 
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Father Okolovsky, had to pay a yearly tax or 5,000 

roubles, while his colleague in Zhytomyr had to pay 

as much as 35,000 - 40,000 roubles. 32 In addition to 

direct taxation priests werc also burJened with in-

direct taxes. On June 19, 1923 the People's 
'. 

Commissariat of Justice stated that aIl clergy were .... 
-" 

on a par with the rest of the citizens w1th regard to 

taxation (this included incorne from property) and that 

because the priests' tax was paid by1the parish they 

had to pay tax according to the tax scale. 33 Thus 

incorne taxes~of up to 83 per cent were levied on the 

salaries of the clergy although the maximum-for other 

citizens was 13 per cent no ma~ter how high their 

incorne. 34 By the decr~e of March 27, 1924 priests were 

taxed fo~the protection,they received from the State 

and for the benefit of a settling peace. 35 The village 

priests were obligated to pay the so-called edinyi 

sel'sko-khoziaist~ennyi nalog (only village tax) ,36 a 

tax on incorne rom land and other sources, but they did 

not possess ny land because it had been naFionalized. 

The decre of May 3, 1924 pointed out that the clergy 

besides "the only village tax" were ~lso subject to 

district taXe They were forced to pay tax on their 
• 

personal incorne if it exceeded 600 roubles. priests' 

( 
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-
incornes were taxed at a rate of be7ween 5.60 ~d 13 

roubles semi-annually'~ 37 Additionally, clergy were 

compelled,to pay all the taxes which went to fill 

local needs. 38 It is no wonder that even the Soviet cir-

cular of January 2, 1925 stated that many times the 

priests were taxed "unjustly and beyond their means."39 

, \ On May 31, 1927 there was an amendment to the priest' s 

taxation system whl.ch stated that the tax rate should ~ 

from 40 to 60 per cent but should not exceed 75 per cent. 40 

'rhe heavy taxation \-1as not the only predicament tha,t 
f 

priests faced. The Soviet government aIse burdened priests , 

with the problem of accomodation. Since the clergy had 

been expelled from parish residences and their personal 

estates confiscated on 'the grounds that they had been 

"robbed (stolen) from the working people," 41 priests had 

to apply for their lodging to the Zhilishchnoe 

Tovarishchestvo (Rent Committees) as did all Soviet 

citizens, but the priests were subject to much higher rents 

than the rest of the citizens. According ta the Soviet 

government scale of rents for July 21, 1924, a ~orker whose 

annual incarne, let us say, was 3,000 roubles wauld he 

charged 48 kopecks per square meter 42 of living space per 

i 
,~ 
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month, but a clergyman whose annual incorne was just 

below 3,000 roubles, he would have to pay 77 kopecks, 

provided he lived in a city of no more than 40,000 

inhabitants; if he lived in a bigger city and earned 

more than 3,000 roubles annually, he would have to 

pay up to 4.40 roubles per square meter, "and if he 

lived in Moscow the rate\ would exceed even that amount. 

The difference in rents for workers and clergy was 

also applied in rural areas. The rent for the clergy 

exceeded from three to five times that for ordihary. 
r 

workers. 43 But, even high' rental payments did not 
, -

secure living quarters in a city for priests. Since 
. 

, they, were disfranchise~ they could he ousted from a 

city at anytimê, whenever their living quarters were . ' 

needed for somebody else,44 like a party member or a 

qualified worker. Many times a priest was not even 

able to rent a room, but was compelled to rcnt a part -

of it. A cult service man, Strakhov, who developed 

': 

active tuberculosis and required additional accommodation,45 

was denied such a privilege by the Rent Cornrnittee because 
Q 

"citizen Strakhov was a cult" servic: man.o• However, 
.J 

when Strakhov appealed to the people's Commissariat of 

Justice, he was assigned a separa te room, not for his ~n 

• ~sake but ·to pro~ect others from contamination.· 46 

/ 

u / 
/ 

" 

Il 
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The Soviet governrnent did permit parishes to exist 

provided they were registed. On the basis of the 

instruction of the PeQple's Commissariat of Justice 
d" 

of August/24, 1918, no religious congregation could 

exist unless ït had at least twenty mernbers. 47 A 

congregation that could not find twenty people of the 

sarne religious belief could form a religious group,48 

which had the right ta app1y for a permit in arder :to 

get together for worship, but the religious group could 

not apply to rent a church building. For thpse con­

gregations that could find~more than fift'y members, the 

Instruction of the People's Commissariat of Justice of 

April 27, 1923 allowed the~ to organize into religious 

soçieties 

According 

which were entitled to more priVileges~49 ( 

to the explanat~on of the Insturction ~ssue 
Il 

by the People's Commissariat of Justice on April Il, 

1924, the latter form was more or less reserved only for 
o 

various sects and the Zhivaia Tserkov (Living Churcp)_50 

AlI religious congregations .regardle~~~of their 
<. 

numerical strength were recognized on a par with 1ay 

organizations, except that their members were deprived of 

the legal rights extended to the members pf lay 

ü 

" 
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o 

organizations~l ~e congregatiorts aleo had to register 

in a district or provincial office whicn in turn had the 

right to retuse such registration. 52 If a registered 

congregation wanted to have services it had to laase 

the buildi~ and utansils that were needed for the church 

service. In order to lease a'church building each 

congregation had to elect a responsible' dvadtsatka or 

"committee of twenty." If the membership.of this committee 

dropped below twenty as a result of death, arr~t, 

retirement or change of residence, the congregatibn was 

allowed only two weeks in which to find a replace~ent. 

~fuits attempts at recruitment failed, the congregation 

would be dieeolved and the church closed.53 

In administering par1sh properties the government 

recognized'the local priests and the committee of twenty 

that signed the application, but not the Chureh superiors. 

The people that eigned and their priest vere responsibl'e 

to the government and not to the Church administration. 54 

A person who slgned f~r a propertYohad a right to withdraw 

his name trom the list by writing to the Soviet Rabooh1kh ! 

Krest'ianskikh Deputatov (Coun~il of Workers f and peasants' 
, C' 

,. Il, \.. 

Deputies) but this did not absolve'him ot his ~esponslblllt1 

for damages done to national property while he vas .s.o-s1gner.55 

c' • 

a 

l' , 

- ,\" 
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Despite th~', fact that churches could be rented 

from the governmept free of charge provided that the 

tenants took proper care of the property, the land 

.1tself upon which the building stood was taxable. 

The land tax was not only inconsistent but also 

unjust 56 from one church building to another. As 

Nykula said: 

Unsatisfied with having conf1scated () , 
the churches and all their property, 
the Soviet Russian government imposed 
exhorbitant taxes on the religious 
communities often amounting to thousands 
of roubles. The taxe'S--w~u;:~' not f ixed 
once and for aIl, or for a 'definite period 
of time, ,but were imposed fJ.Qm occasion 
to occasion, according to the whims of the 
Communist authorities ••• The failure to 
pay taxes resulted in the church building 
being taken away and closed for Divine 
Services. 57 

,.' 

'A 

The rent rate upon the land differed from one province to 

another by as much as 100 per cent,58 suggesting that the 
,~. -

taxation was illegal. Abuses in taxation were so comm~. 
"', 

that even the government became disturbed. In order ttf;:' 
l' 

stop the abuse the Boisheviks 'passed' a law forbiding 
u ' \ .. ;.' 

the~local authorie~es ~o tax parishes more than they 

should. S9 

(' 

o 

-' 
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But not all the churches were for lease. Monastic 

churches, ~~1vate ehapels, ehurches that .belonged 
\-

~D the army or those which were of archeological, 

historieal or artistic value were not for lease. They 

were reserved fOF anti-religious rnuseums. 

Wh1le the government did not guarantee possession 

the the building to parishioner-s, it demanded that 

parishes repair and restore their ehurehes although it 

refused to provide the parishes with ~aterials or to 

allow a "Par1sh to buy materials. The Church of St. 

Catherine ~n Leningrad was constantly undergoing forced 

renovation. The government regu1red that parishes heat 

their churehes in winter, but once again the Communists 

refused to give the parishes a permit to buy fuel from 

the state. 60 

/:1 ~ ~ ~-" 'V------~ ... ) III l 

":',,~~ .. /' 
Beside the heavy rents and renovations that were 

imposed upon the par1shes, each parish was çompelled to 
c • 

insure the building and its utensils. On Deeernber 20, 1'923 
.... 

th~ governrnent decided that if the building burnedu down, 
o 

even though it was the believers who paid the premiurns, 

the surns paid 'by the insurance Qoard,would he paid to the 

state, ~~~;~e the ehurch building was state property.6l 
-,"~ l.- -(\- ,. 

" 

/' .. 
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The government also reserved the right to transfer 

this insurance to (ill the "cultural needs of the~ 

pr~v1nce or district 1n which the church'ourned. n62 

Therefor~, a'fire represented not a 1055 of pr~erty 

to tne state, but a beneficial ~t1nciùence: a fi~e 
~ #... 0 .......... '! •• ,. 

eliminated a chu~~uilding ànd provided money to 

build anti-~elig1ous centres. 

Financial burdens were not the only oneS that 

were 1mposed on the parishes •. 'rhere were serious 

restrict10ns on spiritua~ life as welle An instruction 

of tlle People's COllU11issariat of Justice on August. 24, 

"'.;',. '; '" 1918 spcc1fied that' aIl religious rituals on the street 
\ . 

,\r squares were permiss~ble 

got a permit.from the local 

provided that the faithful 

authorities, whi6h' usually 

d1d not dare g1ve such permiss10n. This also included 

church possessions and the ringing of bells at the time 

'of a funeral. 63 The government also forbade· the parish 

executive to impose pecuniary obligations on their 
r.. 

mernbers to support the parish. 64 

The local Soviets hindered religious activities as 

much as th,~y could, and many times they abused their powers • 
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'rhe decree on freedom of conscience applied to the 

individual and parish but not to the life of a Church. 

Soviet ~egal experts claimed that every religious 

congregation, including the local clergy, could only 

belong to the central church authority of their free 

will. But the, ,Church as an institution or a bishop 

was disallowed fro~ giving orders ta the1r faithful, 

because such an .arder would infringe upon the Soviet 
, 

ConstItution and the freedom of conscience of the 

" SovIet citIzen. This meant that a diocesan blShop 

'could not v1àce restrictions'on priests who were guilty 
, 

) 
of misconduct. According ta the Procurator at the 

trIal of the Fifty-Four in ~1cscow, the existence of the 

eccleSlastical hierarchy in Soviet Russia was illegal. 65 

Izvestiia of Hay 6, 1922 attacked 

the eXIstence of a ·special hierarchy" 
constituting ip the nature of an independent 
State within the territory of the Soviet 
Russia. Yet, according ~o the decree separat­
ing Church and State, the éxistence in this " 
country of a ·Church hierarchy,· as such, is 
impossible. The decree allows only the 
existence of separate religious communities, 
not joined together by any administrative 
authQrity and freely electing tneir clergy, who 
most certainly must not be confirmad by the 
·Episcopal Council."66 

" 
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To rnake the priests' lives even more miserable local 

authorities forced them ·to clean streets and market 

places and to perform other unskilled labour work in their 

cassocks" until t~e government on January 3, 1919 forbade 

the local authorities to do so.67 The families of priests 

were 1n no bette:t a position than the priests themselves. 

As long as a priest's fam1Iy did not reject him its 
'0 

members \'/ere persecuted just as severely as the priest 

hirnself. Ch1ldren were the most adversely affected. On 

December 15, 1923 the" People' s Commissariat of Justice 

issued a circul.ar which stated tl:at since the clergy were 

classified as "people of free profession they had to pay 

f~r the educat10n of their. children •• 68 If a priest 
'~. 

could not pay a fee for nis child~ the child was ousted 

from higher educational institutions. 'rhe clergy' s 
) 

children were only permftted~f~att1nd primary grades 

free of charge. 

• 
As soon as the Bolsheviks came to power they concen-

trated their attention upon school children and their 
.{ 

education. On oCtober 27, 1917 the communist~issued a 

udecree establishing a new· State Educational Committee; and 

on November 23, 19,17 they dismissed the èxisting Stat~ 

Educational Conunittee; and finally on December 11, 1917 

,~ " " .:" 
~ , 

. -­,~ 

, .. 
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Lenin signed the decree by which all the schools were 

nationalized. To eurtail the Church's infiuence in 

education the government,passed a lawon February 5, 1918 
f 

which statcd: 

The school ~~ separated from'the ~hurch. 
Religious insJd:uction shall be prohibited 
~n all State and privàte educational 
institutions in which gcneral subjects 
are taught. Citizens may give or receive 
religious instructions in a private"way.69 

This decree affected the Church in two ways. First, it 

deprived the Church of the use of schools to train its 
1 • 

clergy, psalmists, etc. and secondly, the'Church lost its 

right to give children religious instruction which rneant 

" 

the eventual loss of the faithful. It was only on June 13, 

1921 that a decree came out permitting rel~gious instruction 

___ ~eological institutions70 solely "for those 

~ndividuals over eighteen years of age who are able to 

discuss relig10us questions intelligibly."7l But the very 

same decree forbade the ë~ch ,or believers to attract minors 
. 

