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This thesis examines how theZBolsheviks changed

b

their policy toward the Orthodox Ehurch in Russia from

one of passive to one of active persesution. The period-

between 1917 - 1923 is examined in order\to show in ,

'
.
. ”~

particular ho&'tﬁ?ﬁ@gwernment 1mple@§hted 1ts anti-
. i i ) Q{SJ‘ « N\

recligious policy in aﬂ effort to destroy the @Qurch as an
a -~ 4

: 4 o\

institution. The.thesfs also shows how the Church leaders ..
e *'

because of their inexperilence fell into a political trap .

that gave the Communists an excuse  to accuse the Chuxch '
’ \0 .

revolutionary.
o0

Between 1925 an@a1927 the Bolsheviks again "- \
changed their policy from one of active ex;ernal persecution

N | .
to gain control of the Church.
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INTRODUCT ION b

L

The history of the RussianxOrthodox Church from

1917 to 1927 is both the story of the struggle in

.

survival and suffering of the Church and 1té,bellevers

at the hands of the Soviet government, because the

’

Bolshevik policies were shaped 1in such a way as to extend
. <

them Lﬁ&g every aspect of human life 1in order to absorb
the people into the Communist society and to destroy all

those who couald not be remodeled to suit the Bolsheviks'

.

ideas. -

Lenin adopted his anti-religious policies from Marx
’z

rwho did not know the rele the Russian Orthodox éhuxch had

AN
played in molding the Russian peasants' soul. Lenain

interpreted larx's definitiop of religion as "the opium
of the people% in a much harsher and antagonistic way by
saying that . ,

@j/t Religion is a sort of spiritual vodka (sivukhal
in which the slaves of capital drown their
. 1mage of man and their claims to any decent
v life.l )

With this in mind he concluded that
All ceontemporary religions and Churches,
all religious organizations, Marxism alway%
regards as an organ of bourgeois reaction °
AA{,

L e
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serving to defend exploitation and to
stupify the working classes.?2

ile thought that(once akl the Church lands with its
properties were nationalized, i.e-, its economic basis
had bean destroyed, the Church as an institution would
cease to exist; instead, éhe Soviets encountered the ,
hostile opposition of the Russian Orthodox Church which
challenged the éoviet government and called upon the

/
faithful to defy, not nationalization, but the newly

introduced regulations concerning religious life,3
AN

The purpose of this thesis 1s to show why and how
the Soviet government attempted not only to subdue the
Church but also to eradicate the Orthodox faith from

Soviet Russia.

The Bolsheviks persecuted the Church for at least
three recasons: firstly, Christian teaching, which advocated
the existence of God and Christian spiritual and moral
valiies, was opposed to the éommunlst ideology which rejected
God's existence and cons%dered the belief in God to be a
hindrance in the progress of mankihd ana the formation of o
a Communist society. Secondly; the Bolsheviks 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 government was liable
to inspire rebellion against thé Soviet government. There-
fore, the Communits launched a full-scale campaign to
destroy the Church in Soviet Russia by means of heavy tax-
atiqﬁ, arrests, exiles and death sentences, as well as by
organfzéd, sxétematic propaganda against religion., .
L. . 5

rhe Soviet law concerning "freedom of conscience”
and the "separation of Church from the State" became a con-
stitutional instrument used by the Communists to mask the
persecution of the Church. From the very beginning, the
Bolsheviks divergad in their practice from the censtitution

which said that religion was the private matter of every

Soviet citaizen.

To understand the real relationship between the
government and the Church one must look beyond the con-
stitution to the actual attitude of the Communists and the

Party in practice.

Because of the large-scale arrests and executions of

clergymen and beliewers, and the desecration of churches

r

W .
and sacred objects,?the government caused great resentment




: . Lz,
among the people, which started to doubt Soviet justice,

As the persecution continued, the faithful began to
withdraw into the underground.\ Since the Bolsheviks were
not able to éestroy the Church from outside, they decided
to do so from inside. They brought the Orthodox Church

under full cdntrpl by® forcing certain bishops to cooperate

fully with the Bolshevik government.

s
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CHAPTER ONE
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\
NATIONALIZATION OF CHURCH PROPERTY

v 9,

when the Soviet government came to power on §
3 w November 7, 1917, the Sobor (Council) of the Russian

3

Orthodox Chﬁrch was in&session. This Sobor' had been

L™
o3

convoked in order to reform the Church and to discuss

v

the 1ssue of the patriarchate. Sin¢e the abdication
)

»

of the Romanov dynasty after the March Revolution had

left the Church, so to speak, without a head to guide

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

a . N

"strong and energetic patriarch®, who would "be for the

2d.

Church what the Tsar was for the state."”

Defending

the reinstitution’ of the patriarchate, speakers assured

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

/

ﬂ

of the patriarch, would be "authoritatiye" and "commanding"

-

and that the governmept would not dare to ignore the

o the Synod's depu;ies.3 In his speech to the Sobor

. Bishop Mitrofan stated that

I P

~

»<
@

'patriarch the hay the Provisional Government had ighored
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We need a patriarch, who wi¥l be our
spiritual leader and director, who will
inspire Russian people and who will call
upon the people to correct themselves in
their way of life for greater deeds and
who will be willing to /lead the way. No
institution can exist without a leader,
nor can the Church exist without one.4

It was uncertain‘whether the Sobor would be able

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

but the fear proved to be unfounded. The new regime
did not interfere with the work of the Sobor which
continued to function and to move toward the election1%(

‘I.—."’,”

of a patg}afch. There were three nominees for the
patriarchal office. On November 14, 1917, starets*
Aleksii of the Zossimov monastery drew one of the three
nameg and gave it “to Metropolitan Vladimir of Kyiv who !

crossed himself and read out, "Tikhon, Metroplitan of

Moscow, Axios!"**5 The first Patriarch since 1721 had

s}
o

been elected,

The Bolsheviks, on coming to power, found the
Church very different from the one that for centuries
héd served the Romanovs. Although the March Révolution
had brought an end to the Synodical perlod of the Russlan

Orthodox Church, the Bolsheviks believed that 1t remalnégQ

*:
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the same as it had been before the Revolution,6 when
it had been one of the departments of the tsarist

gavernment.

Lenin knew that the Church had played a leading .
role in. the formation of the Russian state. The Church

could be called the maker of the Russian nation and its

leading figures had been, indeed, servants of the Tsars.7

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 C \\

v

them. Already in 1905 he wrote:

Religion 1s one_of the forms of spiritual
oppression, whiéh~everywhere weighs heavily
upon the popuPar masses:.. Those who toil
and live in want all their lives are taught -
by religion to be submissive and patient
while here on earth and take comfort in the
hope of being rewarded in heaven. But those
who live by the labour of others are taught by
religion to practice charity while on earth
and thus religion offers. them a very cheap
way of justifging their entire existence as
exploiters,..

Consequently, after assuming power in Russia he thought
that the first task of the struggle against reiigion T

should be to break up the social-economic system into
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which religion had sunk its roots.l0 He was convinced
that the Church existed preponderantly as an economic
unit. Hence the Communists passed a law which placed
all the landed estates, including the m?nastic and
Church lands, with all their livestock, implements, etc.
under the control of the Soviet of Peasants' Deputies.11

Shortly after the decree of November é, 1917, the govern-

ment also denied the Church the financial support which

it had received from previous governments., The Bolsheviks
believed that with the nationalization of Church assets

and the liquidation of the exploifésg as a class, the

>

Church would crumble and cease to exist“aé an institution

v -
and that eventually religion would disappea” completely,
because it would lose its social base and jzzxipnction

W

12 This

to defend the interest of the dominant class.
theory was a logicél conclusion of the Marxist's analys
of the role of religion in -a capitalist society: “the
belief in God had been inventéd by the rich in order to
keep the poor in a state of oppression..."13 Libe;ated
from the capitalistic exploitation, the people would come
to the concluéion that it was religion that kept them in

[

bondage as much as the exploiters,l4
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Nationalization of the land was a severe blow to the
economy of the Church, The Church owned .23 million acres
in 1905, according to M. Daube~Bancel, but after the
éecree of November 8 it owned none.l® 1n addition to
loosing all its accumulated wealth, the Church was for-

N i
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 acquire something, that item automatically begame
national property. By nationalizing Chufkch lands the govern-
ment struck a crippling blow against t monastery, the
institution that supplied the Churgh with its hierarchy,
In closing all the monasteries, the Church not onI; f;ﬁt
its land but also its printing presseé, dairy farms and
other interprises where monks engaged in free labour. Be-

sides all this, mopgsteries ran hostelries where pilgrims
X1

stayed during their visits to the*monasterigs. Pilgrimages

were a vital element in the monasteries' existence. The
pilgrims sustained ery monastery by paying the monks for
the services and by bufzﬁg\ggiir produce. The same pilgrims
spread the monasteries' fame aga\ﬁi;};figd the monastic

way of life, thus inspiring young boys and men to become

monks. Sometimes an older person would decide to remain’

!

o




"in the monastery for the rest of this days. Usually
‘ ' Y

Such a person left all his property to the monastery;

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

5y

pray daily for their souls,

After the Narodnyi Komissariat Justitsii (the

Péggle's Commissariat of Justice?} ordered the “complete
liguidation of mon3asteries, -as the chief centres of the

w17 some of the monasteries

o influence of the Churchmen,
reorganized themselves into Iabour Communes in accordance
with the new legislation in favor of collective farming 7
in order}to survive as a unit and to prevent their
ligquidation, But the People's Commissariat of Justice,
on Ma;ch‘29, 1918, attempted to repress this movenment bf

ordering "the Communes to accept, regardless of denomin- .
w18

&

< ation, any person who might apply for membership.
e .
Usually volunteers did not show up and the Labour Communes [

. ) \
prospered because of their strict- diseipline, the improve-. -~ -

. e =

ment of agriculturalwggphniéués and the carrying on of all

the work without hired labour. For this reason the govern-

mefit dissolved the Communes and ail mogﬂs and nuns were
evicted from them,1? By 1926, 673 monasteries had been

C s . . 0 (a4 s
lqu%datEd, their two and a quarter million' acres and
—_—
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4,248,000,000 roubles confiscated, and their 84 factories,

e
436 dairy farms, 602 cattle farms, 1,112 apartment hgyses

and 704 hostelries nationalized.?? Although the = "~ * -

1

monasteries were nationalized and their members evicted
e

W‘ AN
from the Labour Communes, some of the monks and nuns._

secr¢tly managed to lead a monastic life until 1938, while
21

-

earning their livelihood at various Soviet enterpraises,

o

-

Nationalization of Church factories, particdlarly
those producing candles, hit thebofthodox church hard be-
cause not only are candles essential in Orthodox worship o
but they also broudht substantial révenue 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 price to the people.

The-faithful understgQod this law well: when buying candles

they usually did not bother to take change. In this way
parishes were able to make a few kopecks to cover their

many expenses.

-
- PR ALY
The nationalizatiornr of the Church presses deprived )

LRS

the Church of its defence against anti-religious attacks.

On the other hand, the govefnment used all available means

i

to disseminate anti-religious thoughts amongnﬁﬁe people.

]
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the government, but would also adopt a materialisti'c

3

way of life. Anti-religious ideas would convince %hem
that the "Church is the propaganda department of the
bourgeois .state."22 Once this state had been destroyed

then the people would realize that they "no longer need

God and priests than the liberated slave needs his e

chains."23

. o \

With the nationalization of the printiﬁ@«preéses:
the Church becameJdependent on the government Fyvprint its
éublicatlbns. It was not/an easy task for thefchurch to
publish its material at the Bolshevik's presses. An
instruction of the People's Commissariat of Jus&ice insi;t-
ed that a Church.or-a parish could not rent a press from
the government to publisﬁ~its materi§}24'and that "all
manuscripts of a religious\nature were to be submitted to
the government's\pqélishers for print'ing."25 It was easy
for a printing pre§s\to rejeét\{gligious publication

‘ N
because it was the government thaE\gontrolled the "distri-

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

3
&n o

iy

o
. e
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Co nists published only those Church's articles that

were\ of interest to the Soviet government. On.February 21,

1923 the Bolsheviks implemented a new law:
Religious organizations and societies -
(obshchestva), according to the decree
of Separation of the Church from the s
State and School from the Church do not
have ]ud}c1a1 rights, and’ they cannot have
in their#hame property, or anykind of
enterprise which could publish a magazine,
but individuals of religious groups under T
their own name can publish any klnd of
magazine. 27 .

But even this privilege was restricted because if any
kind of anti-Commuﬁist propaganéa “active or pa§§ive"
was found in a religious publication, the offense was-.
punishable by no less than three years of confineﬁent. 28
Therefore, no one was prepared to undertake the risk.of
publishing a magazine, But there were also other ﬁind-
“rances even éfter the‘Churcﬁ managed so;ehow.to publisg
its material. “The post offices refused to handle Church

,publications.29

In one way or another, the Ghurch was

placed in the predicament of being unable to reach its | e
faithful with its publications while the government used

all its power aﬁd facilities to indoctrinate its subjects

in anti-religious philosophy.

<
EFN

-,['
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The nationalization of the Church's printing presses
also prevented the Church from reproducing icons which

are essential to Orthodox worship. In addition to all
~ B
this, the government 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 Communist cell, which

-

organized an anti-religious meeting at which more than six

hundred witnessed the ceremonial burning of the icons.30

7z
As early as Augqust 24, 1918 the Soviet government

officially forbid icons to be kept in public or state
buildings and on Januaty 3, 1919 the People's Commissariat

of Justice issued an instruction on how icons should be
‘removed from public and state buildings:
ft‘"
» The removal of icons should not resemble ﬁﬁﬁ
anti-~religious demonstrations, but must
be done when as few people as possible are
present, in order not to create a false .
impression in the minds ‘'of the populace-~
regarding the methods of the Soviet authori-
ties in the ftruggle against popular
prejudices.3

The Communists knew also that the Church's strength
did not depend solely @pon its wealth; its strength lay

in its influence over the people's daily life and in the

discipline it exerted upon their families. To separate

€~
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people froﬁnthe Church, the govérnment decided to
eliminate religion fgom family life by excluding all
Church rituals, i.e. mafriage, baptism, etc.. Until
Decemberx. 31, 191T;one had to be baptized, married and
buried by the Church .and, if one wanted a divorce, one
had to appeal to the Churcg authorities wha would decide
whether or not ts grant it. Now, the Bolsheviks

changed all this. On December 31, 1917 they passed

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

~and deaths had to be registered solely by civil or secular

authqfities where the Church registration books were to

be turned in.32

But the government could not enforce
this decree. The people continued to register at the
priests' offices as they had before. Only in those

places whgre strong communist 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 Kommissariat

Vnutrennikh Del (Commissariat of Internal Affdirs). By
the beginning of 1919 ‘ll record books were in the hands
of the cjivil administration.33 oOn December Bf?%i9l7 in
order to undermine the Churéhig{marriage ritual the

Soviet government also decreed that "the Russian Republic
hencqforth reéégnizes civil marré;;e only."34 On the same

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

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 denaminations, in the
governing 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 file a new
petition for the annulment of the marriage ‘
according to this decree, without awaiting
the.dismissal 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

Mirovol sud'ia (Justice of. the Peace) and a signature in

the record book. If at any time, even a few days after
the marriage, one of'the spouses decided to be divorced:
‘all he or she had to do was to go before 2%e official for
divorces and declare his or her wish.3® The marfiage

and divorce laws ¥E£9 ngt uniform throughout the Communist
Republics. In the Ukraine, for instance, not only could
one marriage partner get a divorce without the presence

of the other, as in the Russian Federation, but one partner
cculd even registef 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<

k4
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According to the decree the government did not
object totghurch marriage. Bﬁt a couple had to Jﬁdefgo
civil marriege, because it was the only ceremony récognized
by the Comménists; after the civil maFriage according- to
the decree,/one could have a Church marg}age. Nor did the
Bolsheviks interfere if a priest refused to marry a couple

38

who had-obtained a civil divorce. But this tolerance

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

reality the situation was different. The Sov;etigovern-

ment was guilty of the persecution of the rank and file

of religious worshipers. !lo member of the Communist party

or Comsomol (Communist Youth Organization)iwas allowed to

take pért in any religious ceremony. Should a Comﬁunist

or a Comsomol member take his marriage vows in Ch&rch,he

woulé be expelled from the party and his place of work.

Dismissal from his job wou}d 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

i Communists.39

¥

-

The Church authorities did not surrender their rights

to the Bolsheviks without a struggle. In June 1918 the
) .

Sobor declared that only t?e diocesan councils were entitled

/.
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to handle divorce cases.?? rThis aétion on the part

of the Sobor brought the Chdrch into diréct conflict

with the People's Commissariat of Justice, which ruledb
that the Church and its dioceses were assuming juridical
rights denied them by law. On May 18; 1920 the govern-
ment instructed the provincial exscutive committees to
clq;e the diocesan councils and to bring its members to
trial. Those bi;hops that refused to comply with the law

were charged with carrying on counter-revolutionary

propaganda through their diocesan journals and with

violating the law by assuming juridical functions in
divorce actions, by charging fees and similar acts. The
court found the accused quilty and sentenced them {(pro-

bationary) to five years imprisonment. The diocesan

councils were ordered closed, The Patriarch, the members
. 1 ~

of the Vysshoe Tserkovnoe Upravlenie (Higher Church il

Administration) and the Holy Synod realized that they had
gained nothing from opposing the government but persecution
and consequently they gave a written pledge tg the govern-

ment that they would comply with the goQérnment's circular

0
that : N

gvo
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thef carrying on of divorce cases and the trial,
investigation, «taxation, financial, economic

‘and administrative matters connected with

then are discontinued in the diocesan councils,
the Holy Synod, and the Higher Church Administra-
tion.4l . )

R

The relationship®betieen the go%ernment and the Church
9 »'L}n" a
was becoming more tense. .The Bolsheviks adopted an

$

irreconsilable amimosity to any religion, any Church, and

-

led against them a mercilesg war to win the masses.42 oOn
his part the Patriarch issued his first proclamatiom%
February 1, 1918 without waiting for the Sobor to re§;Qvene.
The proclamation began with a vielent denqunciation of the
murder and répine perpetrated by thé Soviet° government,

and continued:

‘Wq Recall yourselves, ye senseless, and cease -0
i"ﬁ your bloody deeds. For what you are doing
{ is not only a cruel deed; it is in truth a.
l satanic act. By the authority given @xs by
God, we forbid you to present yourselves
for the sacr?ments of Christ and anathematiz
you... .
1 adjure all of you who are faithful
, children of theé Orthodox Church of Chris
not to commune with such outcasts of hyman
crace in any matter whatsocever; “cast out the ‘e
wicked from among you".43 g T i

The Patriarch also protested against the nationalization

[

of the Church's lands and other property, the secularizationm
& 6 .

: of marria%a,and,the school, and the desecration of chapéls.44

Although the Patriarch did not. specifically call the people

-3
-
~ ]
-

’
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to arms, he did urge them to "rise up in defence"

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

message told of the evils endured by the Church at

the hands of "the open and;concealed enemies of

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

crimes‘gnd murders, forgetting Christ's commandments. 42

The message had a striking 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 raghts but also labeled the Communists as “out-
casts of the human race® and their work as "the work of

Satan."

The breach between the Church and the Bolsheviks
became irrepardble. Since the Patriarch had'anathehatized:
the Bolsheviks, no beliewer, according to Church teaching,
could eveyg communicate with the Communists, much less
co-operate with them. In other yordé, by the anathematiza-
tioﬁ the Patriarch severed all connecti;né with Soviet

.+ Russia and those that followed their ideology. The Patriarch

— éalled upon the believers

[y
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to stand in defence of our Holy Mother
(Church) , now outraged and oppressed...
you, brother archbishops and pastors,
without delay... call our sons to defend
the trampled rights of the Orthodox
-~Church, immediately organize religious
leagues, call them... to range themselves
in the ranks &f the spiritual fighters,
who to exdternal force will oppose the
strength of their holy inspiration)'-and Al
we firmly trust that the enemies of the '
Church of Christ will be broken and
scattered by the strength of the Cygss .of
Christ.46 LR

\

The reaction of some of the clergy was what the
Patriarch expécted. Tﬁe‘very next day the famous
reactionary priest, Father Vostorgov, precached in the
Church of St. Basil on Red Square, promising to preach
the following day, "1f, of course, after service or
during the night they do not arrest or kill me;" He
told his audience 2f the Patriarch's message calling upon
them, as true -sons of the Church, to ;the holy sttﬁggle
for the Church," and he counéeled those determined to go
*without trembling ,in defence of the Church againstr .
bayonets and'rifle fire", to confess and receive Communion.
The following day, in his sermon ”Thglétruggle for Faith
and the Chu;ch," Father Vostorgov told his audience that .

the- Patriarch was calling them to the struggle against the

forces of evil:




Then - all into the churches! All - to
prayer meetings... on streets and squares!
By religious processions, petitions,
declarations, protests, resolutions, messages
to the authorities - by decisive force, by
all 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,’ unarmed, with
prayers and hymns - let Cain and Judas kill
us! The time gas come to go to martyrdom
and suffering!4’

Similar enthusiasm was displayed not only by
individual priests but also by the civilian members of
the Sobor, which reconvened on February 3, 1918.

Prince E. N. Trubetskoi urged the Church to act decisively
saying
Here is an open war against the Church, not
begun by us. On eur part silence and inaction
would be criminal. We must loudly raise our
voices and arouse all the Orthodox people to
the defence of the Church...48
One member 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 replacing them "with red rags."

He blamed all these misfortunes not only upon the Communists



but also upon the Vremennoe Pravitel'stvo (Provisional

Government), 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 Vostorgov 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...50

In the conclusion of his speech he urged the Sobor to
speak out against socialism which had enslaved the Russian
people in a "“Jewish-Masonic organi%ation."Sl

Because the Patriarch's message and the speeches at
the§§ggg£ encouraged believers to oppose the Bolsheviks,
the government started to pay even more attention to the
Patriarch and the Church.)’ﬁhile the power of the pol§peviks

- ¢

was new and weak, the power of the Church was a thousand
years old and the faithful ;ere'numbered iﬁ the millions,
The Communists were afraid that if the Church as an
institution opposed the government, it might cause rebellion

and the eventual downfall of the Bolsheviks. - The
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Communists réad into the Patriarch's proclamation a -
call for the bhurch to enter into political opposition
to the gove{pment and they knew ghat when the .believer
felt strong enough to overthrow the Soviet regime it i
would take ver& little effort to stir them to armed
resistance. After all, it was at the Sobor that the
priest Vostorgov advocated the restoration of tsardom

in Russia, The Bolsheviks had to make a swift move to

break its potential enemy - the Church.
N

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

o
~

session, ‘the Soviet government issued the decree on the

"Separation of the Church from the State and the Church
frqm the School.” From now on religion became the private
affair of Soviet citizens. One could adhere to any kind
of religion or to hone at all or become an atheist. To
the Bolsheviks, religion as an institution had ceased to
exist., Article 12 of the decree stated that "No Church

or religious associations have the riéht to own property.

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

Thé Sobor on February 28, 1918 reacted to this decree
by condemning it in a message in which it Eﬁﬁplained of
the violen;e ?g_the party in power and of their attacking.
the very existence of the Orthodox Church. Hence the Sobor

decreed:

3
R
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1. The decree issued by the Council of

- People's Commissars concerning the separation
of the Church from the state is, under the
guise¢ 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 it.

2. All participation, both in publishing

this legislation hostile to the Church, and like-
wiseé in attempts to put it into effect, is
incompatible with adherence te the Orthodox

Church and will draw upon the guilty persons
penalties up to excommunication from the Church...
The Sobor galls 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 notl be
abused... We shall have to wage a fight against

the dark deeds of the sons of destruction for all -
that is dear and holy to us Orthodox and Russiagg,_o
for all without which life has no value for us.

The Patriarch called upon the priests and faithful to6 be

on guard in protecting the Holy Church...{to)
strengthen and unite the bvelievers for defense
against attacks on the freedom of the Orthodox
Faith... Parishioners and worshipers of all
parishes and other churches should be organized
into united societies whose duty it shall be to
defend all the sacred thingg and other church
property against violation.?24

The proclamation inspired believers to organigze into

1 .
Bratstva and Sestritstva (Brotherhoods and Sororities), which

came into existence in various parts of Soviet Russia. Brother-

hoods' members included both sexes between the ages of eithteen
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and forty. They were of the Orthodox.faith, non-

drinkers, non-smokers and literate; they strove to ‘-

live a simple Christian life.

Brotherhoods took upon themselves almost all the
financial burden of their parishes; women made candles

for(parishes, those who knew how to paint, painted icons,

(9nd still others made utensils that were needed by the

Church., They started to organize various types of

A 1
1w

lectures, libraries, reading rooms, playgrounds and
sanatoriums, and offered medical aid, sewing classes and
aid to the needy. With the help of the Brotherhoods

the Church opeQ?d its doors practically to everyone who
wanted to donate his éﬁme or to‘Proaden his kﬁowledge.
The Church became not only thé'centre of religious life

but also the centre of cultural and social activities, 2>

The active participation of laymen in Church life
%

alarmed the government and it decided to bring these act-

‘ivities to a halt. - It was decreed that the benevolent,

educational and other associations which spent their funds
in the support of religion were to be closed.?® The leaders
of the Brotherhoods were arrested "on the grounds of

instigating disorders culminating in murder, in various
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parts of the Russia®>7 and the members were dispersed.’

\ The Brotherhood of the orthodox Church was not the only

association whose activities were terminated by the -
Soviet goverament. The Bolsheviks also closed the
benevolent seocieties of all the other religions, includ-
ing that of the Salvation Army brancn in Petrograd (Leningrad).
According to the Soviet officials

these Salvationists have been quilty 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

o organizations are fog?idden to try to bribe people

to become religidus,
By closing the Salvation Army branch in Petrograd and
outlawing the Brotherhoods of the Orthodox Church,, the SoQiet
government 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,

ef»
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CHAPTER TWO ‘ .

Py PERSECUTION OF CLERGY

Toward the end of 1917 and in early 1918, civil ]
wars 3ege breaking out in the territories of the defunct
Russian Empire and the Soviet government found itself
in the very difficult position of:haviﬁg to fight d.
internally and to wage war with the Centrai Powers at
the same time. As a result, the government decided to
conclude peace with Germany at any cost, When the
Patriarch heard the rumors that the Bolsheviks were abou£
to sign a Peace Treéty with Germany he appealed to the
Russian'peOple to remain steadfast to the war effort.