~nto religious~ societies or to permit the,Ïr participation 

in religious rituals of any kind, or to give religious 

instruction to orgal'üzed groups of persqns below the age 

of eighteen. Religious instruction could be given to 

children .privately and even then only as long as the gro~~~ 

did ~ot exceed three students. 72 

- - .... r~ 
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The spirit in which ~hese regu1ations w~re 

-,-1 

app1ied appears c1ear1y ~n a reply from.thé Peop1e's 

Commissariat of Justice of the Kare1ian autonomus 

territory to an ~pp1ication made by a town to have 

religious education restored in its schools. The 

Commissariat commented: ,1 

The idea thatrman can fu1fi1l his high 
destiny only on the basis ,of the Gospel 
is erroneous. It is obvious that 
religious education resu1ted in stupidity. 
As the Soviet government is responsible 
fpr the chi1dren of the country, it must 
prevent the minds of these children from 73 
being darkened by re1igious superstition. 

" 

The who1e Soviet educationa1 system became permeated with 
c 

atheism and every teacher was compe11ed to give anti-

re1~gious 1essons to the children or to loose his teach-
<.. 

ing position. 74 The K~asnaia Gazeta (The Red Gazette) 

of April 6, 1923 wrote: .J 

, 
It is not enough to fight religions in 
a scientific way in our schools, we must 
introduce sorne political e1ernent into it! 
Religion and the Church are bound up with 
the bourgeoisie - the ,working c1ass is • 
rising against the bourgeoisie, it must ' 
aiso combat actively and energeticaIIy t~e 
instrument of its domination. , 

• -" In thls combat what we need is daring 
and energy. There must he a single pro-" 
Ietarian front agalnst religious prejudices. 
We must destroy the'counter-revolutionary 
Church. 75 . 

\. 

1 

.J. 
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To withhold children from attending school or 

atheistic instruction was a crime in itself and gave 

the government the right to take children'from their 

parents and place thern with~"foster-parents or into 

public institutions where they will be taught to regard 

Lenin as their father, Reason as their mother, and 
" 

~talin as tneir pope."76 Prohibition of religious 

instruction for children thus became the hasis of the 

Bolshevik's educational policy. 
,<> 

M1SS Susan Lawrence, 

Under-Secretary of the Min1st~\- of Health ,in the Labour 
t l' 1 

Government of Great Bri,tain, and herself an educati.onal 

expert, visited Moscow in 1923, and made a;careful 

study of education. She wrote: 

. . 

'fhe schools are as l have said, propaganda 
schools, framed to include a definite ideal 
both in polit1cs and religion. 

Communism is to he taught and religion 
is to be exterminated, and the whole program 
of the schools is to he directed towards these 
ends. Exactly as the lessons in revolutionary 
history and elementary economics have as their 
object the reiteration of a political theory, 
50 the lessons in natural history, the theory 
of evolution, and the comparative history of 
religion, have as their object· establishing 
firmly the, outlook of the world of say Huxley 
or Mr. Bradlaugh. It follows, as is always 
the case with dogmatic education, that there 
can be no free play of thought, and in particular, 
there is no room in the system forany teacher 
who does not think as the State does. A teacher 
who was not a Communist or who was a professing 
Christian, ~ am pretty sure wou~d have to hide 
his opinion or loose his job ••• 7 

.1 
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The Soviet educational system did indeed tolerate 

only a very narrow range of thought. The government 

took care that everything tha~ was taught in school and 

that people read outside school should bcnefit the 

'Cornrnunist ideology. Those books that did not suit 
, 

Cornrnunistic ideas were suppressed. Such suppression 

appl~ed even to the philosophical works of Plato, Kant 

and the classical works of Tolstoy.78 On the other-

hand, the works of Tolstoy and Dostoyevskii which were 

sympathetic to those who were oppressed under the tsar­

ist regimc were greatly favoured. 79 The Communist's 

slogan was: J nConcen~ate your main attention on the 

rising generation.~. Capture the children and religion 

80 
will die out naturally in the land in a few\years." 

And-they did concentrate the1r effort to educate the 

ch ildren. The government, started to produce spec ial 

Communist children's books, which described Lenin's 

childhood, communist war heroes, etc ••• Even classics of 
or' 

children's literature like Krasnaia Shapochka (Little ~ 

Riding ~) were criticized by Soviet ~uthorities because 

there was nothing that could instruct the children in the 

habi~s of wolves or of little girls. Sl ,Aside'from books, 
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the government published special periodicals for 
." 

children. Th~ most important of these was a weekly 

, 
J 

newspaper for Pioneers (junior rnembers of the Comsomol) 

called the Pionerskaia Pravda, a kind of junior edition 

of Pravda 82 in which youth and children reported and 

denounced their parents and neighbours. 83 

parallel to anti-religious education, the govern-

ment constantly conducted "purges" ln schools. These..; 
A 

"pur'ges" .. were carefully planned throughout the coun.try. 

Their aims wère to eliminate an undesir~ble element from 

the schools and to destroy the faith of the people even 

if it required the u~e of force. ln schools, religiqn 

was constantly and systernatically rldiculed as were th~ 

children of the believers. 84 These "purges" applied not 

only to the st~ff but ~lso to the students, particularly 

to those of bourgeois, kulak1and clerical descente In 
III . ~ 

every school or institution frequent investigations were ... 
held too-see whether any of the employees or students were 

"outlaws".as If such a pers~n was found, he or she was 

to be expelled or "purged"" from work or school bécause 

there was no place ,for $uch a person or child in the 

Soviet educational system. 8G Those ·purged" from school 
---« 

• 
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who want~d to find work, even unskilled, were refused 

the'right of entering Trade Unions. S7 usually the 
1 

·purges· were conducted not by the teachers but by the 

students thernselves, because the latter knew the victims 

at home. Once ~ pr1est' s childo had been "purged" the 

students ~ould not leave hirn alone. The junior and senior 
/ 

rnernbers of Comsornol would make it their project to find 

the.child. \fuen they did, they would report_at once to 

~Ch001. institute or work office with a demand to 

"purge" the individual as the son or daughter of a priest. SS 

'rhe only way a priest' s son or daughter was able ta 

receive higher education was to renounce his or her 

parents. The renouncement had to be public and it had to 

he printed in the local newspaper. The child had to 

denounce Gad and his father as a man who deceived the 

people by preaching to them about God and eternal life. 

At the end of the denounciation, the child would appeal 

to other priests' children to renounce their parents in 

the name of socialism. The rights of citizenship would 

be restored to the children who renounced their parents 

and the~ would become Soviet citizens in every respect. 89 
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The' Soviet government used schools not only as 

institutions of education and indoctrination but also 

as the primary source of information about the children's 

parents and their activities. In the schools the 

children were constantly re~uired to fill in question-
.' 

naires. By this means the srr~ll children were made to 

serve the purposes of a spy system. The children nad to 

fill in hugh questionnaires, containing many questions \ 

relating ta the manner of living of their parents;'" These 

questionnaires were material for the Gosudarstvennoe 

Politichiskoe Upravlenie (~.P.U.) (State Political Police) 

and the children never realized how often they acted as 

inforners against their parents. 90 

Despite all this persecution of the Church, the 

'Soviet 90vernrnent as well as the clergy ,denied the ~xistence 

bf religious persecution in Soviet Russia. Both'the govern-

ment and the Church officials constantly quoted the "free-

dom of religion~~~ and the freedom of religious and anti-
, .' 

, 91 , 0 

religious propaganda" ~n the Soviet Constitution. In 

the bdok The ~Tfuth About Religion in Russia we read: 
'"""' 

"hostile elements, under cover of the Church, spread false 

rumors that the Church in Russia was~not free in its inner 

life· 92 Ac~ording t9 Grabbe, on February 15, 1930 

\ 

/ 

If' 
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~ 

Metropolitan Sergii, during one of the most alI-out 

attacks on religion told a group of amazed foreign 
~J , 

correspondents that there was no religioh's persecution in 

Russia. 93 A. A. Shishkin went even further th an that; 

he denied that "the Soviet governÏnent ever offended 

believers' feelings or limited their religious freedom. n94 

If Christians or c~ergy were imprisoned it was due to their 

political, counter-revolutionary activities and net te 

their religious convictiori~.95 

Even if one takes the Soviet Constitution literally 

one will discover tnat the only freedom that ,the Church' , 

possessed was that of worship. The ChufCh had no right 

to engage in.any missionary activity or even ta defend 

" itself against hostile attacks. 96 It is true that Church 

services could be held freely in designated places of 
,-

worship prov ided they were of an excl-usively religious 

nature, but the priests were obligated to submit th~i~ .. 
" sermons to the censor. 

~n reality the Communist Party carried on vi~orous 

anti-religious propaganda, because the Party beliey'e~ 

it stocxl for scïence while religiaus teachlng was contrary 

ta science. 97 In the preamble ta the decree of Dece~r 26, 
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1922, religion was declared to be "a brutalization 

of the people," and it was stated that "education" was 

to he so directed as to efface ir'om the people 1 s mind 

th1S humiliation and thiS'idiocy. ft 98 Therefore, 

relig~on had to he fought with aIl the. means of modern 

propaganda for only anti-religious propaganda could 
, 

undermine the priests 1 1nfluence 'over the masses. Stalin 

1n his interview with the American workers' delegation 
-~ 

on September 9, 1927 confirmed that religious persecution 

existed ~n the Soviet Union. Stalin said: 

He are conducting and will çonduct pro­
paganda against religious prejùdices. 

The Party could not he neutral toward 
religion; the Party was conductinq anti- .' 
rcligious propaganda against~all kind 
of religious prejudices, because the Party 
stanùs for science while reli~ious prejudices 
are opposing it. Every relrg~on is contrary 
to science. 

, The party could not be neutral toward 
the religious pr~~dices, it will conduct 
anti-religious prbPaganda, because this is 
the true way to und~rrnine the influence of 
the,reactionary clèrgy who poison the minds 

~
the .. labOri~g mas.!t~s and had suppressed 

,. m ~<f .\' " , .. . 
• #'-' { .. 

--- ~ \ra l .' 

r 

Anti-~eligio~ propaganda is the way 
which will'liquidate cornpletely the reaction­
ary clergy. 

Continuing, Stalin rernarked '1:hat-- _ 

'cthere were instances when ~~~~ 
hampered the wides1: possible development of ", 

" r 
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anti-religipus propaganda. But it was very 
.0': ___ ' ~he- Party expelled such mernbers, 

A because for such "Communists" there is no 
place in the ranks of our_party.99 

At the 'Pifteenth Congress of the Conunünist Party in 

December 1927 Sta1in a1so stated that "We have such U 

rniI'luses as a we'akening of 'the anti-religious struggle." 
a 

He d'eclared that, "aIl these fai1ings must be elirninated. "lOf) 

. -" ", .... 
. ~~ 
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CHAPTER THREE 

C~~FISCATION ~ ~ CHURCH VALUABLES ~ ~ ~MINE 

The government did not anticipate that people wou1d 

resist anti-religious po1icies 50 strong1y. Direct perse-

cution proved to be not too effective especia11y at a time 

when the country's economy was on very shaky ground. 1 To 

remedy this situation, in March 1921 the Communists 
4 • 

inaugurat~d Novuiu Economicheskuiu~Po~itiku (~or the 
t~) , 

New Economie Po1icy). But this did not ne1p much in the 

first year of its existence for 1921 proved to be a very 
/ 

poe-r ye?lr, because -the governroont beca~ inV'o1ved in a power 

strugg1e with the peasantry. In effect, the government 

confiscated the peasants' surplus crops. Peasants 

reta1iated bV not sowing any more crop than 'was strict1y 

necessary for their own consumption. In addition, the 

summer of 1921 was a very dry one in the Volga region and 

in the southern parts of the Ukraine the crop yie1d wa~ 
* . 

very poor due to 1ack of rainfa11. As a _re sul t the Volga 
-'" 

and rnany ,other districts were struck by a famine which 

.u1tirnately affected 23 9ubernias (provinces), with a 



-- ----------

~ -

• 

-. 