The following excerpt of his address has been preserved:
Where is the former might of our country? .
Where are you, her faithful sons? Are
you all perished in bloody struggle, all
killed on.the battlefields or perhaps you
have no more weapons in your hands, no more
strength in your muscles, no more flaming Co-
fire in your hearts? For are not the
weapons of death thunderlng 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 muscles and the flaming ardour of

q;,{f




¢

@ E

N 0

0 your heart revealed. And from the battle-
) field and the face of the foreign enemy you |
0’ flee with your arms in ybur hands in order to
' shoot each other with these weapons in a
civil war. How can we be saved from perdition?
First of all stop your mutual qguarrels and
the war,l

- -

With some reservation this fragment can ke used to show

that the Patriarch did not mean tb interfere in the

political affairs of E?e govéinmeng, b$;_wanted to
< N »\\ ~

persuade the armed men to stop killing&éacb other.?
[ i
lHHowever, when the Peace Treaty was signed he: became 0

especially uncompromising. Patriarch Tikhon not W©hly

——

: denounced the Peace Treaty but also gebuked the army*for

. refusing to fight for their country against the enemy.
; He wa¥ned the soldiers that if they accepted the Treaty
God would punish- them; he also pointed out to them that

éhey were accepting peace with Germany while they continued

ot

.~ the war with their brothers at home. Ué%nglg text from

v

Jeremiah, he said: "They say peace, pééce, but there is

no peace," and ended his epistle with a condemnation of
N .
the Peace Treaty: "We are called by our conscience to raise
No. i v
R \\f'
our .voice in these frightful dayséand loudly to proclaim

~ i

before the whole world tRat the éhurch cannotggless the

shameful peace now concluded in the name of Russia,"3

o
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According to Grabbe, the Patriarch did not

interfere in political matters, because he denounced
the Treaty on moral, not political grounds. The

) ~ - -
Patriarch foresaw that the Treaty would not

bring lasting peace but hatred which
will bring a new war; can the Russian

-...~-people accept the fact that they were

“Hegraded - disgraced? Can they forget

their separation from their blood and
faith brothers? The Orthodox Church,
which would rejoice and offer thankful
prayers to God for ending the bloodshed,
now with great sorrow accept this peace,
which is worse than war itself.

From the viewpoint of the Church, Grabbe arqued that
as the head of the Russian Orthodox Church, the S

[ 4
Patriarch had to protest the loss of fifty-six million

inhabitants who were severed from Church life in

Russia. In addition, the Patfiaré;‘chafaggﬁgsnin, wiho
prior to his premiership of the Soviééfﬁuég?g‘waSJbelieved
to be in German p;y, with treason.? ‘ Without the
slightest doubt the Patriarch's strong reaction to the
Treaty could be construed by the Communists as an attempt
on. the Church's part to interfere in purely political or
government affairs.® The Bolsheviks' conviction 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\pet'man Pavlo."7 The
Patriarch did not admonish or punish the Bishop for his

pro-German act.

The attacks on the terms of the Peace Treaéy and
the 1nvolvement of Bishop Nikodim with Het'man Pavlo rein-
forced the Communists®' belief that the Church was part of
the counter-revolution and wanted to weaken the government
by keepingéﬁs in an unpopular war. The Bolsheviks had
every reason to fear the Church which had survived the

overthrow of the two previous regimes, and was the sole
. v
institution remaining within Russia that potentially was -

able ‘to offer resistancggtb the Soviet government. The

Communists knew that "many bishops and clergymen collaborat~

-

ed with and supported the White Armies and the Entente,8
Some of the clergy actually fought in the ranks of the K

White Army. General Denikin formed a special regiment drawn

exclusively from the clergy, 700 of them all together.9 i

Co i
In the diary of Genega} Pepeliaev, Minister of the Interior

~ T
b

under Kolchak, the eﬁ%ry of September 21, 1919 read:
)
"Yesterday the first déﬁachment of the Holy Cross and

Mosiems went off - in all 500 rifles and 100 sabers. On
. '

1
()
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the 18th they were reviewed by ¢ eralf§lefer1chs,

«l0

which review concluded waith a'Te Deum,..

»

The élergy's support of and participation in the
White Army gave the Bolsheviks the reason to declare
them "enemies® of the proletariat and éhe Church an ~
institution alien and hostile to the Soviet State.ll
Ihe/government resolved‘to eradicate not only those
clergy and believers that were involved in the ahti-
Soviet’ struggle but the Church as an institution. Since

the priests were the closest to the common people: the

Bolsheviks decided to liguidate them first.

The government, which had already nationalized all
the Church's property, now reduced priests to a status of &

social inferiority. Article 65 of the Soviet Constitution

Y

of 1918 proclaimed them to be non-workers and servants of

the bourgeoisie, and together with the latter they were

12

deprived of the’ franchise. In the Ukraine not only the

priests but also those that held office in parish executive

'
¢

councils were disfranchisedl3 and not permitted to beldng

to Trade Unions. On March 3, 1919 Narodnyi Komissariat

Prosveshcheniia (the Peoplg's Commissariat of Education)

further deprived the priests of their duties in prohibit-

T

ing the clergy to be employed as educators for the 'servan%s

- "
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of the cult should not be employed as educators,"14 g

unless they renounced their priesthood.15

To preserve contact with children, the clergy \\
tried to organize a series of private lectures for

"small groups. The scheme was not too successful

3

because the government moved in and accused the priests
of counter-revolutionary activities,16 a crime for

which death could be inflicted. Ten years imprisonment
i

was not unusual while the common punishment for murdér
was six years imprisonment. In effect, to teach religion

was considered a more serious crihé'thah’murder:l7 ———- —

E. I. Lisavtsev justifies the abolition of religious
instruction in the schools for, according to him, it had
nothing to do with needs of young people. As a rule,
religious instru on to a grgater or lesser degree would

be an infringement on freedom of conscience.l8

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

Commissariat of Justice curtailed priests' working activities
*\ ( B I
even further. They could not be hired by provincial or
\ — ‘__’\
district towns as workers, be employed where they could earn

19 20

high wages, nor could they receive food ration cards.
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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 té be second class citizens,
Being thus disfranchised, the clergy did not have the right
to vote, to be 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@ga%7/iﬁ’6§aer 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
was closed. Such a priest was not even allowed to beg for
his bread bécause the government prohibited him from even
entéring cemetery grounds where he could perform the

burial services or to ask for alms, Usually there was a

)
M N

'sign on cemetery gates which read:
Cult workers are strictly forbidden to remain
either inside the cemetery or in the street
adjacent to it. Such persans are only allowed
enter and perform rites individually as requested.22
Similar restrictions were applied not just to priests who

did not have their own parishes but to all clergy alike.

4
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The government 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, libraries, entertain-

ments, etc.z4 and the Comsomol was cncouraged to stage

anti-religious carnivals on Christmas and Easter Holidays,
in order to discourage people from attending Church

Service’s.25

In their efforts to isolate priests from the population
some local administrations forbade priests even to visit
their parishioners, who wanted to invite priests to perform
services or to consult with them.26 Those peasants that
dared to invite and harbour a priest were more héavily
taxed.2?7 To tighten the restrictions on religious life
even further, the government forbade priests from serving
more than one parish.28 This was particularly harsh on

those parishes whose priest was imprisoned or had died.

LN
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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. Where there was no priest in a village
the people gathered togégher to reaé the Gospel and to
recite those parts of a service whiéﬁ‘were permitted to
the layman and to sing the Liturgical songs.29 Sometimes
a disguised priest would come into a settlement to live,

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

disguised priest would not dare to serve openly but he )
would perform all the services and minister his believers

in secret. He would gather the children and tell them

Bible stories which captured their interest much more than
the stories they heard at school. It was among the se

children and their parents that the priest became 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

- -
‘ P -

system briests could be taxed in more than one way. The R
taxation of the churches and clergy seems to have been :in
the hands of the local authorities because some priests

K
were taxed more heavily than others. "In the town of

Proskuriv, for instance, the Provoé‘igi‘of__the/cé"’:hedral,
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Father Okolovsky, had to pay a yearly tax of 5,000

roubles, while his colleaque in Zhytomyr had to pay

as much as 35,000 - 40,000 roubles.32 In addition to
direct taxation priests were also burdened with in-
direct taxes. On June 19, 1923 the People's
Commissariat of Justice state; that all clergy were

on a pa£ with the rest of the citizens with regard to
taxation (this included income from property) and that
because the priests' tax was paid by’ the parish they
had to pay tax according to the tax scale.33 Thus
income 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 maptef how high their
income.34 By the decree of March 27, 1924 priests were
taxed fo%fthe protection they received from the State
and for the benefit of a settling peace.35
priests were obligated to pay the so-called edinyi

) ,30

sel 'sko-khoziaistvennyi nalog (only village tax a

tax on income from land and other sources, but they did

not possess any land because it had been nationalized.
' of May 3, 1924 pointed out that the clergy
besides "the only village tax" were also subject to
district tax. They were forced to pay tax on their

personal income if it exceeded 600 roubles, Priests'

The village
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A
incomes were taxed at a rate of be;ween 5.60-qu 13

37

roubles semi-annually; Additionally, clergy were

compelléd,to pay all the taxes which went to £ill

T 38

local needs, 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 which stated that the tax rate should be

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

- The heavy taxation was not the only predicament that
priests faced. The Soviet government alsc burdened pr;ésts,
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

w41

"robbed [stolen) from the working people, 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 to the Soviet

government scale of rents for July 21, 1924, a worker whose

y annual income, let us say, was 3,000 roubles would be

42

charged 48 kopecks per square meter of living space per

Sex
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month, but a clergyman whose annual income was just

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

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 t}mes that for ordihary,

workers.43

But, even high rental payments did not
secure living quarters in a city for priests. Since

» they- were disfranchised they could be ousted from a
city at anytimé, whenever their_liviqg quarters were
needed for somebody else,44 like a party member or a
qualified worker. Many times a priest was not evén
able to rent a room, but was compelled to fent a part :
of it. A cult service man, Strakhov, who developed
active tuberculosis and required additional aécommodation,45
was denied such a privilege by the Rent,Committee because
"citizen Stra;hov was a cult“servic§ man." However,
when Strakhov appealed to the People's éommissariat of
Justice, he was assigned a séparate room, not for his own‘

' @a-Sake but "to protect others from contamination,"46



»

The Soviet government did permit parishes to exist
provided they were registed. On the basis of the
instruction of the People's Commissariat of Justice
of August/24, 1916} no religious congregation could
exist unless it had at least twenty members.47 A

-

congregation that could not find twenty people of the

same religious belief could form a religious group,48

-

)

which had the right to apply for a permit in order :to
get together for worship, but the religious group could
not apply to rent a church building. For thgse con-
gregations that could find“pore than.fifty me;bers, the
Instruction of the Pecople's Commissariat of Justice of
April 27, 1923 allowed ther to organize into reiigious
sogieties which were entitled to more privileges.49
According to the explanatlonnof the Insturction issue
by the People's Commissariat of Justice on April 11,

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

various sects and the Zhivaia Tserkov (Living Church).50

All religious congregations regardleqs%of their

numerical strength were recognized on a par with lay

organizations, except that their members were deprived of

the legal rights extended to the members of lay

€%
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organizations3l The congregatiofis also had to register

in a district or provinciél office which in turn had the
right to refuse such registration.52 If a registered -
congregation wanted to have services it had:fz lease

the buildiﬁg‘and utensils that were needed for the church
service. In order to lease ajéhurch building eaéhJ

congregation had to elect a responsible‘dVadfaatka or

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

) dropped below twenty as & result of deafh, arrest,

retirement or change of residence, the congregatigh was
allowed only two weeks in which to find a replacement.
1f.,its attempts at recruitment failed, the congregation

would be dissolved and the church closed.53

o

In agdministering parish properties the government
recognized the local priests and the committee of twenty
that signed the application, but not the Chureh superiors.
The people that signed and their priest were responsible
to the govermment and not to the Church administration.?4
A person who s8igned for a property had a right to withdraw
his name from the list by writing to the Soviet Rabochikh i
Krest'ianskikh Deputatov (Counéil of Workers! and Peasants'
Deputies) but fhis did not abadlve‘yim of his iesponsibility

for damages done to national property while he was‘gp-signer.55
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Despite the' fact that churches could be rented
from the government free of charge provided that the ,

tenants took proper care of the property, the land wy Y

.1tself upon which the building stood was taxable.

The land tax was not only inconsistent but also o

unjust56 from one church building to another. As

s -t

Mykula said:

Unsatisfied with having confiscated v
the churches and all their property,
the Soviet Russian government imposed
exhorbitant taxes on the religious o
communities often amounting to thousands
of roubles. The taxes.were not fixed
once and for all, or for a definite period
of time, but were imposed fgom occasion
p 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, .

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 soO commons.