• 

- 64 -

population of over 37 million. 2 To remedy this situ­

ation, as early~as A~gust 22, 1921 the Pàtriarch appealed 

to the Eastern Orthod~x patriarchs and autocephalous 

churches, to the po~ of Rome, to the Archbishop of 
~. ~ 

Canterbury and to th~-"-Bishop of New York for help. As 
~ , 

for the Russian Orthodox Church itself, the Vse-Russkii 

Tserkovnyi Komit~t (All-R~ssian Church Conmittee) was 

organized to aid the starving population by collecting 

money and provisiofiS. The government, however, was less 
o 

interested in availing itself of the services of the 

Church in fighting the famine than in using the. famine in 

its fight against ~he Church. 3 Hence"all the sums which 

had already been collected by the Church Committee for 

relief were ordered to he turned over to the State Committee. 4 

, 
The government also forbade the Church to collect food be-

cause it would not be the state but the Church that would 

gain credit for helping the people survive the famine. At 

the sarne time, the situation did not get better but worse: 

typh~s added to the catastrophe of the famine and each day 

thousands died. 
/ . 

The governrnent real1zed that it would need 

aIl the help it could get including that of the Church'to 1 , 
combat the famine. On DeC:ember':'9, 1921, unab1e to cope 

with the situation, the Presidium of the Vse-Soiuznyi 
. , 

t? 
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Ispolnitelnyi Kom.i;tet (AII-Ruli'sian Central Executive 

Committee) took into consideration the Church's help and 

published the following: 
l 

After reviewing the long list of solicitat~ons 
from various religious soeieties asking for 
permission to make collections for the relief 
of the starving, the Presidium of the All­
R~ssian Central Executive Committee decided: 

1. To permit the ecclesiastical authorities 
and the va~ious religious societies ta make 
the collections. 

2. To direct the Centropomgol (the Central 
Comrnittee for "Aid to the Starving) to enter 
into an agreement with the religious 
societies about the method of collection 
of contributions, having in view the wishes 
of the donors. 5 

. , 

As the famine became more and more acute sdIDe priests 
~~ t 

, 
and laymen began ta demand that the many valuable Church 

treasures used for decorative purposes in churches6 be 

sold for food. Noreover, on January '31, 1922 Izvestiia 

reported that the Bishop of Saratov, Dosifei, had expressed 

,;a willingness ta contribute some of the gold and silver 

Church utensils ta combat the famin~ 7 and on February 10, . 
19~2, 'Archbishop Evdokim of Nizhnii Novgo~od issued an 

o 

epistie ta his eparchy in which he appe~led ta the people: 

J 

.i't, 
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,. 
It is shame now-a-days to wear gold and 
jewels when each f2rnamentJ could wipe 
out the tears of the suffering ,and save 
a human being. If we had to bring the 
Church treasures to the altar of love of 
our neighbour then we have to lay it down 
the way our forefathers did. 8 

JI. 

On February 16, 1922 three congregations in Saratov 

decidéd to give aIl therr valuables to ~he rel~ef fund. 

They kept only what was needed for the Litur~ical Services. 9 

This idea of taking the treasures from the churches and 

'J.pf ~'Xchanging them for food was not - supported by aIl' the 

bishops, clergy and people. Many opposed this idea. On 

February 19, 1922 the patriarch issued a statement permitting 

parishes to donate Church treasures that were not exclusive-

l t d f " Se' 10 Y consecra e or D~v~ne rv~ces. This seemed to he 

the màximum concession the Patriarch was willing to rnake. 

Then on February 22, 1922 the All-Russian Central Executive 

Commit tee passed a law stating that 

In view of the pressing need to mobilize aIl 
the resources of the nation which might serve 
as rneans in the struggle with the famine in 
the Volga region and for seed for the fields, the 
V.C.I.K. (Ali-Russian Central Executive Committee), 
in addition to its decree concerning the USe of 
objects from museums, resolved: 

To instruct'the local S~iet, within one 
month's time from the day of~ublication of the 

1 

decree, te remove from Churcl1 property, given for '/r' 

• 

use to vârious groups of believers of aIl religions, 
'according to inventories and contracts, aIl 

., 
/" 

/ 
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precious articles' of gold, silver and 
precious stones,'the removal of which 
does not essentially infringe upon the 
interests of the cult, and surrender 
these tO'agen~s of the Commissariat of 
Finance" especially designating them 
for the fund of the central committee 
for famine aid. ll 

The law ordered that the removal of valuables from the 

churches take place in the presence of the believers 

into whose care the property had heen entrusted. 12 

There was also a note to the decree to the effect that 

articles of precious metal necessary for the worship of 

God could he brought back within two weeks by broken 

metal of the same value. 13 The decree of redemption of 

the Church utensils applied net to the Church as an 

institution but to the parishes only. The Patr iarch 

and the Pope had directly approache~ the Soviet govern­

ment to provide it with an equivalent of cash in lieu 

of the consecrated articles which were proposed- to he , -
seized but the offers were consistantly ignored by the \ 

\ government. 14 

Two days after the ~ec~ee was published in Izvestiia, 

Patriarch Tikhon gave h~s answer to the government by issu­

ing his second circular letter. In his letter the 

patriarch denoûnced the Boisheviks by declàring that from 

'\ 

-"-
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the Church's point of view "such an act is sacreligious, 

and we esteem it our sacred dut Y to make known the view 

of the Church regarding the act and ta inform our faithful 

children about it. "15 \'fuen sorne peasants, who had come 

to ask the Patriarch for his blessing to take treasures 

from the churches, were refused, one of them remarked that 

even the tsars had ta ken Church treasures in time of need. 
<0-

The Patriarch answered: 

the tsars took, but they also gave. And 
besides, the treasures are in the hands of 
the faithful, who are sceptical that the 
valuables will be sold for food to feed 
the hungry. 'rhey believed that the funds 
from the treasures will go to the army.16 

In h1S çircular letter the patriarch explained the reason ., 
for his attitude: 

we cannet appreve the removal of con­
secrated abjects from our churches even 
though it were by way of a vOl~tary 
surrender, for their use for a~' other 
purpose than the Divine Servie is pro­
hibited by the canons of the Ecumenical 
Church, and is punishable as sacrilege: 
in the case of laymen, by excommunication: 
clergy by degradation from their sacerdotal 
rank. l7 

The crisis had reached a culminating point. The 

government decided to crush the Church's opposition. 
17 

Events started ta move very quickly. In the Leningrad 

Pravda on March 24, 1922 there appeared a letter signed 
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by , 12 people (priests: Krasnit'skii, Vvedenskii, Be-l-kov, 

BoiarskiL, and others) who opposed the patriarch in 

withholding the~treasures from the government. They 

accused the patriarch and his,followers of counter­
a 

revolu,tionary activities as \-Iell as of using the famine 

~s a poîitiqal tool, and the y demanded that aIl the 

valuables be turned to the Soviet authorities. 18 

\ 
\ 

As if to support the'Leningrad group, on the very 

next day' lzvestiia published the resolution of the 

Moscow railway workers who ~ad decided at their meeting 

that the Church's wealth spould he removed from the 
\. 

churches and sold to buy food to feed the hungry.19 To 
.. 

stt.,rengthen the government's position and to split the 

Church M. l. Kalinin, President of the AII-Russian 

Executive Committee, invited Bishop Antonin to join the 

Pomgol (the Aid to the Hungry) as the repre~entative ô'f 

the Church. The latter accepted thè invitation. 20 

Thus, the government had succrssfully maneuvered-the 
o' , 

Church into a false posit~on,whère ~t did not appear to 

he fighting for the defence of thé' faith against unbelief, 3 

but for the retention of its property which the govern-
~ 

ment wanted t~ use to feed the starving. 21 

. . 
.1 Q 
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On June 19, 1922 Bishop Antonin explained in a 

message that " ••• our dut Y is to stop regreting what 

we have lost, we should look forward. and o~~ then will 

~he governrnent ~top rcstrict,ng us in our ~~1ies •• 22 

In the mess~ge he urged· .... the people to give away every­

t~J.ng in the"churches that was made of gold and silver: 
, 

\ie should feel pit Y for the starving people 
not only with wdrds and promises but we 
should show this pit Y by doipg something. 
l personally give away my gold cross an~ 
from now on l will wear the wooden one. 3 

The idea of us~ng the Church's wealth for ,famine relief 

was accepted by many bishops and clergymen 24 and in 

many places confiscation proceeded without opposition.2~ 

The Metropolitan of Petrograd, Veniamin was among those 

ready to give away the valuables. 

Metropolita~ Veniamin, who was ,known for tiis good 

deeds among the people, was probably the only Russian 

hierarch who had been elected by the people to the 

Metropolitanship.after êhe Revolution in 1917. 

church leader, he found a modus vivendi with tbe Leningrad 
. 

group of priests who dissènted from ehe patri!lrch '·s' point 

" 
of view over donating the Church valuables. He thought 

tha~if it were possible to save a few, perhaps only one 

person, it was worth removing the valuables from the churches 
,) 
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because every effort had to he made to .save human life. 26 

I~ 'removing the valuables hé asked the autt{~ritîes to 
,\ -

absta~~ from violertce andfsacrilege and to assure the 
. 

parish people,that the Church·s,valuabl~~. would be,used 

to heIp' the starving. He aiso asked the govèrnment to . 

~xempt sorne' of the objects' from expropriation. Ile" , 

suggested that privately donated treasures of the sarne 

,~'" value he substitu.ted for the Church' s objects. In his 

, , 
1" 

petition to the officiaIs of the Commission for the Aid 
• a 

.. ". 1 ~ " 

for the Starving he ~de four points: 
o 

1. The, Church is ready to sacrifiGe her 
whol~ pr~perty for the sf.ke of the starving., 

; ~.; - ' 

~ .. ' 2". In ordér to respect ti1e feel ings of the 
faithful the action should he undertakcn and 
have the nature of a voluntary donation. 

3. For the sarne purpose representativ€s 
of the religiously inclined populance should 
participate in the control over the use of 
the Church tre~sures. 

4~ Seizure of ~he treasures by force should 
bè avoided. If it should take place, however 1\ 

he would have to condemn every actiye , 
pa,rticipant in this action on the basis of 
his cath as a priest. 27 .~ 

, ' 

He further stated that if the goverhment respected the 
- G • 

, , 

feelings of the religious, he was read~ to remove with his 
\J (' \ 0 

\ \ 

own hands the precious setting of the Icon Màry of Kazan 

and hand it over to the authoriti'es. 28 

v 

• 

\ 
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de:clàra tion cordiallj' and. \l!ere ready to cooperate "wi th , . 
him. -, But when the Hetropoli tan' s 'delegatioll< arrived in 
~ .& 

Mosc'ow to conclude tne agreement which already had bêen \, 

agraed upon ~1th the Lenirlgra~ àuthor~t1es, the delegation 

was told that there w~ld not he ,"voluntary donations" .... 
t' Cf;'! 

and thère could not he any "p~rticiNtj.on of the' faithful" 
" ,. 

( / 

irr the'ionfiscat1on bf the Church valuables; church 

vélluables W'er~; to be se1ze,d without oontrol. 29 

, The ee~'government dec1d~d to ~nforce its decreé 

of conf1scation 1nd1scr1minately. ~he,police and' miÎitia, . \, . 
supported.. by 'the army, ~n':such suppoct was necessary, 

, . 
started to remove gold vessel~ prec10us sto~es that adorned 

• • 
icons, Gospels and richly embroidered and bejewelléd capes 

. 
" an'd stoles." Many t'imes th'1S was don.~ in "il very crude and 

ha'rosh' way: "F.ur~ture .. wa~ s~slled and wall~ broken to 

discover.hid~en treasure~. sacred,pi~ttif~s had ,thè portions 

studded with Jewel~'cut right out, leav1ng ugly gaps.-30 

Suph treatment of ob~ts that ~re sacred to so many ~~ple 

~ prOV~ked stubbornness a~~ deep resentrnen~ not only toward 
. ," 

the ~onfiscat{on of the valuables, but also toward ~h~ 
" 1 

gove~nrnent as weIl. 

, .. 
1hose that, confiscated valuables , 

comforted the people by saying: .. ~~~ are tak!ng your chalices 

" 

... 
" 1 " 

l' 

,1 . 

" 

• 1 

.,. 

" . 

',-
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and valuable croS'ses just to bring you bread .... But 

'tot all the people we~e looking forward to é~ting food 

that'was bought wi';fu,the .Church,'s treasur,es.J .sorne of 

them reported having ,said: "We are dying already • 
. \t 

Then let the:people b~ry us like human beings ••• We 

~ .... \ 31 
dorr't~ want bread f~r 'l.cons. i'~' had ~tter die." 

The refusal of sorne people to give away ~aluables 

was pathetic. priests tried 'to stèp the officials as 

best as they could by'closing the doors and at tirnes by 
"'1 -

" . 

o forming barriers of bodies before the altars. Believers, 

. , 

~ partl.cularly women, gatnered i~ churches to pray that 

this desecration might he averted. There were· reported 

to be 1,41,4 instances Qf' bloodshed >during these protests. '32 , . 
But -no~hing heiped.t' Valuab1:es were tilken away and the 

. T'he Soviet governrrent never disclosed t.o the public ., 
1 .' - ~ 

tl}é total sum of confiscated Çhurch valpables, but as of.,.,. 
, ' 

October l, 1922 pomgoi reported that the lbcal offices of 
, , 
the Commissari~ of Finance had received the fOllowing: , 
l,21'7 pounds a~oirdupois' of gold valued at 600,000 vqold 

" \ 

" 

l 

, " ~(,ft .~! 

\ 

~ .. 

'" 

..... ') 
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roubles, 863,913 pounds of silver valued at 18,500,000 
,f 

gold roubles and 4,248 pounds of other metals valued at 

34 
211,563 'gol.d roubles. The sale of the Church' s . 

valuables tell short of expectation. After aIl the gold 
~ , 

\ 
.and silver utensi~s and ornarrents had been melted down 

into bullion an'd the, coins counted, the whole Church 
, 

~reasure amounted to about'TOO,OOO,OOO roubles. Although 

. it should he said that the New ~ Journal of Conunerce 
) 1) 

placed the amount at 314,O~O,000 gold roubles. 35 "1 

? 

The Bolsheviks justified the confiscation of the 

Church valuables by saying that the 114,600,000 roubles 

_ which they had set aside were" not suffici-Qnt to quench the 

Jami~e. But. this ~as' no~ true. The co~unlsts used the ' ......... 

---

famine as an e'xcuse to plunder the Church.. Of the amoutlt 

that was conf i'scated "the government reported that only 

.twenty ~r cent was usèd ~o combat the fa'mine conditions 

in 1922-i923."36 
:. 
-~ 

1922-CJ..923 sorne o'f 

Accordingo to an anonymous author, in 
''\ 

: 

the poo~ and. famished were prevented from 
.receiv~ng help fram Europe,or America. In 
fac't, Soviet Russia, as an economic unit, 
exp~rted food supplies from the regions 
stricken with tarnine. 37 . 

Of, 

'-

, , 
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The fam~ne ~ame to an end in 1923 but the decree regard-

~~g Church valuables remained ,in force until April 8, 

1927. 38 

Patriarch Tikhon' s refusa1 to permit, the faithful 

to give away Churèh treasures might not have hardened 

the Soviet le~ders 50 mueh a~ainst the patriarch and the 

Church had' it not been for the Russian<emigres who con-

voked in Kar10vtsi, Yugos1avia, at which they denounced 

the Soviet governrnent ~nd called upon the Russian people 

to w~thhold the Church treasures. 
l_ •• 

1 

Th; ernig,es calledj ,the Confer.ence in'.> order to 

regulate their religious life abroad. It was dominated 
.;' 1 \.-

by ,a, violently anti-Bo1s1,levik elen$t of eighteen bi'Shops, 

clergy and l~~n who ICha~neled th:e SUPPO~~dlY religiO~~-' 
confereJce into a po1+tical ga~leting. In Decernber 1921; , 

1 

, 

.the conferen~'was renamed a Sobor s~ tha~, it .would sound . " 
'"' more authoritative. i~stead of fo~sing aIl i~s efforts 

" on norma1izing religious ;life abroa~, this Sobor turned 

aIl its energy to politics. " ~t the en~ o~ its gatheri~g . , , 
., { ... .,j \ , \ 

it adopted three resolut~o~~,that 9reat1~~affeçted the 
L • i ~. ,. . '. ..J.-

',Russian Cpurcp at home and ·àbroad. th~se wer~ g~mànds 

for the restoration of the Monarchy in RUBsia and for a 

1aw~ul; Ortll'Odox Tsar of the House Of Romanov. " The Sobor 

'., ..... 
. . 

'.,. .. 

. , 

• 0 " 
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also asked General Baron Wrangel to hold himself in 

readiness fo~"the execution of Sobor' s prograrn. 3? In 

addition to these resolutions l'1etropolitan Antonii 

Khrapovitskii, the Chairman qf the Sobor, published an 
~ 

appeal to the Genoa Conference in the name of aIl the 
,\ 

Russian people. In his appeal he warned the people ,of 

the world against recognizing or entering into reiation~ 

ship with Soviet Russia. 

~s any strengthening of this vile regime 
~uld only facjlitate !;:he J?enetration of the 
Bolshévik infe~tion irtlo other lands. Failure 
of the Communists to achieve this depended: 

1. upon nonrecogni tion of the Bol shevik~ by 
all -gové~nments, and 

02. upon the frightful ca1amities of hunger, 
cold ,and ~epidemics raging over Russia A. 

because of the Bolshevik disorders.40 
of' fi 

In his message "the Metropolitan not only advocated 

the continuat~on .of the quarantine of Soviet Russia but 

h~ also pleaded for arrns and vo14nteers to help the 

Russians drive th~ Cornmunists O\,1t of Russia. He ernpha~ 

si,zed tha t, one hàlf' èsf . the Ru ssian emigre 5 were arrny 
• t. '"fb, 0 

'ficers and soldiers who \.iere reaç1y to fight against 

-" 

" 

olsheviks. ·Hel~ 
~ ·i -

taern· to cealize their. dut y , dQ~ot '. 
1, 4 1 ~, 

41 . " do~.· . Metrop01~tan Anto ii a1-so 

stress~d the'fact that the famine rni~t be used 

• t 

" 

" 

.P 

, . 

, , . . 
\ ... -

,. 
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advantage' to defeat the Bolshev.ikE;, ~cause the people 

would not fight for a government that'could not provide 

them with food. 42 'r 

In addition to resolutions and the appeal to the 

Genoa Conference, the emigre press starLed to publish 

articles dealing with the situatJon in Russia and how 

the Sov~et regitne co~ld bê!;9verthrown. other articIe~ 

urged toat the Church treasures be pr~served to finance 
~.. L. .. ~.", 

(/ .~, L ..... ~ J 

the struggle against the' Boishev'iks. ~:.,...tn ~i's article 

Protopresviter Shavel' skii claimed that the Church and ,-C 

the patriarch wouid p1ayo an i'mportant role ·in the .. 
interregnurn that would follow the ovérthrow of the 

o • 1 • 
'" ' .. ' 

Bolshev ~k government. 43" Other authorS, ,like stratonov; 

believed tlÎat the/''Preser.vation qf the ChuFch' s wealth 

would play a significant rol~ at the time of the 
0' • 

Bolshevik's downfall.44~ 
If , 

The Karlovtsi Sobor of 1921r1922 did not help 

either the Church or the people in' Sovie"t".Russi.a. On 

.the contrary, they we;~ put in a v~ry sriticaï position 45 

because emigre· leaders showed their interest in tne 

Church only ~s long as __ they were able to u,se it against 

the Sov i~ govertment. 4 6 • 'the "issue of Novqe Vrel1\ia in 
\, ' .~ 

1 , 

'<: • 

. .. 
41 ' 

1 \ ..... 
• , ~ ! , , 

.. 

l'-~ 

.. ~. 
0' ,. . 



• 

." , 

1 

. { 

.• ' 

78 

, which the Karlovtsi resolutions and the appeal to the 
1 

Genoa Conference were pubiished reached Soviet Russia 

in March 1922. TQis news closely coincided with the 

f~rst disor6ers attempt@d upon the confiscation of 
1 • -

,~~}ChurCh valuables. To the Soviet authorities, the 
l')' . ~ _ • 

di~orders and opposition on the part'of the believers • .., 
seemed to he parb of an ecclesiastical plot ag~inst the 

soviet government. 47 The government promptly seized 

thls opportu~ity to charge Tikhon with ~esponsibility 
~ , 

for the treasonable conduct of the Karlovtsi hierarchs 

. because he was 
~r 

p'eopl~ at home 
- - \ 

the head of all the Russian Orth~dX_ 

and abroad.-. 
Patriarch Tikhon in his turn wrote to the Church 

leaders abroad for~n e~p'lanation and confîrmation of 
r _ ";f 

their acti:ities. Their rlp.>4Lies we~e/ inadequate. There .... 

upon, he submitted the case-to th~ HQly Synod and 
:.-" 

$~reme Eccleslastical Council which relieved the 

~he 

Karlovtsi hierarch~ of their duties. On Hay 3 

he declared that the refugee hierarchs had no right to 
~ n 0 , , ' 

speak on behalf of \he Russian Orthodox Church because , 

" " the Ka~lovtsi Sobor dïd not rep~esent the official , ' 
't- 1.. 1,. 1 ' 

",voice ~.~ the ~~s.ian Ortl'lOdox c~ür~h.' _ ~~~riarch Tikhon . ...,., . 

- 1 

with his S~od ordered tha,irr thé Sobor at Karlovtsi be 

, 

. , 
i , . 

'. . 
, 

, 1 

u .. 

·1 

., 
, ,JI 
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, / 

dissolved and the Synoâ was told to eolleet all the 

available evi~nee in order to eonsider whether to 

put the members of the Karlovtsi Sobor on trial when 
. -. 

the Russian Synodi~eturned to a normal state and eould 

convoke its 
)..~. . 48 

full <membersh1p. On May 5.., 1922 

the patriarch ordered Metropolitan Evlogi~ to close 

the Karlovtsi administration and to take all the Russian 

h h . . h' ~ . d' . 49 C ure es, 1n v~estern Europe 1nto 1.S Jur1s' 1ct1on. 

Although the Patriarch labeled the Karlovtsi Sobor 

a politieal one, annuled its dee~sions and iqveste~ all 

power in Metropoli:tan Evlogii,50 this did not stop""the 
; 

Bo~p.eyiks from suspeeting tru:; patriarcho of pla,nnfiig 
'" .. : 

a eounter-r~volution, espeeiall~ sinee ffe ~fused the 
. 

Bolshevik's demand to excommunieate aIl the ,mernters of' 

the Karlovt9i $Obot. 51 rtré' ~i~heV.lkj·~id., not ,a'ceept 
• , 

·all this as a eonce~ssion 01\ a compr9mise on the patri~rch! s 
• 

part, as M: Pol'skii stated. 52 Aécording to Pol'skii, 
• 

the Patr~arch had'no efioic~ other than to denounee ,the 
1 

emi~re,~' decisions or to aqrer wi~h .t.hem. .To agree with-

• 

, J 

, ( 

thé Karlovtsi Sobor was not only to place himself in the • ). 
~ • • ..... 'M ~ , (> 

• • 1 .. 

coun~er-revolu{ionary eamp but aiso to place t,he Church '-, 

~s an, institution ana aIl H:s faithful in jeopardy.,,,, He 
, . 

would ,then have· 'to aec~p~ the faqt that e:!e,ry Orthodox, 

, . . 
-l- .. 

, . 

.. 
., 

. 
-i 

" , 

. .' 

.. 
. 
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.. 
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.' 
, , 



~. 

, ! 

" .' 
u , 

': 

. ' 
• 

l, 

.' 

, , . 

l. 

" 

- uo - ) 
Christian in his jurisdiction would be consirlered a 

1 
prime enemy of the Communists. This 

innocent peoplè to death or at least 

WOU~d c~nde~ 
to 1mpr 1sot"me'nt. 

/. ' , 
As one studies the situation it is easy to see that 

, 

the Patr~arch realized that the Bolshevik regime had 
<' 

consolidated 1~S grip on the country ~nd could not 
" 

ea,~11y he overthrown. Bu"t ,he rca1iz'ed"'q,11 this tao 

late. !-Ie was ar1.ready a markeù man. 
\ _ ~J1f ;.::: '. 

, J. The goveJ;'nrnent ,Started to c011'kct mater ial, to prpve 
~ \":;, :(.., f <r 

thàt the Patriarch, in~psing the confis~ation. of the 
,f::J" - . . - , 

.' valuables, broke thé law for, "to oppose tfte decrees of ,-'"' 
r .. ~ .. 