0

that even the government became disturbed. In order e +»

stop the abuég the Bolsheviks ‘passed a law forbiding

[

the -local authoriéigs to tax parishes more than they "™

should.59 &

4
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Catherine an Leningrad was constantly undergoing forced
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But not all thé churches were for lease. Monastic
churches, private chapels, churches that‘belonged‘
;to the army or those which were of archeological,
historical or artistic valde were not for lease, They

were reserved for anti-religious museums,

~

While the government did not quarantee possession
the the building to parishioners, it demanded that . e 2
parishes repair and restore their churches although it
refused to provide the parishes with materials or to

allow a *‘paraish to buy materials, The Church of St.

renovation. The government required that parishes heat

their churches in winter, but once again the Communists

on

refused to give the parishes a permit to buy fuel from

the sgate.so )
ST
é:?“:. ‘}/

o AR

Beside the heavy rents and renovations that were
imposed upon the parishes, each parish was compelled to
insure the building and its utensils. On December 20, 1923

the government decided that if the building burned’ down,
wr g )
even though it was the believers who paid the premiums, {4

the sums paid;by the insurance board would be paid to the )

il .
state, hecause the church building was state property.61

e
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The government also reserved the right to transfer

this insurance to fill the "cultural needs of the'

province or district in which the church “burned. "2

Therefore, a'fire represented not a loss of prd@erty

to‘the-state, but a beneficial cgincidence: a fixé
“ o "oy .

eliminated a churéﬁjbuilding and provided money to
build anti-religious centres,

Financial burdens were not the only ones that
were 1imposed on the parishes. ' There were seriousﬂ
restrictions on spiritual life as well. An instruction
of the People's Commissariat of Justiceron August 24,
1918 specified tbat all religious rituais on the street
or squ;fes were permissible provided tha; the faithful
got a permit.ﬁrom the local authorities, whié¢h usually
did not dare gaive such permis§1on. This also included
church possessions and the ringing of bells at the time
63 The government also_ forbade the parish
executive to impose pecuniary obligati?ps on their

¥

members to support the parish.64

The local Soviets hindered religious activities as

much as they could, and many times they abused their powers.,

—
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The decree on freedom of conscience applied to the

individual and parish but not to the life of a Church.
Soviet legal 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
waé disallowed from giving orders to thear faithful,
because such an order would infringe upon the Soviet

Constitution and the freedom of conscience of the

-

Soviet citizen. This meant that a diocesan bishop

o

-+ - 'could not place restrictions' on priests who were guilty

P

J)of misconduct., According to the Procurator at the
trial of the Fifty-Four in Mcscow, the existence of the

ecclesiastical hierarchy in Soviet Russia was illegal.65

-

Izvestiia of May 6, 1922 attacked

the existence of a "special hierarchy"
constituting in the nature of an independent
State within the territory of the Soviet
Russia. Yet, according to the decree separat-
ing Church and State, the existence 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
authority and freely electing their clergy, who
most certainly must not be confirmed by the
"Episcopal Council."

~



To make 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 the government on January 3, 1919 forbade

the local authorities to do so.67

The families of priests
were 1n no better a position than the priests themselves.
As long as a priest's family did not reject him its
members were peré;cuted just as severely as the priest
himself. Children were the most adversely affected. On
December 15, 1923 the' People's Commissariat of Justice
issued a circular which stated tliat since the clergy were
classified as "people of free profession they had to pay
fér the education of their,,vchildren."68 If a priest
could not pay a fee for nis childf the child was ousted

\ from higher educational institutions. The clergy's

4

children were only permitted“tg\att?nd primary grades
)

free of charge.

$ . -

As soon as the Bolsheviks came to power the} concen-
trated their attention upon school children and t%sir
. education. On October 27, 1917 the Communistst}ssued a
vdecree establishing a new State Educational Committee; and

on November 23, 1917 they dismissed the existing State

Educational Committee; and finally on December 11, 1917 o

‘ an'e
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Lenin signed the decree by which all the schools were
nationalized, To ¢urtail the Church's influence in

education the government. passed a law on February 5, 1918

- v, r
which stated: .
y H b Co o te .

EEN

v

The school is separated from the Church,
Religious ins&kuction shall be prohibited
in all State and private educational
institutions in which general subjects
are taught., Citizens may give or receive
religious instructions in a private 'way.6?

This decree affected the Cﬁurch in two ways. First, it
deprived the Church of the use of schools to train its
clergy, psalmiéts, etc. and secondly, the Church lost its
right to give children religious instruction which meant
the eventual loss of the faithful. It was only on June(l3,
1921 that a decree came out permitting religious instruction
~__ __inthe theological institutions’© solely "for those
individuals over eighteen years of age who are able to

n7l

discuss religious questions intelligibly. But the very

same decree forbade the Egﬁxch-or believers to attract mihors
into religious- societies or tg bermit their participation

in religious rituals of any kind, or to give religious ~
instruction to organized groups of persqnsvbelow the age

of eighteen. Religious instruction could be given to

children privately and even then only as long as the éroun:

did not exceed three students.’2
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The spirit in which these regulations were
applied appears clearly in a reply from .the People's

Commissariat of Justice of the Karelian autonomus

territory to an dpplication made by a town to have
religious education restored in its schools. The
Commissariat commented: ‘'

The idea that man can fulfill his high
destiny only on the basis .0of the Gospel
is erroneous, It is obvious that
religious education resulted in stupidity.
As the Soviet government is responsible
for the children of the country, it must
prevent the minds of these children from
being darkened by religious superstition.73

The whole Soviet educational system became permeated with

atheism and every teacher was compelled to give anti-

religious lessons to the children or to logse his teach-

74

ing position. The Krasnaia Gazeta (The Red Gazette)

of April 6, 1923 wrote: ;

It is not enough to fight religions in
a scientific way in our schools, we must
introduce some political element into it!
Religion and the Church are bound up with
the bourgeoisie - the working class is
rising against the bourgeoisie, it must .
also combat actively and energetically tﬁe
instrument of its domination,
T In this combat what we need is daring
and energy. There must be a single pro-.
letarian front against religious prejudices.
We must destroy the counter~revolutionary
Church.75 ) ‘

<&



To withhold children from attending school or
atheistic ins£ruction was a crime in itself and gave
the government the right to take children' from their
parents and place them with“"foster-parents or into
public institutions where they will be taught to regard

Lenin ds their father, Reason as their mother, and

n76

Stalin as their Pope. Prohibition of religious

instruction for children thus became the basis of the
Bolshevik's educational policy. Miss Susan Lawrence,
Under-Secretary of the Minls§¥k of Health in the Labour
Government of Great Britain, and herself an educational

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

I3

study of education., She wrote:

The schools are as I have said, propaganda
schools, framed to include a definite ideal
both in politics and religion.

Communism is to be taught and religion
is to be exterminated, and the whole program
of the schools is to be directed towards these
ends. Exactly as the lessons in revolutionary
history and elementary economics have as their
object the reiteration of a political theory,
80 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 pilay of thought, and in particular,
there is no room in the system for any teacher
who does not think as the State does. A teacher
who was not a Communist or who was a professing
Christian, I am pretty sure wou%d have to hide
his opinion or loose his job...’7
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‘Communist ideology. Those books that did not suit

-~ 50 -

The Soviet educational system did indeed tolerate
only a very narrow range of thought, The government
took care that everything that was taught in school and

that people read outside school should benefit the

Communistic idéas were suppressed. Such suppression
applied 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 gsar-

79 The Communist's

ist regime were greatly favoured.
slogan was:J "Concentrate your main attention on the
rising generation.;. Capturé the children and religion
will die out naturally in the land in a fewlyears."8

And -they did concentrate their effort to educate the
children. The government. started to produce special
Communist children's books, which describéd Lenin;s
childhood, communist war heroes, etc... Even classics of

«
children's literature like Krasnaia Shapochka (Little Red

Riding Hood) were criticized by Soviet authorities because

there was nothing that could instruct the children in the

habits of wolves or of little girls.81 .,Aside from books,
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the government published special periodicals for

RAl
+

children. The most important of these was a weekly
newspaper for Pioneers (junior members 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 conductea "purges®™ 1n schools, Thesé;
;pufgesﬁ.weré carefully planned throughout the country.
Their aims Qére to eliminate an undesirable element from
the schools and to destroy the faith of the people even
if it reguired the‘use of force, 1In schoqls, religion
was constantly and systematically ridiculed as were the——

84 phese "purges®™ applied not

children of the believers.
only to the staff but also to the students, particularly
to those of bourgeois, kulak,and clerical descent. 1In
every school'qr institutiop frequé;t investigations ggre
held to.see whether any of the employees or students were
"outlaws®.8% If such a person was found, he or she was
to be expelled or "purged™ from work or school sécause

there was no place for such a person or child in the

Soviet educational system.86 Those "purged" from school

=

<
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who wanted to find work, even unskilled, were refused

the'righE of entering Trade Unions, 87

Usually the,
*purges" were conducted not by the teachers but by the
students themselves, because the latter knew the victims
at home. Once & priest's child had been "purged” the

students would not leave him alone. The junior and senior
members of Comsomol woulé make it their project to find
the, child. When they did, they would report._at once to .
the school, institute or work office with a demand to

"purge"” the individual as the son or daughter of a priest.88

The only way a priest's son or daughter was able to
receive.pigher education was to renounce his or her
parents. The renouncement had to be public and it had to
be printed in the local newspaper. The child had to
denounce God 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 pérents in
the name of socialism. The rights of citizenship would
be restored to the children who renounced their parents

and they would become Soviet citizens in every respect.89
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The Soviet government used schools not only as
institutiops of education and indoctrination but also
as the prié;ry source of information about the children's
parents and their activities. In the schools the
children were constantly required to fill in question-
naires. By this means th; small children were made to
serve the purposes of a spy system. The children had to
fill in hugh questionnaires, containing many queséions ~\

relating to the manner of living of their parents, These

questionnaireg were material for the Gosudarstvennoe

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

and the children never realized how often they acted as

informers against their parents.go

Despite all this persecution of the Church, the

‘Soviet government as well as the clergy denied the existence

bt 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 . . . .
religious propaganda"” in the Soviet Constitution. 1In

the bdok The 'Truth About Religion in Russia we read:
"hostile elements, under cover of the Church, spread false

rumors that the Chufch in Russia was not free in its inner

w92

life Aceording to Grabbe, on February 15, 1930

.-

~
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Metropolitan Sergii, during one of the most all-out
attacks on religion told éﬁgroup of amazed foreign

)

correspondents that there was no religioﬁs persecution in

93

Russia. A. A. Shishkin went even further than that;

he denied that "“the éoviet government ever offended
believers' feelings or limited their religious freedom, " 94
If Christians or clergy were imprisoned it was due\to their
political,gcounter—revolutionary activities and not to
their religious convictions, 2>

Even if one takes the Soviet Constitution litérally
one will discover that the only freedom\that,the Church -
possessed was that of worship. The Church had no right
to engage in any missionary activity or even to defend

itself against hostile attaci’cs.96

It is true that Cﬁﬁrch
services could be held freely in designated places of
worship provided they were of an excLuéively religious
nature, but the prieéts were obligated to submit thei?

sermons to the censor,

P
wd
Py

In reality the Communist Party carried on vigerous
anti-religious propaganda, because the Party belieyed

it stood for science while religious teaching was contrary

97

to science. In the preamble to the decree of December 26,

RN
H
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1922, reiigion was declared to be "a brutalization

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

to be so directed as to efface from the people's mind
this humiliation and thig“I&ioqy."gs Therefore,

religion had to be fought with all the. means of modern
propaganda for only anti-religious propaganda could
undermine the priests' influence ‘over the masses, Stalin

in his interview with the &merican workers' delegation
CLC

on September 9, 1927 confirmed that religious persecution
existed 1n the Soviet Union. Stalin said:

We ére conducting and will conduct pro-
paganda against religious prejudices.