• 

the S"oviet state wa's tre'ason against the. people • ....s 3 t:.' . ~ 

Since many bishops', clergy~n and 1aymen s,~pported the 
. 

patriarch in ~pposing the copfiscation, the gOvernment 

was ,1egally justif 1eù in. arr~sting,. and chatgt'nfJ them' 

with countelF-revol~ion"ary activit.ies.,54 "Patriarch Tikhon 

was among the f~rst ta ~ artested and put und~r 
, 

bouse arJ:est because it wa~ he, as the head of the Russian' 

Orthodox Church ',' ~ha cal·led upon the peopJ.e not ta sur .... _ 
" ~ , 

render the val~aples. wnenever the officials ca~ ta take , .. ' ... " . 
the valuab1es. the .people not only refùsed to rel~nquishl 

, • • l , 

the wealth but a1s'0 violentlY. protested:" Cries were. ùtt:er-:. 

ed: '''Kil.l \he Jewish plunderers! . Ki11' the ~olTUl1l.Jn.i-sts!; .. 55. " 
... 

.. 
, .. " 

, -

.~.--~~.~! ------~.------------------
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There were also rumors in circulation th~t the treasures 

were wanted nbt to f~ea the starving but for the Soviet 

officiaIs themselves who were â~cumulating the valuables 

in foreign countries for the day of their expuls~on from 

. 56 / 
RUSS1a. 

.. 
To ]ustify their act10n in confiscation of the / 

\ valuablès the government told one of the prosecutor,s to 

1nvestigate the Ch.urch ~anon law concerning the legality 

of using valuables' for th'e purpo~e of saving lives. The 
o 

prosecutor c,;llled ~pon Bishop AR.t:·onill, and the pries1;'s 
. , 

Kal1novskii and Ledovskii as'authorities on canon law to 

testify ~fore 'the c~rt in MosCow. -AlI three agreed 
.1 .. ~ '. ~ , _ 

that t;hEhC'anons c;ited by patriarch 'rikhon applied only' 
• ~"" j' "~, " , ~....À., . ~ 

'to ci)ase~ <»f putt~~g church plate tri personal! use, not to 

using" it for, aid to the needy. AlI .agreeal' .that the latter 

was neither saèrilege nor blasppemy.57 

• 1 1 .' . 
, After thi~ expeEt testimony, the court next sought 

te;> PX:9ve that th~ PatriaJ:'ch and aIl thqse w:h,o followed his 
1 

instructions with ~ega.Fd tO',the confiscation of the valuables 

âcted pot within the Church canon law~ 9ut as counter-
If-- _ 

.. l • \ • 

'~evolutiénaries in leaQuè with foreign'conspirators. , . . 

arder to condemn'legally all the to-called counter-
, \ 

\ .. 

'. 

" • 

In 

7., 

, 1 

,.., 
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r~olutionaries, on April 26, 1922 the goverfirnent staged 

a trial in :10SCOW Whtfh bec~rœ kn,own a s. the Trial of 

Fifty-,-Four because there were fifty-four defendants. 

During the hearing Archbishop Nikander was unexpectedly 

brought into court from his,prison cell and questioned 
, 

about a meeting he had held with the di~trict priests. 

On March 7, 1~22, shortly after' he hqd' bèen ap~ointed 
o 

Arohbishop of Hoscow, ,Nikander. had called a conference at 

which he, according to some of~ the priests at the trial, , 

had tead and distributed the 'patria~ch's proclamation 

against ~he confiscation ~f conseérated' articles~58 In 

his testi~Y, t~~ Arcpbishop denied that he had rea~ or 
J) v. . , 
had g1ven the proclamation to the priests for dissemination 

among the faithful. He admitted tha,t he did discuss .i·t 

at the conference,59 but' pointed out that at the' méet~ng 

it had been d~ci~ed to ~dvise the p~~le not t? r~sist the 
u 

'officiais over the confiscation of the valuables even if 

the y seized aIl thé articles, inciuding those that were \ . . ... 

needed in Liturgical' Services. '1;'he A.rcbbi,shop explained , 

that he urged the people to use only lagal ways.of defend-

ing- the, sacred objects. 
• J1 ..... 

The faitnful were asked to' 
~ 

~ p'etition the government'to exclude sacred ut~nsils from . . 
the list of requisi,tion. ~O (, 

) . 
... ~ I~'i' 

\ 
,} 

L " .~ , . ~ .... ., 

i 
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At the end of the trial patriarch 'fikhon was also 

brought from his confinement to testify' on his own 

behalf. ~-He was accused of inciting "the people to disobey 

the gOvérnm~nt. n~l To wh.\Çh Tikhon replied that the 

authoriti~s ~new very weIl t~at 1n,h1s appeal there was 

no call for.the ~eopletto reS1S~ ~he government: he only 
-, . 
,..~ reque,sted them to pre~erve the Church' s sacredness and 

asked the SOV1Ct state to allow the peop~e to redeem the 

Church valuables. 62 
. 

The Patriarch also declared to the 

court bhat he found himself Gomeelled, 1n accordance with 
, . 

.. c 0 

Church law, to cond;e'tnn the conf-iqcation of consecrated ' 

" 
obJects; that, in the event of conflict between civil law~, 

... 
anq canon l,aw, he cons1dered it, was h1S dut y ~o orey canon 

law; and that he took upon himsel~ full responsib1lity , 
. -

for the dr~fting, publishing and the distribution of his 

edict of March 2, 1922.,63 

The. Bolsheviks were not convinced either by the 

patriarch' s or by the Archbishop' s' t,estimonies. During 
t.~ .. \ 

the trial the Communists believed, or pretended to believe,( 
"­

-that 'religion was practiced for- the sake of the clergy' s.'' 
,,;' 

~elf-g~in ·and for counter-revolut~onary purposes. A 

• 
" . -. 

, . 

"" 

\ 
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quotation from the t\"nd~ët.ment read at the trial ,of , 

the F~ft~-Four show the n~ntality of the prosecütion 

better than àny othe descript~on \>Jould do. 

1 

ants 

The 

The decree)f the Central ~xccutive Cornm~ttee 
regarding foonf~scatlon of Church treasures 
called fojth a violent protest from that ' 
section of the clérgy which, hav~ng been 
deprived during the preced~ng four years of its 
previous greatne~s, had alrcady entered 
several times into strife with Soviet Russia, 
and had aided the regirnents of landowners and 
capitalists ~n their struggle with the workmen 
and peasants af the Red Army ••• Taking advant­
age of the famine on the Volga, and relying on 
ald people, fanatics, weak-minded' persons, , 
and hooligans, and concealing thei~ s~lfish 
objects under ~he cloak of r~ligian, the y are 
again trying to en~ér into conflict with Sov~et 
RU6sia. By procla~ming the Church valuables 
l.nViolable, despibe the categarical decision " 
af the Soviet power to take these 'valuabtes 
for the purposa af buying bread with thern for 
the hungry, they thereby incited the masses 
of th~ people to engage ~n civil war. -, Th~ 
accused could not he ignotànt of the fact that 
the appeal of Tikhon, who openly summaned the 
people ta oppose' the civil power. is undoubted­
ly a caunter-revolutionary, act, for which reason 
th~ charge against them cannot be: reduced to la 
~~rge of merely reslsting the authorities. By .. 
rcfusing assistance to"the starving, Tikhon is 
guilty of another counter-revolutionary act 

'against the Governrnent of \'lorkers and peasants 
,and of favouring the return ~of Russia ta its 
forner state" in order that he may re.gain :,his 
own lost rights and privileges as well ~~ the 
abundant wealth which the Soviet power is at 
present givin~ tô the starving with the obj~ct 
of saving their lives. 64 " ft 

", 
\1 __ ... 1 

result of the trial was 'that 11 of the defenci-
f, , 

were condeJ1U\ed ta dea'th while the ~pst had the death 
~ 

<, 
\ 

" 
" 

.. 
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,ft t· 
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, 
sentence cornrnuted to five years impr~son'ment. 65 -' When 

, 

the Patriarch, who had been r~-conflned to h~s cell to . .-
await hl.s ow~ trl.al, ,learned of the sentences he . 
immediately wrote three letters; one addressed~o the 

. 

Council . of People' s Commissars', one to Kalinin, President 

of the All-Russian Exccutl.ve Comm1ttee, and one to Ku~sky, 

Commissar of Justice. In his ,1e1:ter~s '1:':fkhon. pr~t.ested 
... 1, _ 

that the pun1shnlcrit was o~t of ail preportl.on.to the 

cha,ges. ' He pointed out that the people condemned;, merely 

.... 

o , 

.. . 

.. . 

. ' 

fulf~lled their duties as his subordinates. Ile took 

élll the responsibility f0r opposinc;J tne government ove'r 

the confisCWàtion of the ,~aluabl,c!~ upon' himscüf and a-sl)ed 

the authorl.t~es to take hl.s life instead of those of hi~ 

subordinates. 66 
" , 

o 
" . 

One, of the witnesses against the accused. and, at· the 
\ , 

same time, against the Patriacch ~as th~ arch-priest , , 

Alexander Vvedenskl.i. This p.riest \had bee,n diS?OnteAted: 

with the Patriarch and the ChUt',ch f~r a long time. In . 

opposition to Tikhon and the .Synod. h~ had organiz'e~ . 

group of priests and layrc'Ch in lPioscow as a separate 'un~ 
of the~'b;':~hodOX belj,.ever,s with the intention 'of reforming' 

": ... 
the Russian Orthodolt Church and 'M. taking over i ts leader.,. 

" . 
ship. 

~ , 
l '- 1 .. 

On n"j. ~~ rcturn fram thei! ~tosa:ow:' trial tu Petr,ograd, .. 

• 

'. 

, .,...' 

." " \ . t ." 

J'" 

/ 

" 

.. 
. " 

• 
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he notified Veniamin, !Hetrop01itan of Petrograd, that 

the latter was no longer in charge of the Petrograd 

diocese. The notice was rather a surprise to the 

Metropolitan, because it came from one of h1S priests 

who was making himself the admin1strator of the diocese 

and atternpting to usurp the power of the Netropolitan 

in an uncanon1cal way. The action to which Vvedenskii 

'G resorted was contrary to Orthodox teaching for it is 

lmpossible for a priest to relieve a Hetropolitan of 

h1S duties. Because of hlS insubordination, Veniarnin 

\ 

excommunicated Vvedenskii from the Orthodox Church until 
1 

he recognized his misbehavior and repented. 67 

'. 
Veniamin's excommun1cation of Vvedenskii gave the 

Soviet authorities 'an eXCU5e to act against him for he 

had violated the government's law on freedorn of con~ 

~science. 'rhe CHEKA threatened that unless Veniarnin at 

once withdrew his exconununicatibn of Vvedenskii, the 
" 

Hetropolitan as weIl as the other priests and'laymen 
Q 

who support~q him would be tried for res1sting the con­

fiscation of Chur~h valuables. 68, Veniamin rejected the . 

CHEKA' s ultimatum and.., wi thin a few days he ~nd h,is support­
/' 

ers were'arrested upon Vvedenskii's instigation69 and 

charged with ,resisting the government over the conftscation' 

of Church vaI4~bles. 

r' 
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1 

A Jewish lawyer, by the name of Gourovich, was appoint-

ed as the Chief Defence Counsel. of the Metropolitan, not 

only ~ith the agreement of the accused, but also at 

his own request. 70 The trial started on June 11, 19~2 in 

the hall of the old Nobles' Club in Petrograd. It lasted 

nearly a month. The accused were charged with counter-

revolutionary activities, refusaI to surrender the Church 

valuables and cooperation with the emigre bishops of the 

Karlovtsi Sobor ~ho were plotting to overthrow the Soviet 

government. 7l 

As head of the eparchy, the Metropolitan took personal 

responsibility for t~e excommunication ,of Vvedenskii but 

as far as being connected with the emig~e counter-revolu-

t~onary ~ovement against the Sovie~ government, o~ with 
, 

the refusal to give up the valuables,.Ven~arnin refuted these 

charges. The Metropolitan said that he had only objected 

to the indiscrimatory confiscation 0f the valuables. When 
" -

documents proving that Veniamin was innocent of opposing 

, 
~ 

the Bolsheviks over the liquidation of \'t'ealth ~ere pres~nted JO 

" 
by Egorov, a co-worker of ~ourovich, Egorov was arrested 

on the spot:. "1 2 

• 

" 

1 

/ 
f 

.. 

.~. 