The Party could not be neutral toward
religion; the Party was conducting anti- .
rcligious propaganda against "all kind
of religious prejudices, because the Party -
stands for science while religious prejudices
are opposing it. Every reli‘giton is contrary
to science.,

The Party could not be neutral toward
the religious prggudices, it will conduct
anti-religious préﬁ%ganda, because this 1is
the true way to undermine the influence of -
the. reactionary clergy who poison the minds
zf the ,laboring masgés and had suppressed

m, (} .!:}Y'ﬂ i ~ B ¢
@ Anti-qeligio&é propaganda is the way .
which will'liquidate completely the reaction- -

ary clergy. - ¢

e

Continuing, Stalin remarked that-- __ -

. ' :there were instances when some party me s

hampered the widest possible development of

s
L
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. anti-religious propaganda. But it was very
“@D T - ‘rﬂgood/thﬁffzhe Party expelled such members,

e : because for such "Communists" there is no
- R T place in the ranks of our Party.99
'

At the Fifteenth Congress of the Comminist Party in

Pl . o
December 1927 Stalin also stated that "We have such
mifnuses as a weakening of the anti-religious struggle."
- ) L o 0
I ile declared that, "all these failings must be ellmlnated.“l 0
’ -
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CHAPTER THREE

CONFISCATION OF THE CHURCH VALUABLES AND THE FAMINE

* Ty

The government did not anticipate that people would

,resist anti-religious policies so strongly. Direct perse-

A

cution proved to be not too effective especially at a time
when the country's economy was on very shaky ground.l To
remedy th;s situation, in March 1921 the Communists

. . . R I
inaugurated Novuiu Economicheskuiu.Politiku (NEP or the

New Economic Policy). But thigﬂdid not help much in the
first year of its existence for 1921 proved to be a very

. -
poor year, because -the government became involved in a power
struggle with the peasantry. In effect, the government
confiscated the peasants' surplus crops. Peasants
retaliated by;not sowing any more crop than\waé strictly
necessary for their own consumption., In addition, the
summer of 1921 was a very dry one in the Volga regionﬂand
in the southern parts of the Ukraine the crop yield ﬁag

very poor due to lack of rainfall. As a result the Voléa

and many ,other districts were struck by a famine which

ultimately affected 23 §3bernias (provinces), with a

il
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population of over 37 million.? To remedy this situ-

ation, as earlyjas August 22, 1921 the Patriarch appealed

AY

—"

to the Eastern Orthodbx patriarchs and autocephalous
churches, to the Pope of Rome, to the Archbishop of

Canterbury and to théwﬁishop of New York for help. As

for the Russian Orthodox Church itself, the Vse-Russkiil

Tserkovnyi Komitet (All-Russian Church Committee) was

organized to aid the starving population by collécting
money and provisions. The government: however, was less
interested in availing itself of the services of the

Church in fighting the famine than ih uéing the famine in
its fight against the Church.3 Hence, .all the sums which
had already been collected by the Church Committee for
relief were ordered to be tu;ned over to the State Committee.
The government also forbade the Church to collect food be-
cause it would not be the state but the Church that would
gain cfédit for helping the people survive the famine. At
the same time, the situation did not get better but worse:
typhus added to the catastrophe of the famine and each day
thousands died. The government realized that it would need
all the help it could get including that of the Church 'to

combat the famine. On December-9, 1921, unable to cope

with the situation, the Presidium of the Vse-Soiuznyi

voF

4
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Ispolnitelnyi Komitet (All—RdEsian Central Executive

Committee) took into consideration the Church's help and
published the following:

After reviewing the long list of solicitations
from various religious societies asking for
permission to make collections for the relief
of the starving, the Presidium of the All-
Ryssian Central Executive Committee decided:

1. To permit the ecclesiastical authorities
and the vapious religious societies to make
the collections.,

2. To direct the Centropomgol (the Central
Committee for ‘Aid to the Starving) to enter g
into an agreement with the religious
societies about the method of collection

of contkibutions, having in view the w1shes
of the donors.5

As the famine became more and more acute ighe ériests
and laymen began to demand that the many valuabie Church
treasures used for decorative purposes in churches® be
'sold for food. Moreover, on January 31, 1922 Izvestiia
repdited that the Bishop of Saratov, Dosifei, had expres;éd
.a willingness to contribute some of the gold éhd silver

Church utensils to combat the famine ’

and on February 10,
1922, 'Archbishop Evdokim of Nizhnii Novgorod issued an

epistle to his eparchy in which he appealed to the people:
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Fod

It is shame now-a-days to wear gold and
jewels when each fornament) 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

5
On February 16, 1922 three congregations in Saratov

decidéd to give all their valuables to the reljief fund.

They kept only what was needed for the Liturgical Services.?
This idea of taking the treasures from the churches and

,Of exchanging them for food was Aot“§upported by all 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-

10 This seemed to be

ly consecrated for Divine Services,
the maximum concession the Patriarch was willing to make.

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

" Committee passed a law stating that

In view of the pressing need to mobilize all
the resources of the nation which might serve
as means in the struggle with the famine in
the Volga region and for seed for the fields, the

‘ V.C.I.K, (All-Russian Central Executive Committee),
in addition to i“s decree concerning the use of
objects from museums, resolved:

To instruct:the local Sggiet, within one
month's time from the day of ‘publication of the
decree, to remove from Church property, given for
use to various groups of believers of all religions,
‘according to inventories and contracts, all




- 67 -

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 -agents 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 been entrusted,l?
There was also a note to the decree to the effect that
articles of precious metal necessary for the worship of
God could be brought back within two weeks by broken
metal of the same value.l3 The decree of redemption of
the Church utensils applied not to the Church as an
institution but to the parishes only. The Patriarch
and the Pope had directly approached the Soviet govern-
ment to provide it with an equivalent of cash in l;eu
of the consecrated articles which were proposed- to be
*
seized but the offers were consistantly ignored by the

government.14 »

Two days after the dec.ee was published in Izvestiia,
Patriarch Tikhon gave his answer to the government by issu-
ing his second circular letter. In his letter the

Patriarch denolinced the Bolsheviks by declaring that from
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3

the Church's point of view "such an act is sacreligious,
andowe esteem it our sacred duty to make known the view
of the Church regarding the act and to inform our faifhful
children about it,."l5 When some 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 taken Church treasures in time of need.

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. They believed that the funds
from the treasures will go to the army.16

In his circular letter the Patriarch explained the reason
d
for his attitude:

we cannot approve the removal of con-
secrated objects from our churches even
though it were by way of a voluptary
surrender, for their use for aﬁ% other
purpose than the Divine ServiceVis pro-
hibited by the canons of the Ecumenical
Church, and is punishable as sacrilege:

in the case of laymen, by excommunication:
clerg{ by degradation from their sacerdotal
rank.17

The crisis had reached a culminating point. The
government decided to crush the Church's opposition.
&
Events started to move very quickly. 1In the Leningrad

Pravda on March 24, 1922 there appeared a letter signed

{
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‘ by 12 people (priests:; Krasnitskii, Vvedenskii, Belkov,
Boiarskii., and other's) who opposed the Patriarch in
withholding the treasures from the government. They

accused the Patriarch and hisifoilgwers of counter-
. o -

revolqtionary activities as well as of using the famine
. as a political tool, and they demanded that all the

valuables be turned to the Soviet authorities.18

t

As if to support thé‘Leningrad group, on the very
next day Izvestiia published the resolution of the
Moscow railway workers who Had decided at their meeting

that the Church's wealth should be removed from the

!
i

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

strengthen the government's position and to split the
Church M. I. Kalinin, President of the All-Russian
Executive Committee, invited Bishop Antonin to join the

Pomgol (the Aid to the Hungry) as the representative of

the Church. The latter accepted the invitation.20

Thus, the government had successfully maneuvered the

Church into a false posit;on,whére it did not appear to

i

be fighting for the defence of thé faith against unbelief,

o

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

ment wanted té use to feed the starving.21

~rd




g

On June 19, 1922 Bishop Antonin explained in a
message that "... our duty is to stop regreting what

we have lost, we should look forward and only, then will

\wl
. . 3 ‘:L' 13
the government stop restricting us in our é@{les.“zz

.) .
In the message he urged “the people to give away every-
thing in the~“churches that was made of gold and silver:

We should feel pity for the starving people
not only with woérds and promises but we
should show this pity by doing something.

I personally give away my gold cross ang
from now on I will wear the wooden one, 3

The idea of using the Church's wealth for famine relief

was accepted by many bishops and clergymen24 and in

many places confiscation proceeded without opposition.2§
The Metropolitan of Petrograd, Veniamin was among those

ready to give away the valuables.

Metropolitan Veniamin, who was known for His good
deeds among the people, was probably the only Russian
hierarch who had been elected by the people to the o
Metropolitanship.after the Revolution in 1917. As.a

church leader, he found a modus vivendi with the Leningrad

group of priests who dissénted from the Patriarch's point

of view ower dénating the Church valuables. He thought
\ \

thaﬁ@if it were possible to save a few, perhaps only one

person, it was worth removing the valuables from the churches
[ ’ R )

.
4
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because every effort had to be made to .save human life.?®

In removing the valuables he asked the auth%rities to
abstain from violerce and?sacrilege and to assure the

parish people that the Chﬁrch's‘valuable§ would be used

a‘ ! .

to help the starving. He also asked the government to .
- g4

exempt some of the objects-from expropriation. He'

A

R

suggested that privately donated treasures of the same
value be substituted for the Church's objects. In his

petition to the officials of the Commission for the Aid
": t [e]

for the Starving he made four points:

1. The Church is ready to sacrlflce her
whole property for the sake of the starving.-

2, In ordér to respect fhe feellngs of the
faithful the action should be undertaken and
have the nature of a voluntary donation.

PPERS 3. For the same purpose representatives

of the religiously inclined populance should

D participate in the control over the use of

the Church treasures, ‘ s

4, Seizure of the treasures by force should
be avoided, If it should take place, however,,
he would have to condemn every active
participant in this action on the ba51s of’

K

his oath as a prlest 2 . -

He further stated that if the government respected the o

)
\] - -
feelings Pﬁ the religious, he was ready to remove with his
o 0] -~
Ly

own hands the precious setting of the Icon Méry of Kazan

and hand it over to the authoritiés.28

prs
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p e . .
) Leningrad pf£1c1als receljved the Metropolitan's

W3

decldration bordiall} and'were ready to cooperate 'with

i

him. - But when the Metropolitan's delegatlon arrived 1in
[ /,

A

Moscow“to conclude the agreement whlch already had been \
. agreed upon ¥With the Lenirigrad édthor}tlés, the delegation

: v .
was told that there would not be ."voluntary donations”

3

EN -]
and there could not be any "participgtion of %he‘fa;thful"
g . k

I3 e -
in the éfonfiscation ©f the Church valuables; church

valuables were to be seized without control.?2?

The eentral government decided totenforce its decree

of conflscatlon 1ndlscr1m1nately. 4&‘he -police and militia

LK)
a4

supported by ‘the army, wﬁzn“such support was necessary,

started to remové gold vessels% precious stoTes that adorned

- L
icons, Gospels and ric¢hly embroidered and bejewelled capes

v

. and stoles.: Many times thls was done in & very crude and

hngh'way: 'Eufg}ture was smashed and walls broken to

°

discover. hidden treasurea( Sacred Plctufes had the portions

studded with Jewelg ‘cut right out, leaving ugly gaps.'30 \

Sugh treatment of ob\Bgzs that were sacred to so many people

pravoked stubbornness an& deep resentment not only toward
y

the conflscation of the valuables, but also toward th@

o t
e

Jo}
government as well. Those that confiscated valuables

comforted the people by saying: “Me'are takin§ your chalices

o

e

L
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and valuable crossés just to bring you bread." But
ot all the people were looking forward to eating food

that ‘was bought with;the Church's treasures.? Some of
- , .

them reported having said: "We are dying already.
" ‘
Then let the’ people bury us like human beings... We
(R :
. don't, want bread for‘1c0ns..‘ﬁ§_had better die."31
. - J)‘ .

-

\
-

The refusal of some people to give away Yaluables

was pétheﬁic. Priests tried 'to stop the officials as

- L) e

best as they could by’ closing the doors and at times by

— . B »
forming barriers of bodies before the altars. Believers,
particularly women, gataéred in churches to pray that 5

this desecration might be averted. There were reported

to be 1,414 instances qf’bloodshed°durinq these protests.'32

. . .
But -nothing helped.” Valuables were taken away and the ,
‘arrests followeg.33 . 1

The Soviet government never disclosed to the public * =
,.’ L. - 4 “ 0 - . -

thé total sum of confiscated Church valpables, but as of.
October 1, 1922 Pomgol reported that the local offices of

the Commissariat of Finance had received the following: ,
Y : ’ N

1,217 pounds avoirdupois of gold v;Iugd at 600,000<g01q ,,,,,

- Wb A

- . ,
- ,
> . ‘V? ]

LI . ”\
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roubles, §63,913 pounds of silver valued ;t 18,500,000
gold rougles and 4,248 pounds of other metals valued at
" 211,563 gold roubles.34 The sale of the Church's -
valuables fell short of exﬁéééatlon. After all the gold
,and silver utensils and ornaments had been melted down '
into bullion and the.coins counted, the wholg Church

ﬁréasure amounted to about”TOO 000, 000 roubles, Although

.1t should be said that the New York Journal of Commerce

‘ placed the amount at 314, 000 000 gold roubles.35 7

rd
The Bolshev1ks justified the conflscatlon of the
e

Church valuables by saying that the 114,600,000 roéubles
_which they had set aside were- not sufficikent to quench the

amine. But .this was‘not true. The Communists used the . .
famine as an excuse to plunder the Church. Of the amount

4

that was confiscated "the government reported that only

_twenty pér cent was used to combat the famine conditions

2 3

in 1922-1923."3% According: to an andnymous ag}hor, in
192201923 some Of

the poor and. famished were prevented from
,receiving help from Europe\or America. 1In
fact, Soviet Russia, as an economic unit,
, . expo&ted food supplies from the reglons .
. . stricken with famine.37 ‘
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The famine came to an end in 1923 but the decree regard-
ing Church valuables remained in force until April 8,

1927.38

Patriarch Tikhon's refusal to pefmit-the feithful
to give awa& Church treasures might not'have hardened
the Soviet leaders so much against the Patriarch and the
Church had' it not been for the Russian emigres who con-
voked in Karlovtsi, Yugoslavia, at which they denouneeé
the Soviet gbvernment ard called upon the Russian people
tao withhold the Church treasures.

-

Tﬁé emigres calledlﬁhe Conference in)order to

regulite their religious life abroad. It was donminated

.
by .a violently ant1—Bolshev1k\elemént of elghteen blshops,
clergy and laymen who Lhanneled the supposédly religious

conferelce into a political gatherlng. In December 19215
. | :

the conferend§ was renamed a Sobor so that, it would sound
—————— ' N . ‘

4

more authoritative. gnstead of focusing all its efforts

' on normalizihg religious life abroad, this Sobor turned

all its energy to politics, At the enf# of its gathering

it adopted three resoluteoﬁaythat greatly\affected the
& A ’k{

'_Ru351an Church at home and -abroad. yhese Were dem&nds

for the restoration of the Monarchy in Russia and for a

o

_ lawful Orthodox Tsar of the House of Romanov. The Sobor

te
.,

v:"




<%

’ .let

- 76 -

also asked General Baron Wrangel to hold himself in

readiness for the execution of Sobor's program.3? In
addition to these resolut}ons Metropolitan Antonii
Khrapovitskii, the chairman of the Sobor, published an
appeal to the Genoa Con;:rence in thg name of a}l the

Russian people. 1In his appeal he warned the people of

the world against recognizing or enterlng into relation-
ship with Soviet Russia.
gé'any strengthening of this vile regime

uld only facilitate the penhetration of the
Bolshevik lnfeétxon irtto other lands. Failure

of the Communists to achieve this depended

l. upon nonrecognition of the Bolsheviksg by
all -governments, and

:/;*\%

, 2
2. wupon the frightful calamities of hunger,
cold  and .epidemics raging over Russia *
because of the Bolshevik disorders.40
< 4
In his message the Metropolitan not only advocated

_ the continuation .of the quarantine of Soviet Russia but

he also pleaded for arms and wvoluynteers to help the
Russians drive the Communists oyt of Russia. He empha-
sized that, one héif'Bf'the Russian emigres were army

<
flcérs and soldiers who were ready to fight agalnst

phe olshev1ks. 'Help them to realize their, duty, dqmgot -

wdl

oux loyal ally go dOWn. Metropoljtan Antonii also

stressqd the’ fact that the famlne might be used tol * ’

\ . 3

! ’



the Soviet regime could befpverthrown.
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advantage to defeat the Bolsheviks, because the people

would not fight for a government that could not provide

them with food.%2 4

¥

In addition to resolutions and the appeal to the
Genoa Conferéhce, the emigre press started to pﬁblish
N
articles dealing with the situation in Russia and how
Other articles
urged that the Church treasures be preserved to finance

the struggle agalnst the Bolsheviks. %w&n h&s article

Protopresvmter Shavel'skii claimed that the Church and

the Patriarch would play an rmportant role in the

o

interregnum that would follow the overthrow of the

o

Bolshevaik government.43 Other authors, like Stratonov;

believed that theppreservatlon of the Church's wealth
s

would play a significant role at the time of the

Bolshevik's downfa11.44 ’

' )
e ‘ 'i’ . . 4 -

e

The Karlovtsi Sobor of 1921-1922 did not help

"either the Church or the pedple in' Sovi€t Russia. On

3

& * . 'y
‘the contrary, they were put in a very gritical position

because emxgre leaders showed thelr lnterest in the

Church only as long as_they were able to ‘use it agalnst
46

»

+ The »issue of~Novqe Vremia in

N

the Sovie%‘?OVer}ﬂent.
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which the Karlovtsi resolutions and the appeal to the
Genoa Conference were published reached Soviet Russia
invMarch 1922, This news closely coincided with the
first dlsorders attempted upon the confiscation of
ipeichurch valuables. To the Sov1et authorltles, the
dfﬁorders anq opposxtxon on the part*of the believers

) .
seemed to be part of an ecclesiastical plot against the
soviet government.47 The govern&ent promptly seized
this opportupity to charge }ikhon with:responsibility.

14

for the treasonable conduct of the Karlovt51 hlerarchs

.because he was the head of all the Russxan Orthoddx

-

- ¢ >
peop1% at home and abroad.’
- A - .

Patriarch Tikhon in his turn wrote to the Church

I'd

. leaders abroad forsan explanation and conffimation of

their activities. Their rﬁyiles wege lnadequate. There~
upon, he submltted the case to the Hoiy Synod and the
Supreme Ecclesiastlcal Council which relieved the

Karlovtsi hierarchs of their duties. On May 3

— 3 °

he declared that the refugee hierarchs had no right to

Q

speakgon behalf of she Russian Orfhodbk Church because

v
&

the Karlovtsi Sobor did not rep;esent the off1c1a1

»
1

voice oﬁ the Aesslan Orthodox Church ﬁQtrlarch Tikhon

with his syﬂbd ordered thaq‘the Sobor at Karlovt51 be

\E .

[
’ - -

T,

o
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dissolved and the Synod was told to collect all the
available evitence in order to consider whether to
put the members of the Karlovtsi Sobor on trial when

the Russian Synoé,neturned to a normal state and could
48 ‘

L3

>

& > i
convoke its full wmembership., On Mav 5, 1922

the Patriarch ordered Metropolitan Evlogii to close

the Karlovtsi administration and to take all the Russian

Churches. in Western Europe into his jurisdiction.49

Y

Although the Patriarch labeled the Karlovtsi Sobor

a political one, annuled its decisions and invested all

50

power in Metropolitan Evlogii, this did not stop '‘the

Bolgheyiks from suspecting thé Patriaréh of plannf%g

-

a counter-revolution, especially since Ne refused the

. Bolshevik's demand to excommunicate all the members of -

the Karlovtsi §obor.51 e Bolsheviks did, not accept

- , !
-all this as a concession os a compromise on the Patriarch's
» . ~ - o N

part, as M. Pol'skii stat"ed.52 According to Pol'skii,

the Patriarch had 'no choice other than to denounce ‘the
’ .

emigres’ decisions or to a%re§ with them. .To agree with-
the Karlovtsi Sobor was not only to place himself in the
S —_—. . - ) ° . .

cbun;er-revolufionafy camp ut also to place the Church

as an institution and 41l its faithful in jeopardy.. He

would ‘then have: to acéép; the faqt that every Orthodox

r *

M



Christian in his jurisdiction would be considered a
prime enemy of the Communists. This would coni:gg
innocent people to death or at least to impriseofiment.

As one studies the situation it is easy to see that

the Patriarch realized that the Bolshevik regime had

4

consolridated 1its grip on tﬁe country and could not
easlly be overthrown. But ‘he rcalized all this too

late. He was already a marked man..
' ‘3}' 1 . A
! W
) y R .
5. The government started to collect material.to prove N

:"";' N ¢ .
that the Patriarch, inéggﬁpsing the confiscation: of the
. . NG - -

) -

valuables, broke thé law for, "to oppose the deérees of

€ A" 4

the Soviet state was treason against the"people."*’53
Since many bishops), clergyﬂén and laymen supported the -
Patriarch in opposing the copfiscation, the gbvernment

was legally justified in arresting»and chafgihg them' .
Y ) N N "
with counter-revolutionmary activities,’?

atriarch Tikhon

»

was among the first to be arrested and put und&r

house arxest because it was he, as the head of the Russian .

Orthodox Church,. who called'upon the people not to sur=.

¢ Y

render the valﬁables. Whenever the officials cape to take

»

the vélﬁables_the,people“not only|refhsed to relinquish’

the wealth but also violently protested,” Cries werelﬁtteif.
ed: '"Kill ‘the Jewish plunderers! - Kill the Commqnistsﬁ"ss' 3

° . ’

‘ . N




There were also rumors in circulation that the treasures
were wanted not to feed the starving but for the Soviet

officials themselves who were aqcumulating the valuables

)

in foreign countries for the day of their expulsion from

. -
-

Russia.56

»

. .
To justify their action in confiscation of the N

b valuableés the government told one of the prosecutors to
investigate the Church wanon law concerning the legality

of using valuables for the purp0§e of saving lives, The
- - ©
. prosecutor called upon Blshop Ahtonlp, and the priests

~

Kalinovskii and Ledovskii as\authorities on canon law to

. testify before ‘the cdirt in Moscow. *All)three agreed
. N [

that thahcanons cited by Patriarch Tikhon applled only

"to cases of puttlng church plate té personab use, not to

using it for aid to the needy. All agreed that the latter

was neither sacrilege nor blasépemy.57 ' »

. i , }
- After this expert testimony, the court next souqht

L]

' to prove that the Patrlarch and all those gno followed his

o

instruction®s with regard to.the confiscation of the valuables

1
’

- . acted not within the Church canon law, but as counter-
revolutiéparies in league with foreign ‘conspirators. In

order to condemn-legally all the so-called counter-

N
. [ ’ <
.
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‘qfficials over the confiscation of the wvaluables even if

. petition the governmept'to exclude sacred utensils from .., )

N

jo}

ré;olutionaries, on April 26, 1922 the government staged
a trial in Moscow whéph became known as the Trial of
I ‘j M

Fifty-Four because there were fifﬁy-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 district priests.

& s

On March 7, 1922, shortly after he had' been appointed

’

Archbishop of Moscow,)Nikanderuhéa qalled a conference at

which he, according to some of the priests at the trial,

had tead and distributed the Patriarch's proclamation

against the confiscation of consed’ratedfarticles,58 In - .

4

his testimony the Archbishop denied that he had read or
had given the proclamétion'to the priests for dissemination
among the faithful. He admitted that he did discuss it

at the conference,>? but pointed out that at the meeting

it had been decided to advise the people not to résist the

r

they seized all the articles, including those that were
needed in Liturgical‘sérvices. fhe Archbishop explained Co
that he urged the people to use onlyklegal wayé.of defend-

v

ing- the. sacred objects. TH@ faithful were asked to’ .

V-
r y

the list of requisition.§° o ‘ v . S




At the end of the trial Patriarch Tikhon was also
4

* L}

brought from his confinement to testify on his own
behalf. He was accused of inciting "the people to disobey

the government."®l To whigch Tikhon replied that the

~

¥

autﬁérit;gs knew verf well that in his appeal there was

no call for.the people.to resist the government; he only

'
T

requested them to preserve the Church's sacredness and

asked the Soviet state to allow the people to redeem the

62

Church valuables. The Patriarch also declared to the ° -~

court that he found himself compelled, 1n accordance with

Cﬁufch 1ay, to condegmn the confiscation of ‘consecrated .
@ objééts;4£hat, ip the event of conflict bétween civil 1aw,ﬂ
and canon law, he conﬁldered it was his duty*ééxobéy canon
law; and that he took upon himsel§ full responsibility

for the drafting, publishing and the'diétribution of his

edict of March 2, 1922.%3

v ' The. Bolsheviks were not convinced either by the

Patriarch's or by the Archbishop's testimonies. During

the trial the Communists belieée&, or pretended to believe/ Y
- "" >
that religion was practiced for- the sake of the clergy's.’

. [ ,ﬁ;’

-3

¥

: , telf~gain and for counter-revolutjonary purposes. A



quotation from the ‘indiftment read at the trial .of
’ the FlftX—Fcur showg the mentality of the prosecution
better than any othe} description would do.

6 The decree,é the Central Executive Committee
regardlngléonfgscation of Church treasures i
called foxth a violent protest from that
section of the clérgy which, having been
deprlved during the precedlng four years of its
previous greatnegs, had already entered

' several times into strife with Soviet Russia,
and had aided the regiments of landowners and
capitalists in their struggle with the workmen
and peasants of the Red Army... Taking advant-
age of the famine on the Volga, and relying on
old people, fanatics, weak-minded' persons,

and hooligans, and concealing their selfish
; ebjects under the cloak of religion, they are
again trying to enter into conflict with Soviet
Russia. By proclaiming the Church valuables -
inviolakle, despite the categorical decislion
of the Soviet power to take these valuables
for the purpose of buying bread with them for
the hungry, they thereby incited the masses
of the people to engage 1in civil war, . The N
accused could not be ignorant of the fact that
the appeal of Tikhon, who openly summoned the
people to oppose the c¢ivil power, is undoubted-
ly a counter-revolutionary. act, for which reason
chg charge against them cannot be.reduced to ‘a v,

4 %harge of merely resisting the authorities. By

refusing “assistance to the starving, Tikhon is y

guilty of another counter-revolutionary act

‘against the Government of Workers and Peasants

;and of favouring the return :of Russia to its

former state, in order that he may regain-his

own lost rights and pr1v11eges as well as "the

abundant wealth which the Soviet power is at

l present giving t® the starving with the object

of saving their lives,

-

w
b

The result of Eﬁé trial wa§'that(l% of the defend-

. ants were condemned to death while the r.jést had the dgafh

. ! s ;
. :




sentence commuted to five years imprfsonment.ss“ When

’ -

the Patriarch, who had been re—gohfined to his cell to

[
-

await his own trial, learned of the sentences he
immediately wrote three'letters; one addreséedeﬁo the
Council .of People's Commissars, one to Kalinin, President
of the All-Russian Exccutive Committee, and one to Kursky,
Commissar of Justice. 1In his\leqtefé ?gkhon'prétésted

)

that the punlshﬁﬁdt was out of all prgportion.to the

chaﬁges. "He pointed out that the people condemned  merely

fulfllled their dutles as his subordinates lle took S

all the responsibility fer opposing the government over
the confiscation of the valuablés upon himself and asked

the authorities to take his life instead of those of hi}

subordinates.G6 -

o
y

One, of the witnesses aggiﬁst the accused. and, at'the
. .
same time, against ‘the Patriarch was the arch~priest
\

Alexander Vvedenskii. This priest \had been discontented

¢

with the Patriarch and the Chuych fgr a long time. 1In
opposition to Tikhon and tha §ynod he had organizéd\g\\\\;
group of priests and laymeh in Moscow as a separate unit

of the” Ogthodox bel;evers with the 1ntent10n of reformlng

the Russian Orthodox Church and &f taklng over its leaderw

- b
ship. On ﬁas return from th& Mosmow trial to Petrogrmd,‘.