! 
i 

-, Ji, 
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After the arrest o\~ Egorov, Gourovich personally 
1 1 

took ,over the defence ahù was easily able to prove 

beyond a shadow of a dolbt the total innocence of the 

Metropolitan. In PU~~ion, he thanked the Orthodox 

clergy f or hav~ng 'de'fended the Jews in the Be ilis tr ial 
1 

of 19~' and concluded his speech for the defence with 

--~\<ith these words: 1 - 1 _ _ 
i l' 

• 

If the t1etropo1i taI1 is condernned for his 
faith and for JiS 4evot\e~ loyalty to his 
flock, he will bec4:>me ~ore dangerou s to 
the Sov iet pow r th an h~ i s now. Re membe r 
the lesson of a irrefutable law of history: 
Faith increases and~grows on the blood of 
martyrs. 73 

1 . 

t\hen the turn came for the Hetropolit:!an to speak he said: 

F~ve yeats ago l was ch~sen Archbishop ~ 
because" all th workers ~ and the poor loved 
me. They love me bec;:atlIse l loved and 
workeù for the poor, aï' d 1 the starving. l 
am not a politician. , Il did what l did 
,because !t wa my dU~YI to my God and the 
Chur ch • 7 /'1 ' 

/; , ! 
He told the· court how n a pr~i~us occasion the gove.rn-

1 
ment had .cailed on hirn to speak ~n its behalf to calm the 

révoit~ng people. He /hid 50, an~ 'the revoit came to a halt. 
1 

"If l am sent to my death, ft he abded, ft l will take it that 
1 

it. is the will of God. If it i~ the will of God that l 

shall die, i die as a true Chridtian." The court denounced 
1 

() 

"1" • ,> 
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and sentenced the\ketroPolitan and the other de"fendants 

to death; later, ~~ was decided to execute only four; 
/ 

\, 

Hetropol~tan Veni~min, Shein, and the two lawyers 
.." 

1 

Nov~tskii and Kov~harov. The rest were sentenced to 

'. t 75 lmprlsonmen • 

in f 

werl 

AlI together there were close to 2,000 trials 

Soviet RUSSla and about 10,000 c1ergy and faithful 

sentenced to êleatl~ or fai~ed to return, from prison. 76 , . "".' \ 
1 1 

In the Ukraine a1bn~ 583 priests were liquidated beca' se 

the falthfu1 ln t~eir 'pa~ishes resisted confiscation 
/ 

the va1uables. 77 ! In Kharkiv province within Sl.X mon 

'" from December 1918 until July 1919, 70 priests \..rere 

k111ed. 78 
, 1 , , 

1 The BOlShevfk~ however did not forget the Pat iarch. 

After the tria1J~f the Fif~y-Four, 

started its camfa'fgn against him. 

country deputatÙ,ons of workers were forwarding 0 Moscow 
1 

resolut)fns in which they demanded the death s~ntence for 

the P.l"t.1iarch. Izvestiia at~d him SaYing/ 

, 
'. 

"-

\;'ho ,on Fe'bruary 28; i918 gave his bles'sing 
to ~he vlllage priests to:ring the tocsins, 
to ~end messengers from village to village 
to ,qather people aroun~ each_ ~hurch ta 9ause 
deyastations and rebelliqns? 

, 

• 

1 i 

,ti 
1 

'\, 

:h !} .... --. 
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( '. The same one, H~s Hol~ness T~khon! 

Who 1n 1921 upon the order of the foreign 
exchangers in the vile campaign of the 
Tsar' s Gen~al Koz1.ovski1, caused rebellion 
in Krond stadt"1 

Tikhon's steward - priest Sergii! 

Uhat are peasants and workers to do? They 
should res1st all these bands of conceited 
priests. vIe should burn out with cold steel 
thit"'Holy counter-revolut10n. 79 

The State procurator, Tuchkov, started to prepare 

tpe case agalnst the Patr1arch, who was to face the same 

charges as, aIl those that had already been tricd and 

condemned for çbunter-revolutionary activities. But 

his gu~lt, according to the government, was even more 

serious th an that of the rest of the bishops because 
) 

h('was their~ leader ~-nd instigator. He was not only 

. accused of obstructi~g the government in the confiscation 

of Chu~ch valuables, but also of inciting the people in 
& . 

,a struggle for t~e restoration of the tsardom an~ f~ t~e 

return 'of the lanrllords to Russia. ao These aècusations 

were connected with counter-revolutionary activities 

because the P~triarch wanted to keep the Church t s wealth . . 
tor the future imperialist regiIœ~ T e Bolsheviks accused 

the Pa~iarch of being in collusion h the emigres for " . ... 

he acted according to~the emigres' ins 

<­, 

.\ 
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The government had an ea sy 'case against the Patr iarch. 

Because he had prohibited the believers from contributing 

the Church valuables, which by the decree of 1917 did not 

be10ng to the Church, but to the people, he had interfered 
. 

in the governrnent's affairs. Since the Church was not 

registcreù <;~1n institution, the Patr1arch was act1ng 

111ega1ly. By giv ing orders to the people the Patrl.arch 

was breaking the law of the Rights of the Soviet citizen 

ùealing wl.th freedom of conscience. And last but not 

1east, the government condemned the patriarch and his 

SUPlJorters for plaol.ng canon law above the State' s 1aw, , 
) 

whl.ch a1so lOOant that 4e was acting as a counter-

revo1utionary.81 
o 

The arrest of the patriarch deprived the Church of 

its administrator, but in spite of all this the Church 

re~ined unifie~nd strong ., Arrests had deprived the 

Church of its leaders but the essence pf faith remained 

even stronger in the people than obefore. By attacking the 
o 

-Church from the outside, propagating atheism, c10sing 

churches, by killing land imprisoning clergy, the Bolsheviks 
'"'-

\" ~t--. 

were not able ta subdue the Church. Now, they decideç to .. 
Dring pressure on the, ,Ghurch fram within. 82 At this time 

it seems that Church affairs were "transferredc from the , -

... 
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ff . , 
Conunissariat of Justice to the CHE KA , under orle -Tuchk.ov 

; 

who was apparently cornrnissioned to destroy the Church 

through underground methoos. !f'83r By intimidation and 
r 

terrorization the Conununists forced sorne bi shops and 
) 

1 
priests into cooperating with the secx;et police and in-

to ruining the Church from within. 84 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SCHISl-1 AND THE STRUGGLC AGAINST IT 

o 
~ 

q 

b 

. ' 

Hay 12, 1922 eould be taken as the day of the 
1: i:)., 

formation of the so-ea1led Zhivaia Tserkov or 't,.iving 

Chureh. Vvedenskii, ,;the pr iests Ka1inov skii, Krasni tskii 

tnd Belkov as weIl as the psalmrst Stadnik visited 

~tria~eh Tik,hon in prison and asked hirn to give them 
1 

~ 

permissl.on to enter his offi,ee and to organize the Churc1Î 
) 

adminî'stra tion sinee he was under arrest" and was not atJle 

. to administer the Chureh proper1y.1 In d'iscussion with . 
the' Patr iarch, accordl.ng ta the ~atement issued by ,thfs 

. 
group, they b1amed the Patriarch for<all the disorders 

o 

in the Church and for t~e arrest of the ~lergy. The 
o 

group aecused the patriareh of adhering to the old ~~s 

and of suppor~ing a counter-revolu~ionary poliey oowal';'ds 

the Sov~et government. At the same time, they charged him 
~ 

with shelteriDg a eounter-revo1utionary element, which .. 
"le" 

used the Church as a ce~ter for resisting the govern~nt. 
They suggested that the only remedy 'to all this was te. call 

the AI1-Russlan SobOr and to eliminqte the Patriarehate 
~ 

.o., 

J 

.' 

", 



• 
• 

• 

temporarily.2 The visito~ asked the Patriarch to 

appoint Bishop Antcm.in "as temporary Acting-Patriarch" 

in whom the civil power had complete confidence. 3 But 
t:\ / 

the Patriarch refused to comply with their proposal. 
, 

Then he was told that if he did not comply, the eleven 

Moscow churchnen condemned in the trial of the Fifty-Four 

would be shot, Whlle.., they might be pardoned if he con-

,sented. At the end, the patriarch agreed to appoint 

Agafangel, the Hetropolitan of Ya1:"oslav, who was t:re 

second in llne as Locurn Tenens, as Acting Patriarch, 

untll the Sobor was called. 4 

To strengthen their demands and at the same time 

to show the Bolshevlks that they were sincere ih their 
,1 

efforts to break away from the patriarch's Chdrch, 

Vvedenskii and his group of clergy, plus Bishop Antonin, 

published an appeal "To the Believing Sons of t'he )1 () '1 
® 

Orthodox Church" in which they stated that for the past 

few years the Workers' and Peasants' government had 

existed in Russia by the will of God. This government 

had taken upon itself to combat th~ famine, epidemics 
, j '~'''J '"'' 

and other calamities afflicting Russia while, accarding 

ta the appeal, the Church not only stood aside in the~ 

\ ' 

> .. 
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struggle for the truth and for the welfare of human. 

beings but also its leaders had upheld the side of their 

enemies. This was demonstrated by the fact that whenever 

a favourable oppo~tun(ty arose, the Church engaged in 

counter-revolutionary act~vity which caused blood to flow. 
[, , 

In refusing to help the hungry, the churchmen had tried 

to stage a coup d'état. lPe appeal alleged that the centre 

of th~s counter-revolutionary movement was the patriarch 

himself. The people and a good number of priests, however, 
o • 

d~d not follO\oI h~m. The people condemned aIl those "who 

wanted to use the national calamity for their own political 

ends. ,,5 'fhe priests who signed the appeal condemned aIl 

those bishops and clergymen who opposed the government 

over the confiscation of the valuables ta save the hungry. 

In the conclusion of the appeal, the group called for a 

nE\w Sabar ta ~s judgment on all those guilty of the ruin 

of the Chur ch ,- to set in order the administration of the 

Church and to re-establish normal~relations with the Soviet 

government,_ "The civil war of the Church against the state, 

which is guided by the upper echelon of the hierarchy, 

should be ended. n6 ACCbrding to Capta in Francis McCullagh, 

who seems ,oto have had close connections with tj Orthodox 

CIl' 

1. ~, 



• o 

<, 

• 

, 

.. - 101 -

leaders at the tirne, this document had been drawn up by 

certain Cornmunist laymen, arnong thern one Spitzberg, and 

was published with aIl the above signatures before the , 

signatures had been obtained. 7 

On May 16, 1922, the Patriarch wrote a letter to 

14etropolitan Agafangel in which Tikhon explained to the 

Metropolitan that because he could not adrninister the 

Church, he w~shed to turn the administration of the 

Church over to Agafangcl until the next Sobor. The 

patriarch urged the Metropoli tan to come to Hoscow inune-

. 8 
d~ately. 

Vvedenskii and his co.lleagues did not bother to 

wait for the patriarch's approval of their r~quest and 

on the very day, May 16, they handed Kalinin, the Chair-

man of the All-Russian Executive Cornrnittee, the following 
è 

declaration: 

Herèwith, we infor~ you that in consequence 
of Patriarch Tikhdh h~ving hirnself abdicated, 
we have, thought it fit to establish a Higher 
Church Administration whic:h could exercise 
authority in aIl Church questions within 
Russia. 9 

It was evident that Vvedenskii and his supporters were not 

satisfied with Agafangel as the patriarch's replacement, 

on May 18 they went back to Tikhon to ask hirn to appoint 

i 
J 
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someone else untii 'Hetropol:itan Agafangel arrived in 

Moscow • They promised the,patri~rch \hat they wouid 

f ind sorne bishop in ~loscow to help them work in the 

chancel~ery. At the end o~ the discussion, Tikhon 

again g~ve in to their persuas10n. Alth6ugh the 

Patriarch did 'not aplJoint another bishop, he did permit 

the_ group to open the Paj:riarchal, chancellery. Hè 
. 

wrote at the top of the resolution: 

The persons named below are ordered to .' 
take oyer and transmit the Synod affairs 
to -the Host Reverend Agafangel upon his 
arrival in MOSCoW ••• with the assistance 
of Secretary Numerovi the Hoscow diocese 
to the Most Reverend Innokentii, Bishop 
of Klin, and before his arrivaI to the 
Most Reverend Leonid, Bishop of Vernensk, 
with the assistance of the Department D 

Ch1ef ~evskii.lO 

A'year later the Patriarch, after his release from 

imprisonme~~, gave out a staternent in which he declared 

that on the pretext of their anxiety for the welfare of 

the Church, the priests Vvedenskii, Belkov and Kalinovskii 

had asked him to entrust them with his office 50 that 
1 

they could take care of aIl the incoming correspondence. 

Tikhon claimed that he had not told them what they 

should do if Metropolitan Agafangel could not corne to 

Moscow. Nor did he , give them permission to replace the 
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, 
Metropolitan "because authority which p~longs only to 

• 
the bishop cannot be given Over into the hands of a 

priest ... 11 But Vvedensk~~ and his group had come to an , , 
agE''e'e-ruent with the B~shops Antonin and Leonid and had 

organlzed the so-called Vysshoe Tserkovnoe Upravleniia 

(Iligh Church Administratlon), naming themselves members 

of it. 12 

The above statement is quite in accordance w~th the 

information given by the' members of the Living Church 

themselves; the secretary of the Living Church. Sobor of 

1925, Professor B. V. Titlinov writes: 

There can be no doubt tha t the group which 
organized the High C,hurch Administration 
after the abdication of patrigrch Tiknon 
was never authorized by the patriarch ~o do 
30. The Patrülrch inst~ucted the group to 
play the part of an intermediary' passing 
over the business to others; this is not the 

A very sarœ thing as receiving the authority 
themselves~ The leaders of the Living Church 
usurped the authority in a revolutionary wey, 
a non-canonical manner, even in an anti-

, canonical manner ll'3 

Vvedenskii confirmed this by declaring that the "Living . . 

Church began its existence by breaking with Patriarch 

Tikhon. "14 

[} 

C' 
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Since the patriarch had named 14etropo1itan 

Agafangel as the official. Locum Tenens, the Living 

Church o1ïficials in June 1922 sen,t to the Metropolitan 

a deputation headed by the' priest P. N. Krasotkin, who 

demanded that the Metropolitan accept the dogmas of the 

Living Church and partake in its activities. 1S The 

Metropolitan not only refuseù to accépt the dogmas, but 

on June 18 he aiso issued an epistie ~n which hè expressed 

his own loyalty to the Soviet government and ca11ed upon 

the pe~ple to.obey it in good Christian conscieQce and 

ta attend '"to their duties in peace and love. 16 In his 

epistle he condemned the Livinq Church and at the same 
" 

time he gave autonomy in the con~t of religious life 

\ 

not autocephaly as S. Troitskii has stated-to every 

,diocese .until 'the situation was normali?ed .17 Metro-

politan Agafangei by his act introduced no nove1ty into 

the Church's life. He only put into practice what 

Patriarch ~ikhon and the Synod had approved on Novè~r 20, 

1920. 

In case the Holy Synod and the Higher 
Church Counci1 for unforeseen reasons 
terminate their church administrative 

. activities ••• then each bishop t.akes'I 
aIl th~ responsibi1ity upon himself ' 
within his diocese. 18 
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Shortly after the visit oL the priest Krasotkin, . . 

the Metropolitan was arrested on the usual charge of 

counter-revo1utionary propaganda and exi1ed with a 
- . 

pa~ty of co~on crirninals to Naryrn region. 19 

.. '-
1'!etropo1 ~tan Agafange1 was irnpr~soned because of his ... 

1 

insubordination to the Living Church, and he was not 
"-

the on1y one. The temporary Ch~irman of the Higher Church 
~ 

Adrnini~tration, Bfshop Antonin, adrnftted to the sorres-
\ { 

pondent of Izvestiia that the Living Church used 'oppression. 

Antoni~ said: '. l receive cornp1aints against it 
, \ "'-

Church) ••• and from 

The representatives of the Living Church caused ;reat . 
exasperation to the patriarcha1 Church by their threats, 

denounciations and ~ppression-.-.. ,20 Because of fa1se 

accjsations and the use of Bo1shevik mi1itary aid in tak-

ing over the parishes, the people came to believe thpt 
. . 

the Livîng Church was not only ~a Soviet Church," as 

adrnit~ed by Professor ~it1inovr ·b~t a1so an organ of the 

most loathsome CHEKA._ 21 . The 'government took almost all 

theGbathedrals.from the 2atriarch's bishops and 

them to the s~pp()rte-r.s of the Livin~ Church. 22 

-

gave 

In many' 

districts the priests were given the choice by ~he police .. 
of \ j oining the Li v ing Church or going to pr ison • 24, / 

'1 
/ 
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-
The Living Church had aIl the support from the 

government it needed. It had the government press and 

telephones at its service. VvedenSkii even had a 

personal car and his supporters could travel whenever 

and wherever the y wanted to, while aIl this was denied 

to the -~ triarch 1 s Church and c~ergy. The only explan­

ation as to why the Living Church received so much support 

was ~hat "up to a certain mornent the paths of the Living 

Church run parallelfwlthJthec~aths of the Soviet policy.n24 

1 

In Septernber 1922 one of the Hoscow newspapers stated 

that the Comnununists.~"are ••• interested in the victory of 

the Liv ~ng Church. ft 25 N. Stephanoff, an ardent Communist 

leader, after the Living Church coup in 1922 wrote~ 

One of the first problems of the Living 
Church was to finç the most culpable and 
to rnake h~m responsible for aIl the spirit 
of exploitation of the old church. The 
search was not long. The answer was the 
learned monastic body. They were the 
people that furnished the Princes of the 
Church. 26 

The author emphasized that "the best method of emancipat-

ing the masses ••• from religion and faith in the clergy 

. ~d their sermons' was by 'reviewing the Orthodox dogmas. 

This was exactly what the leaders of the Living Church 

we.e doing. The governrnent was glad that the struggle 
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occurred within the Church; it ~reed the government 
y 

forces and relieved the situatibn. 27 

hbile the Patriarch waited in prison for his trial 

he read only the official press whidn reported just the 

successes of the Living Church. It was on the basis of 
., 

these reports that he started to th'ink that the whole 

Church had gone over to Vvedenskii. He longed to end 

h1m imprisonment and to unify the Orthodox people against 

Vvedenskii and his'followers who were breaking the 
. 

Chur;ch' s canons. ~ Patriarch did not know that the 

Soviet governrnent would not put hirn on trial, although 

Krylenko, the leading prosecutor at ~hat tirne, boasted 

that the patriarch' s case was already in his briefcase. 28 

The Soviet government decided to free the patri~h be­

cause they did not dare to kill hirn and rnake a rnarty~ of 
/ 

him 1n the eyes of the people. The Bolsheviks had already 

suffered that experience with Metropolitan Venlarnin. 

Krylenko surnmarized this reasoni~g very weIl: 

••• The case of the chief offender is closed, 
and it remains only to send it to the ~ 
Revolutionary Tribunal ••• [However] on the 
principle of a careful" attitude toward the 
insufficiently clear understanding of the 
wide masses of workers and peasants, we 
leave these persons, our class enemies, in 
peace ••• 29 

\. 

\ 

1 
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, 
The tru~owever~s that the western countries· 

and the church leaders, under the insti~ation of Metro-
r 

politan Antonii Khrapovitskii, applied strong pressure 

on the Bolsheviks to release the patriarch. 30 But the 

Soviet auth,oritie$ did not want to release hirn from prisdh , 

under international pressure: such release would be a 

victory for the patriarch and his Church. The Cornmunists -...... 
were willing to release Tikhon - on their own terms. 

The Patriarch had to repent his counter-revolutionary deeds 

by acknow1edging thern in wri ting. The Bolsheviks thought 

that by repenting, the patria~ch would disgrace himself 

in the .eyes of his faithful and àt the sarne time would give 

the authorities a pretext for arresting him whenever the 

31 
governrnent decided 1f.~ do 50. But just before Patriarch 

j > ~ . '" 
Tikhon was releaseJ1from his imprisonrnent, an important 

event took place in the 'Living Church. 

-
On April 29, 1923, in tne Church of Christ the Savior 

in Moscow, the~iving Church held its Sobor wh~hai1ed 
the Novernber Revolution as having 

) carried into life the great principl 
equali ty in labor which are f ou ml in 
Christian teaching. AlI the world over 
the, strong strangle the weak. • Only in Soviet 
Russia has war begun against the sociàl lie. 

-

,. 



• 

.. 

• v 

- lu9 -

The Sobor affi~ms that eve~y ~bnorable 
Christ1an should take hisoplace among these 
warr10rs for hu~nitarian tru~nd ùse aIl 
means to realize in life the 9tand principles' 
of the November Revolution .... 

The Soviet government is not a proseeutor 
of the Church •. In aecordanee with the con­
stitut'10n of the Soviet government, aIl 
citizens _are guarantee~ genuine ,religious 
freedom orconscieneé. The decree regarding 
the separation of the Church from the state , 
'guarantee s sueh freedom. ,Bence - ehurchmen must, 
not see in the-Soviet authority,the antichrist; 
on the eontr~ry, the Sobôr calls attentiori to 
the fact thàt the Soviet authority is-the only 
one throughout the worId ~hich wi~ realize, by 
government methods, the ideals of the Kingdom 
of Gap. Therefore, every'faithful churchroan 
must not only be an honorable' citizen, but also 
f 19ht wilh aIl 'llis might, together wi th the 
Soviet) authority, ~or the~realization of the 
Kingdotn of God upon the earth. 32 

At the same, time t-he Sobor excornrnunieated aIl the rnembers 
! 

Il 

of the Karlovtsi Sobor and condernned its opp6st-rlon to , 
sovi~t Russia and its appeal.for the restoration Qf the 

Rornarlov dynasty.33 But the most signiIicant dec1sion,of 
/ 

thé Sobor was, "owever, tQ unfrock Pàtri~rch Tikhon, who 

was still awaiti~g trial in prison: 

'l'he Sobor of 1923 condernns aIl" those who ' , 
have fo~lowed this path anœ persuaded others 
to follow them. And t.his app).ies, first. of 
aIl, ta the responsible leader of our Church 
life, Patriareh Tikhon. Whereas patr~'arc 
Tikhon serv~d the counter-revolution in ea~ 
of sincerely serving Christ, and, sin e·-be is 

, the person who was supposed to direct properly 
1 

~ 
,.~ 
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aIl eccle'siastical life, but on (the con~ \' 
~I, trary he led astray the broad \.masses of' 

"1 "the Church, the Sobpr regards Tikhon as 
an apostate 'from the original commands of 
Christ and a traitor to the Church. On 
the basis.Af the canons qf the. Church, 
it hereby ~eclares hin t~ he deprived of 
his clerical orders and IOonkhood, and 
relagated to his ori~nal lay condition. 
"llereafter Pafriarch 9'ikhoq. is layroan . 

\. /B~sil _ Beltin. "34.. 0 

The 'Sbtt?r/of th9 Living, ChurCh,~lSO' assed retorms: it" 

approved of a married episcopate ma ng Archpriest 

~. Vve~kii, wh~ was, ma~ied, Ardhbishop of Krut~tsy; 

.perm1t~ widowe~ priests but not bishops to remarry 

~ thus readmitt~ng into the priesthood aIl those who had 
/' . 

been prohibited from periorming Holy ~1turgy on account 

of hav1ng contractdd a second marriage;35 approved 

monasteries "prov~ded they were working cornmunities, far 

from city life, and devoted to freedom, love, labor, 

equality and f~aternity."36 Although the sobor~ppro~ed 

monasteries yet, "in general the Sobor took a,highly un-

• 
sympathetic attitude toward monas~eries and $pecially 

toward mona~~ic bishops."37 The Sobor ended its final· 

s~ssion on !1ay. 9, 1923 in a triumphant mood. Every aim 

had been accomplished. Now t~e Living Church was ~aiting 

for the trial of patriarch Tikhon to crown its ViC~Ory. 
~ 

1 

l 

1 
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But the utterly unexpected happened. On June 16 the 
~ 

patriarch appealed to the, Soviet government to pardon him 
f 

and to release.him from prison. In his ~ppeal he declar­

ed that from now on he was separating himself from counter-
Q 

revolutionary act~vitics and expressed his loyalty to the 

government.3~On,June 25,1923 freedom was granted to h~im. 

De§pite the fact that the government was successful 

in forcing the patriarch to "repent", it failed to separ-

ate him from the people. By signing the "repentance 
o 

declaration" he did not di6grac~ himself in t~e people' s 

eyes. His "repentance" had no impact upon the faithful 

what'soever. The f~ithfpl celebrated his release from . ) 

impr~sonment as if it were(the Feast of Easter. 39 After 

h~s ~elease the Patriarch 1ried with aIl his might to 

restore order from the chaos in which he found the Church. 
~ ~ l 

T'h~esolutions which the Living Church had ~doPted at . .,. .. , , 
'--J 

its Sobor he. refuted with one word by writing on the 
1 

document "Illegal~ and by signing his name with his full 

title. Those ~o participated in that Sobor werè marked . 
as trespassers ~l the Church law. 