3 ° i
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he notified Veniamin, Metropelitan 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 his priests
who was making himself the administrator of the diocese
and attempting to usurp the power of the Metropolitan

in an uncanonical way. The action to which Vvedenskii
resorted was contrary to Orthodox teaching for it is
impossible for a priest to relieve a Metropolitan of

his duties.’ Because of his insubordination, Veniamin
excommunicated Vvedenskii from the Orthodox Church until

he recognized his misbehavior and repented.67

s

Veniamin's excommunication of Vvedenskii gave the
Soviet authorities an excuse to act against him for he

had violated the government's law on freedom of con-

.science. The CHEKA threatened that unless Veniamin at

once withdrew his excommunication of yVedenskii, the

Metropolitan as well as the other priests and laymen
L)

who supported him would be tried for resisting the con-

fiscation of Church valuables.®8 veniamin rejected the |,

CHEKA's ultimatum and, within a few days he and his support-
I'd T .

69

ers were ‘arrested upon Vvedenskii's instigation and

charged with resisting the government over the confiscation
’ o

of Church valuables. v 0
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A Jewish lawyer, by the name of Gourovich, was appoint-
ed as the Chief Defence Counsel of the Metropolitan, not
only with the agreement of the accused, but also at
his own request.’® The trial started on June 11, 19%2 in j

the hall of the old Nobles' Club in Petrograd. It lasted

&
&

nearly a month. The accused were charged with counter-
revolutionary activities, réfusal to su;render the Church
valuables and cooperation with the emigre bishops of the g;»
Karlovtsi Sobor who were plotting to overthrow the Soviet

government.71

As head of the eparchy, the Metropolitan took personal

responsibility for the excommunication -of Vvedenskii but

as far as being connected with the emigre counter-revolu-
tionary mpovement against the Sovie; government, or with

the refusal to give up the valuables,.Ven{amin réfuted thesé
charges. The Metropolitan said that he had'only objected

to the indiscrimatory confiscation of the valuables. When
documents proving that Veniamin was innocent of opposing

the Bolsheviks over the lxquldatlon of wealth Lere presented/

by Egofrov, a co~worker of Gourovich, Egorov was arrested *

on the spot.72
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After the arrest og Egorov, Gourovich personally
took over the defence aﬁd was easily able to prove
beyond a shadow of a doubt the total innocence of the
Metropolitan., In summa#ion, he thanked the Orthodox

clergy for havaing défenéed tne Jews in the Beilis trial
|
of 1913 and concluded his speech for the defence with

|
these with these words: . f
|

E
! -

1
If the MetrOpolita is condemned for his
’ faith and for his gevoted loyalty to his
/ flock, he will lbecéme more dangerous to
I the Sov1et powar than he is now., Remember
| the lesson of d irrefutable law of history:
Faith 1ncrease$ and~grows on the blood of
martyrs,73 ‘

When the turn came for éhe Metropolitan to speak he said:

Five years ago|l was chpsen Archbishop
because. all the workers!and the poor loved”

me. They loved me beca&se I loved and
worked for the| poor-a d‘the starving, I
am not a politjician. | I!did what I did
because 3t was my dqu to my God and the
Church.” y
- ’/// }
He told the court how on a prebipus occasion the govern-

!
ment had called on him/to speak pn its behalf to calm the
b
revolting people, Ille did so, an@ the revolt came to a halt.
~ r- X
"If I am sent to my death,” he ahded, "I will take it that
|

it, is the will of God, If it ij the will of God that I

shall die, I die as a true Chrigtian." The court denounced

|
[
i
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and sentenced the Metropolltan and the other defendants
to death; later, t was dec1ded to execute only four;
Metropolitan Venfgmln, Shein, and the two lawyers

{
Novitskii and Kov#harov. The rest were sentenced to 3

imprisonment.75

All together [there were close to 2,000 trials in

about 10,000 clergy and faithful wer
76 ‘

In the Ukraine aléne 583 priests were liquidated because

Soviet Russia and

sentenced to aeath or failed to return from prison.

the faithful in tLeir parishes resisted confiscation [of

[
the valuables.77 JIn Kharkiv province within six months, .
<

from December 1918 until July 1919, 70 priests Were

killed.!8 k/

N

|
{ The Bolsheviks however did not forget the Patyriarch,
After the triallof the Fifty-Four, the Soviet prefs
started its cém@é@gn against him. From all over/the

- country deputag&ons of workers were forwarding #o Moscow
/ 1

resolutg?ns in which they demanded the death s?ntence for
the Patriarch, Izvestiia att#cked him saying, °

Jho on February 287 lblB gave his blessing
he v1llage priests to:ring the tocsins,
to end messengers from village to village
to gather people aroun% each church to cause
deVastatlons and rebelligns? K .




F A
The same one, His Holiness Tikhon!

Who 1in 1921 upon the order of the foreign
exchangers, in the vile campaign of the
Tsar's Genéral Kozlovskii, caused rebellion
in Krondstadt?

Tikhon's steward - priest Sergii!
What are peasants and workers to do? They
should resist all these bands of conceited

<~ N priests. Ve should burn out with cold steel
« this Holy counter-revolution,

The State procurator, Tuchkov, started to prepare
the case against the Patriarch, who was to face the same
charges as all those that had already been tried and
condemned for cbunter-revolutionary activi;ies. But
his guilt, according to the government, was even more

serious than that of the rest of the bishops because
3

hffwas their leader and instigator. He was not only

. accused of obstructiég the government in the confiscation
of Chuxch valuables, but also of inciting the people in
.a struggle for the restoration of the tsardom and foy the
return of the lapdlords to Russia.80 These adcusations
were connected with counter-revolutionary aetivities
because the Pa&riarch wanted goikeép the Church's wealth

for the future imperialist regime, THe Bolsheviks accused

the Pakxiarch of being in collusion with the emigres for _

he acted according to .the emigres' instiructions.




.

The government had an easy ‘case against the Patriarch,
Because he had prohibited the believers from contributing
the Church valuables, which by the decree of 1917 did not
belong to the Church, but to the people, he had interfered
in the govérnment's affairs. Since the Church was not
registered‘gg\?n institution, the Patriarch was ac%lng
1llegally. By giving orders to the people the Patriarch
was breaking the law of the Rights of the Soviet citizen
dealing w1£h freedom of conscience. And last but not
least, the government condemned the Patriarch and.his
supporters for placing canon law above the State's law,’

J
which also meant that he was acting as a counter-

81

P

revolutionary.

(4

The arrest of £he Patriarxch deprived the Church of
its administrator, but in spite of all this the Church
regsined unifieq\?nd strong. Arrests had deprived the
Church of its leaders but thé essence of faith remained
even stronger in the people thansbefore. By attacking the

-Church from the outside, propagating atheism, closing

3
&

churches, by killing and imprisoning clerqgy, the Bolsheviks

[

were not able to subdue the Churdﬁ. Now, fhey decided to

bring pressure on the .Church from within.82 At this time

it seems that Church affairs were "transferred:- from the

3
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Commissariat of Justice to the CHEKA, under onk-Tuchkov
S —— -~

who was apparently commissioned to destroy the Church

through underground meth“ods.'m?f By intimidation and

2

terrorization the Communists forced some bishops and
A .

§
priests into cooperating with the secret police and in-

to ruining the Church from within, 84 .
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CHAPTER FOUR

Q a boid

¢ ‘ SCHISM AND THE STRUGGLE AGAINST IT

t
e]

D
v q t

0

&
May 12, 1922 could be taken as the day of the

\

> S8
formation of the so-called Zhivaia Tserkov or Wiving

Church. Vvedenskii, /the priests Kalinovskii, Krasnitskii
. " and Belkov as well as the psalmist Stadnik visited
gtriaxsch Tikhon in prison and asked him to give them

permission to enter his offijice and to organize the Church

-,) - .
administration since he was under arrest.and was not able
1

to administer the Church properly. In discussion with

the Patriarch, according to the spatement issued by thi's
group, tﬁ?ey blamed the Patriarch for_all the disorders

in the Church and for the arrest of tfxe olerg‘y. T{le

group accu:.;éd the Patriarch of adhering to the old times
and of supporting a ccgunter-revolut.ionary policy towards
the Soviet government. At the same time, they charged him
hwith shelte‘r,ing a ,counter-revolutionary elément, which

Q used the Chufch as a ce;xter for resisting the éoverngnent.

» . AThey suggested that t~he only remedy to all this was to.call

-

the All-Russian Sobbr and to eliminate the Patriarchate

.y -
- (™
ar
s
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temporarily.2

The visitors asked the Patriarch to
appoint Bishop Antdnin "as temporary Acting-Patriarch"

in whom the civil pow%r had complete confidegpe.3 But
the P;triarch refuse&ﬂto coﬁply with their proposal.

Then he was told éhat if he did not comply, the eleven
Moscow churchmen condemned in the trial of the Fifty-Four
would be shot, while, they might be pardoned if he con-
.sented. At tﬁe end, the Patriarch agreed to appoint

Agafangel, the Metropolitan of Yaroslav, who was the

second in line as Locum Tenens, as Acting Patriarch,

until the Sobor was called.4 A

To strengthen their demands and at the same time
to show the Bolsheviks that they were sincere in their
efforté}to break away from the Patriarch's Chérch,
Vvedenskili and his group of clergy, plus Bishoé Antonin,

published an appeal "To the Believing Sons of the 7
@

Orthodox Church" in which they stated that for the past
few years the Workers' and Peasants' government had
existed in Russia by the will oerod. This governﬁent
had takeﬂ upon itislf to combat the famine, epidem%cs‘
PR

and other calamit{es afflicting Russia while, accor&ing

to the appeal, the Church not only stood aside in th%'

>
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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 opportuﬁfty arose, the Church engaged in
counter-revolutioﬁary actlvity which causéd blood to flow,

In refusing to help the hungry, the churchmen had tried

to stage a coup d'état. Bhe appeal alleged that the centre

of this counter-revolutionary movement was the Patriarc&
himself, The people and a good number of priests, however,
did not follow him. The people condemned all those "who
wanted to use the national calamity for their own political

ends."5

The priests who signed the appeal condemned all
those bishops and clergymen who opposed the government

over the confiscation of the Qaluables to save the hungry.
In the conclusion of the appeal, the group called for a

ngw Sobor to é%fs judgment on all those quilty of the ruin
of the Church, - to set in order the administration of the
Church and to re-éstablish 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."® According to Captain Francis McCullagh,

who seems .to have had close connections with t?? Orthodox

X%
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leaders at the time, this document had been drawn up by
certain Communist laymen, among them one Spitzberg, and

was published with all the above signatures before the
~
signatures had been obtained.’

On May 16, 1922, the Patriarch wrote a letter to

Metropolitan Agafangel in which Tikhon explained to the

’

Metropolitan that because he could not administer the

Church, he wished to turn the administration of the

a

Church over to Agafangel until the next Sobor. The
Patriarch urged the Metropolitan to come to Moscow imme-

. 8
diately.

[

Vvedenskii and his colleagues did not bother to
wait for the Patriarch's approval of their request and
on the very day, May 16, they handed Kalinin, the Chair-

man of the All-Russian Executive Committee, the following

-

declaration:

Herewith, we inform you that in consequence
of Patriarch Tikhon having himself abdicated,
we have thought it fit to establish a Higher
Church Administration which could exercise
authority in all Church questions within
Russia.

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 him to appoint

T~

hotd 3
J",{u:{



- Y

»
'
v
-~
.

a

someone else until -Metropolitan Agafangel arrived in
Moscow. They promised the-Patriarch that they would
find some bishop in Moscow to help them work in the

chancelléry. At the end of the discussion, Tikhon

L

again gave in to their persuasion. Althbuéh the
Patriarchwdid not appoint another.bishop, he did permit
the group to open the Patriarchal chancellery. H& \
wrote at the tob of the\resolution:

The persons named below are ordered to
take over and transmit the Synod affairs
to the Most ReVerend Agafangel upon his
arrival in Moscow... with the assistance
of Secretary Numerov; the Moscow diocese
to the Most Reverend Innokentii, Bishop
of Xlin, and before his arrival to the
Most Reverend Leonid, Bishop of Vernensk,
with the assistance of the Department
Chief Nevskii,

~a

M\ year later the Patriarch, after his release from

imprisonmeqp, gave out a statement 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 so that
they could take care of all the incoming correspondencé.
Tikhon claimed that he had not told them what they ;
should do if Metropolitan Agafangel could not comé to

Moscow, Nor did he give them permission to replace the
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. .
Metropolitan "because authority which belongs only to
the bishop cannot be given over into the hands of a
priest."1l But Vvedenskii and his group had come te an

agrgenent with the Bishops Antonin and Leonid and had

organized the so-called Vysshoe Tserkovnoe Upravleniia

(l1igh Church Administration), naming themselves members

' {
of it.12 : -

(

The above statement is quite in accordance with 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: N

There can be no doubt that the group which
‘ organized the High Church Administration

after the abdication of Patrigrch Tiknon

was never authorized by the Patriarch to do
so. The Patriarch instrxucted the group to
play the part of an intermediary passing
over the business to others; this is not the

4 very same thing as receiving the authority

themselves. The leaders of the Living Church
usurped the authority in a revolutionary way,
a non-canonical manner, even in an anti-

" canonical manner:13

Vvedenskii confirmed this by declaring that the "Living

Church began its existence by breaking with Patriarch ’

Tikhon, "14
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3
Since the Patriarch had named Metropolitan

Agafangel as the official Locum Tenens, the Living

Church officials in June 1922 sent to the Metropolitan

a deputatibn headed by the priest P. N. Krasotkin, who
demanded that the Met;opolitan accept the\dogmas of the
Living Church‘and partake in its activities.l® The

Metropolitan not only refused to accept the dogmas, but

on June 18 he also issued an epistle in which hé expressed

his own loyalty to the Soviet government and called upon

the pegple to. obey it in good Christian conscience and

16

to attend “to their duties in peace and love. In his

epistle he condemned the Living Church and at the same
time he gave autonomy in the con@yct of religious life -

not autocephaiy as S. Troitskii has stated=to every

17 Metro- \

politan Agafangel by his act introduced no novelty into
the Church's life. He only put into practice what
Patriarch Tikhon and the Synod had approved on Novémﬂ%r 20,

1920. ’ . .
) In case the Holy Synod and the Higher
Church Council for unforeseen reasons
terminate their church administrative
.activities... then each bishop takes;
all the responsibility upon himself

within his diocese. ) .