Taking the .,hew that the Living Church was built upon ----fraud ~nd deception,' the patriarch excomInunicated its 

" 

o 

: 
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members and dec1ared all of its decisions nul1 and void. 

All actions, ~~~luding the sacrements administered by 

priests ~nd ~ierarchs of the- Living Church, he declared 

devoid of the~r charismatic character and hence ineffectual. 

'fhose that had accepted thém had become guilty of a venial 

sin. 9 The Patriarc~ ealled u~on the pr~ests and bishops 

who had turned apostates to do penance and to return to ' 

the fold of the One Ecumenical Church.
40 

The majority of 
u , 

the clergy of the Living Church heard 11is calI, repented 

cl Ù h h ' l h h ~ ..• ~~:~~~ an returne to t e Patr1are 1a. Cure. ~ 

The Patr~arch's aet of repentance and his releqse 

from impr1sonment was a grcat sur~r1se to the leaders of 

, the Liv1ng Chu~ch. h'lnle Tikhon' was in prison they eould 
, 

IJ, pretend' that the Living Church' ~s '--'the only organized 

,'~)Church body active in the territory of Soviet Russia. 
1 ~ ~ ,,' 

Upon the patriarch's release, the Living Chu~ch leaders 
• 1 

couid not Ma~e this c1aim. In order to stop people from ~ 

abandoning the Living' Church they called another council 

",for August 8, 1923 at wh,ich all the factions within the 

Living Church patched up their differences.~l This was .. , 
done i~,order to make the Livi~g Church unified and more . {; 

, '. 
~ppêaIing to the peop~e. 'But their effort to save their 

Church did not produceore~u1ts • 

·0 , . 

, 

Their popuiarity started 

\ 

'-
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to decline at a rapid pace. 'rhe governrnent also came 
. 

to the conclusion that the L1ving Church had failed 

t~ do its job and terminateù its support. 42 

:rh~ constant pressure of Tuchkov and Srnidovich, 

the government's representatives, made the patriarch ... 
aware hdw deterrnined the Communists were to get control 

of the Church. T1khon knew that he had the strength not 

to sign over the Church, but would others, after hirn, be 

able to see the clear path and \Hthstand the pressure. of 

the Bolsheviks? The Pa tr iarch remained stable and true 

to the Orthodox Church unt il April 7, 1925 - the day of 

his death. Since the two ~:etropolitans who were appointed 
. 

as Locum Tenens first and second respectively were under 

arrest, therefore, Metropolitan Peter as the last in line 

took over the leadership of the Russian Orthodox Church • 

.. 
<~f'ter the death of patriarch Tikhon, the leaders of, 

the Living Church in 1925\' made another atternpt to save 

their Church. They" called another Sobor for October 2 at 

whic;h they .tried to elirninate all the differences that kept 

the Living Church and the Orthodox Church apart,43 but ... 
Metropolitan Peter refused to recoqniz~ the Living Church 

an~ did not participate in their Sobor. 44 

" 
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In the meantime, the Bolsheviks had realized that 
/:tJ~>--' 

"" they wou19:,,)1.ot be able to eradicatE7 the Church by closing 

churches and arrests. 'rherefore they started to seek_ 

another mean s to subdue i t to the governrrent t s control. 
, 

Tuchkov in the name of the government began negotiating 
, 'fI 1 l " t ~ .. "~.. " 

with Hetropolitan Peter concerning the ".legalizatl.on of 

the Church", but rruchkov in his turn made certain demands. 
i) 

Though these demands are not known in every detail, 

M. rOI' skii 
1 

gl.ves them as folrlows: 

1: 1. 
be 

The issuance of a dec1aration to 
worked out with t,he government. 

2. The exclusion of those bishops from 
the Church and Council·of Bishops whorn 
the governr.ent did not ~pprove of. 

3. The condeIlUlation of the foreign ~ 
refugee bi shops. 

4. Close contact between Church and the 
government through the liaison of Tuchkov 
himself. 45 

Since Metropolitan Pete~ refused to cooperate with 
/ 

the Boishevl.ks he was arrested and eventually died in 

exile in 1936. Tuchkov calso asked Archbishop llarion 
v 

to acknowledge the Living Chur ch as official and canonical, 

but he too refused on the 'grounds that the Living Church 

was headed b~ self-appointees. Tuchkov quickly replied: 
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"Wait, l will give you a canonical bishop and if you will 

not accèpt him, then there will be no mercy."46 But be-

fore Metropolitan Peter was imprisoned he named and appointed 

as his Locum Tenens the Metropolitan of Nizhnii Novgorod, 

~ergii Stargcrodskii. The ne~ly appointed Làcum Tenens, 
" 

Metropolitan §ergii, gave in to ~he pressure of the govern-

ment after his second arrest.47 On July 29, 1927 as 

Deputy of the Vicar to the Patriarchal Throne he isâued 

a pastoral let ter to the entire Church in which we read 

among other things: 

............................... • 1.' ••••••••••••• 
Today fate has determined me, unworthy_ 

Metropolitan Sergii, to be a temporary deputy 
to the highest Hierarchy of our Church. This 
office obliges,me to continue the work of the 

'deceased and to work with all my atrength for 
the peaceful ordering of oùr Church affairs. 
My efforts in th1s direction, whioh have been 
supported by the Orthodox aroh-ahepherda 
apparently have not iPDlained frui tless. Wi th _ 
the foundation of the blessed Patrlarchal Synod, 
the hope ie riaing that our entlre Church 
administration ~ll reoeive its due order and 
structure. Ve are &lso confident that a peace­
ful life and peac.fu! aotivitT will be possible 
for us within the law of the State. 

, . 
Now at the point where we have almoat 

reaohed th& goal of our efforts, the attaoks of 
our foreign enemies do not ceasel murders, 
arsç>ns, raids, &ssassinations, ~nd other forma 
of,the underground struggle are being witnesaed 
by us al1. 1.1.1 this disturbs" the peaoeful 
oourse ot ~ite and creates an atmosphere of 
mutual distrust and a11 possible kinds of 
suspicion ••• 

" 
hl el" ':'k. dt' • 

1 
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Our application that this Synod he per-
mitted to take up the administration of the 
Orthcx:1ox AII-Russian Church has been granted. 
Now our Orthodox Church has not only a canonical­
ly central administration, but a central admin­
istration that is legal also according ta the 
law of the State of the Soviet Union ••• 

We must show not only with words but with 
deeds, that not only people indifferent to the 
Orthodox Faith or traitors to the Orthodox 
Church can he loyal citizens of the Soviet Union 
and loyal subjects of }:h.e Soviet power, but the 
most zealous supportets of the Orthcxlox Church 
as well, ta whom the Church Wl. th all her dogrnas 
and traditions, wit~ all their laws and pre­
scriptions, is as dear as Truth and Life." 

l"e want to he Orthcx:1ox and at the - sarne tine 
to see the Soviet Union as our civil Fatherland, 
whose tr~umphs and successes are also our triumphs 
and successes, whose failures are our failures. 
Every attack, boycott, public catastrophe or an 
ordinary case of assassination, as the recent one 
in Warsaw, will be regarded as an attack against 
ourselves. Even "if we remain Orthodox, we shall 
yet do our duties as citizens of the Soviet Union 
"not only for wrath but also for conscience' s 
sake ft, as the Apostle teaches !lS (Romans 13: 5) , 

'll and we hope that wl.th the help of Gcx:1 and through 
working together and giving support to one another 
we shall <he able to fulf ill this task. 48 ' 

'rhe Bolsheviks had won il c9mplete viçtorY. In the " 

person of Me~ropolitan Sergii as head of -the Church t they 

had fbund a hierarch whose position was unassailable canon­
J 

ically and who at' the same time was cortpletely subservient 
-

ta the g~~ernment. Because of the recognition of the Church 
1 

4 - t... ~ 

by the government and its sùbservience to it, no priest or 
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lay member of th~ Church would now he able to resist Sergii 

without -transgressing against the l,aw of the state and of. 
, 

the Church. The repression of Church opposition became 

the "joint task of the government and ,the Church authorities. 

This was precisely the situation that the governrnent strove 

for after having failed to destroy the Church completely. 

The Communists now controlled ,the supreme authority of the 

ChurcI1, and thus they held the entire· Orthodox population 

firmly in their power by means of the authority of the 
'1 

Church. 
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CONCLUSION 

The eonflict between the Chureh and the Soviets 

was unavoidable sinee the Boisheviks wanted to impose 

an ideology diametrically opposed to Christian teach-

ing upon the people. Before the Mareh Revolution 

Lenin thought that as soon as the Chureh was separated 

'from the state and as soon as the Party explained to 
1 

the pe~ple thelorigin, purpose and role of religion in 

human life, the people would abandon the Church. 

After the usurpation of power Lenin seemed to:at~pt 
~ 

to follow his theory of treating the Chureh as any other 

bourgeois institutIon by nationalizing its land and pro-

perty. He eonsidereù t~"ât if he destroyed its eeonomie 

base, the Chureh as an fnstitution would not be able to 

sustain itself, for tQe\people once fréed from oppression 

and exploitation would not support any institution that 

Qid not benefit the workers. The Boisheviks over-

estirnated thei~ theory. People did not protest against 

the nationalization of Church la~~s, but they were deter­

mined ta remain Orthadox, and they were willing to take 

upon ttiemselves the financial support of their Church • 
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el imJ:e:e:::e ::e:::::e f :::~::::i ::~ i:h·::e a ~:::: 
Chri ian spiri't was reinstituted i.n~o the' Ch~rch • 
Y~ny members of the intelligentsia that previously were 

r 
outs~dth,e Church an,d critl.cal _~f its inet'tness c:me\ 

back and~strengthened it further. 

~ 
'rhe Bolsheviks tried to aricst the Church' s growth 

by levying heavy taxes not only on the land upon which 
~ 

'-\ ~ 
church~s wcre standing and the clergy whom the BolsheYiks 

'regarded to he fJ;ea professionals, but also on all those 
\ 

who helped ~ harbored priests. 

To divert people,' s attention from religion the 

Communl.sts also encouraged local br~nches of the Tr\de 

Unions, Red Army and Comsomol to incorporate into their 
p, 

activities anti-rel~gious programes particularly at the 

time of the Christmas and Easter holidays. In addi'tion,-

a great deal of "spontaneous" vandal!sm was directed 

against the churches. 

Unable to induce people to abandon their ~urch, the 

Bolsheviks started to accuse the clergy of bein~ counter~ 

revolutionary and of refusing to help starving p~op~e 'by 

permitting the confiscation of consecrated vessels that 

" 
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were used in Liturgical Services • 

h11en direct attacks and persecutions proved un­

sucees sful, thé governrqent tr led to de stroy the Church 

from w~thin. After the arrcst of 'fikhon, the govern-

ment gav~ full s~pp~ to spxœ clergymen who broke· 
1 

away from t.he Orthodox Church and established the 50-

cal'led L1ving Church, but the people refused .to follaw 
o 

the Liv1ng Church leaders. l10st of the fait~ful regard-

ed th~S apostates and as agents of the Communist 

goverilnent. 

. 
F1na1ly the Bolsheviks realized that they could not 

\ ~ \ ~)j 

destroy the Chutch in the Soviet Union. Therefore they 

decided to subject the canonical bishops to such pressure 

that at 1east one of them wou1d change his mind and agree 
,.. 

to cooperate with the government. After his second arrest 

Hetropolitan Sergii agreed to cooperate with the Bolsheviks. 

In July 1927 he issued his letter to the faithfu1 by which 

he subjected the Russian Orthodox Church to the Bolsh~ , {.\.~> 
(",.~ 

l ,"-",,-
state. This was a, terrible irony becausel the Communists, 

: 1 

who had accused the c1ergy of being the servants of the 

tsarist gOvernmen~, resorted ta force in lorder to convince 

at least one c~nonical bishop to accept the full control of 

the Church by the Soviet government. 

; 
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, 
By surrendering to the Bolsheviks-the Chu.ch lost the 

1 
freedom for which it had fought so harde ln tsarist 

Russia the Churc~ had been subjected 

who used th~Ch as an instrument 

to a Christia~ tsar 

tG control ..the people 

but who at least supported religious institutions. This 
'-

time it was much worse_ because the Soviets started to use 
d 

the Church as an agent of their policy, yet at the same 

time \~TY strove to eradicate rèligion and the Church it­

self from the state altogether. 
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