4

&
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. A
Shortly after the visit of. the priest Krasotkin,

the Metropolitan was arrested on the usual charge of

counter-~revolutionary propaganda and exiled with a

pafty of common criminals to Narym region.19 .

~
S - o .
Metropolaitan Agafangel was imprisoned because of his
. -

-
insubordination to the Living Church, and he was not

>

the only one. The temporary Chdirman of the Higher Church
- - N
Administration, Bﬁshop Antonin, admitted to the corres-
{ 8
bondent of Izvestiia that the Living Church used -oppression.,

AntoniﬁLsaid:'"I Yeceive complaints against it (Living

. \ ~ * -
Church)... and from its representatives from rners.
The representatives of the Living Church caused great
exasperation to the Patriarchal Church by their threats,

denounciations and oppressiorr."‘"20 Because of falsm

L 1
accusations and the use of Bolshevik military aid in tak-
ing over the parishes, the people came to believe that

the Liviné Church’ was not only "a Soviet Church,® as

ddmitted by Professor Titlinovg "but also an organ of the

v ~

most loathsome CHEKA."21 . The government took almost all

theGEathedrals.from the Patriarch's bishops and gave

_them to the supperters of the Living Church/.22 In many’

districts the priests were given the choice by the police
23

of\joining the Living Church or going to prison.

e
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1

The Living Church had all the support from the

government it needed. It had the government press and

P

telephones at its service. Vvedenskii even had a
personal car and his supporters could travel whenever

and wherever they wanted to, while all this was denied

-

to the}ggtriarch's Church and clergy. The only explan-
ation as to why the Living Church received so much support

was that "up to a certain moment the paths of the Living

Church run parallelfW1tﬁltheCpaths of the Soviet policy."24

-

f

In September 1922 one of the Moscow newspapers stated
that the Commmunists:"are... interested im the victory of
the Livang Church."2% K. Stephanoff, an ardent Communist
leader, after the Living Church coup inY1922 wrotes

One of the first problems of the Living
Church was to find the most culpable and
to make him responsible for all 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

¢

?he author emphasized that "the best method of emancipat-

ing thg nmasses... from religion and faith in the clergy

"/j%d their sermons™ was by ‘reviewing the Orthodox dogmas.
This was exacéiy what the leaders of the Living Church

were doing. The government was glad that the struggle

-

1‘\\
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occurred within the Church; it é‘reed the government
forces and relieved the situatibn.?2’

While the Patriarch waited in prison for his trial
he read only the official press whiéﬂ reported just the
sucéesses of the Living Church. It was on éhe basis of
these reporés that he started to think that the'hhole
Church had gone overkto Vvedenskii. He longed to end
him imprisonment and to unify the Orthodox people against
Vvedenskii and his'followers who were breaking the
Chugch's canons.k\zypxPatriarch did not know that the
Soviet government would not put him on trial, although
Krylenko, the leading prosecutor at that time, boasted
that the Patriarch's case was already in his briefcase, 28
The Soviet government decided to free the Patr%;rqh be-
cause they did not dare to kill him and make a ﬁartyn of
him in the eyes of the people. The Bolsheviks had alréady
suf fered that experience with Metropolitan Veniamin.
Krylenko summarized this reasoning very well:

«++The case of the chief offender is closed,

and it remains only to send it to the Ve
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...2

b 1%
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The truth, owever{ was that the western countries’

o

and the church leaders, under the instiqgtion of Metro-
pelitan Antonii Khrapo&itskii, applied strong préésure

on the Bolsheviks to relecase the Patriarch.30 But the :
Soviet authpritigé did not want to release him from prisch
under international pressure: such release would be a
-X}Etory for the Patriarch and his Church. The Communiété
were willing to release Tikhon - on their own terms.

The Patriarch had to repent his counter-revolutionary deeds
by acknowledging them in writing. The Bo{sﬁeviks thought
that by repenting, the Patriarch would disgrace himself

in the eyes of his faithful and at the same time would give
the authorities a pretext for arresting him whenever the
government decided ?ﬂ,do so.31 But just before Patri?;ch

o W
Tikhon was releasefyfrom his imprisonment, an important

event took place in the Living Church.

On April 29, 1923, in the Church of Christ the Savior

in Moscow, thefLiving Church held its Sobor whicﬁ/hailed
the November Revolution as having

} carried into life the great principl of
equality in labor which are found in
Christian teaching. All the world over
the strong strangle the weak. ‘Only in Soviet
Russia has war begun against the social lie.

“~
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The Sobor affirms that every Ronorable

Christian sﬁoukg take his-place among these
warriors for humanitarian truﬁgwﬁnd use all
means to realize in life the grand principles
pof the November Revolution...

The Soviet government is not a prosecutor
of the Church. - - In accordance with the con-
stitution of the Soviet government, all
citizens .are guaranteed genuine religious
freedom of conscience. The decree regarding
the separation of the Church from the state
‘guarantees such freedom. :Hence-churchmen must.
not see in the Soviet authority 'the antichrist;
on the contrary, the Sobdr calls attention to
the fact that the Soviet authority is-the only
one throughout the world which wilbl realize, by
government methods, the ideals of the Kingdom
of God. Therefore, every faithful churchman
must not only be an honorable citizen, but also
fight with all his might, together with the
. Soviet) authority, for the"realization of the
. {ingdoh of God upon the earth.32

e

At the same . time the Sobor excommunicated all the members
. — yl

s 4
of the Karlovtsi Sobor and condemned its oppdé@fﬁom to

Soviet Russia and its appeal for the restoration of the

33

Romardov dynasty. But the most éignificant decision of
/ -

the Sobor was,\}owever, te unfrock Patriarch Tikhon, who

was still awaiting trial in prison:

The Sobor of 1923 condemns all’ those who '
have followed this path and persuaded others
to follow them. And this applies, first of
all, to the responsible leader of our Church
life, Patriarch Tikhon. Whereas Patriarc
Tikhon served the counter-revolution égﬁfzadg
of sincerely serving Christ, and, since--he i

\ the person who was supposed to direct properly
’ .

Q. | DV
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-— all ecclesiastical life, but on'the con
trary he led astray the broad.masses of
Ahe church, the Sobeor 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 declares hin td be deprived of
his clerical orders and monkhood, and
relagated to his original lay condition.
"Hereafter Patriarch “T'ikhon is layman ’

Basil Belavin.” , ‘
Theﬁgbﬁéiiof the Living Church also passed reforms: it

approved of a married episcopate making Archpriest
A. Vvedénskii, who was mapfiedy Archbishop of Krutitsy; -~

°perm1t€sﬂ widowed priests but not bishops to remarry

-

thus readmitting into the priesthood all those who had
peen prohibited from performing Holy Liturgy on account
of having contractdd a second marriage;35 approved
monasteries “"provided they were working communities, far

from city life, and devoted to freedom, love, labor,

n36

s equality and fraternity. Althouéh the Sobof«hpproued

\ monasteries yet, "in general the Sobor took a highly un-

syﬁpathetic attitude toward monasteries and specially

w37

toward monagtic bishops. The Sobor ended its final® .

4

sdsbion on May-9, 1923 in a triumphant mood. Every aim
had been accomplished. Now the Living Church was waiting

» for the trial of Patriarch Tikhon to crown its viciory.
: &

’
¢ e 1
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But the utterly unexpectgd happened. O©On ane 16 the
Patriarch appealed to the_Sovie£ government to pardon him
and to release. him from pgison. In his appeal he declar-
ed that from now on he was separating himself from counter-

revolutionary act;vitics and expressed his loyalty to the

government.38\~0n'June 25, 1923 freedom was granted to Him.

Degpite 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

declaration" he did not disgrace himself in the people's

eyes. Ilis "repentance" had no impact upon the faithful

-

what'soever. The faithful celebrateé his release from
imprisonment as if it wereithe Feast of Easter.3? After

his ;elease the Patriarch ried with all his might to

restore order from the chaos in which he, found the Church,
Th;\resolutxons which the L1v1ng Church had adopted at

its Sobor he. refuted with one word by writing on the

document "Illegal™ and by signing his name with his full

title. Thosekhho participated in that Sobor werée marked

vty

as trespassers of the Church law. |
. et :

‘ f

b,

2.

Taking the wview that the Living Church was built upon
© \__‘ )
fraud and deception, the Patriarch excommunicated its |
A
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members and declared all of its decisions null and void.
All actions, insluding the sacrements administered by
priests 5nd ﬁiérarchs of the- Living Church, he declared
devoid of thelrdcharismatic cﬁaracter and hence ineffectual.
Those that had accepted thém had become gquilty of a venial
sin. ¢ The Patriarch called upon the priests and bishops
who had turned apostates to do penance and to return to

o .
the fold of the One Ecumenical Chhrch.40 The majority of

: 0 .
the clergy of the Living Church heard his call, repented

and returned to the Patriarchial Church. %%%@

)

The Patriarch's act of repentance and his releése
from imprisonment was a great surprise to the leaders of
the Living Church. While Tikhon'was in prison they could

Yy d,pretend that the Living Church was “the only organized

- ¢
r 3

\{Church body active in the territory o£ Soviet Russia.

Upon the Paéiiarch's release, the Living Chugch leaders

could not make this claim, In order to stop people from .
0 abandoning the Living Church they called another‘council

‘for August 8, 1923 at which all the factions within the

Living Church patched up their differences.“‘l This was

done in, order to make the piviﬁg Church unified and more

appéaling to the peopPe.‘-But fpeir effort to save éheir

[

Church did not produce.results. Their popuiarity started

7
]
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to decline at a rapid pace. The government also came
to the conclusion that the Living Church had failed

t% do its job and terminated its support.?2

The constant pressure of Tuchkov and Smidovich,
the ngernment's representatives, made the Patriarch
aware how determined the Comminists were to get control
of the Church. Tikhon knew that he had the strength not
to sign over the Church, but would others, after him, be
able to see the clear path and withstand the pressure‘of
the Bolsheviks? The Patriarchh remained stable and true
to the Orthodox Church until April 7, 1925 - the day of

his death. Since the two lMetropolitans who were appointed

as Locumn 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.

~After the death of Patriarch Tikhon, the leaders of

¥

the Living Church in 1925 made another attempt to save
their Church. They called another Sobor for October 2 at
which they tried to eliminate all the differences that kept

the Living Church and the Orthodox Church apart,43 but

v

Metropolitan Peter refused to recognize the Living Church

L .G ". . . ]
and did not participate in their Sobor. 44

e



AN

~

.

~
‘t:a/:}

‘Ehey would.not be able to eradicate the Church by closing
churches and arrests.
another means to subdue it to the government's control.
Tuchkov in the name of the governmgnt bégan pegotiating
with Metropolitan Peter concerningathe Wlegalizaélgn of

the Church"™, but Tuchkov in pis turn made certain demands.

In the meantime,
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Though these demands are not known in every detail,

M. Fol'skii gives them as follows:
!

‘1

the Bolsheviks he was arrested and eventually died in
exile in 1936,
to acknowledge the Living Church as official and canonical,
but he too refused on the grounds that the Living Church

was headed by self-appointees.

1. The issuance of a declaration to
be worked out with the government.

2. The exclusion of those bishops from
the Church and Council .0of Bishops whom
the government did not dpprove of.

3. The condemnation of the foreign ;ﬁd
refugee bishops. )

4. Close contact between Church and the
government through the liaison of Tuchkov
himself.45

-

Since Metropolitan Petey refused to cooperate with

!

the Bolsheviks had realized that

Therefore they started to seek

Tuchkov .also asked Archbishop Ilarion

Tuchkov quickly replied:



~ 115 -

"Wait, I will give you a canonical bishop and if you will
not accept him, then there will be no mercy."46 But Dbe-
fore Metropolitan Peter was imprisoned he named and appointed
as his nggg Tenens the Metropolitan of N;zhnii Novgorod,
'Sergii Stargorodskii. The newly appointed Locum Tenens, ’
-ketropoiitan Sergli, gave in to the preséure of the govern-~
ment after his second_arrest.47 on July 29, 1927 as

Deputy of the Vicar to the Patriarchal Throne he issued

a pastoral letter to the entire Church in which we read
among other things:

.......O‘.......l....‘....'....._‘I....'.......

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 strength for
the peaceful ordering of our Church affairs.

My efforts in this direction, which have been
supported by the Orthodox arch-shepherds
apparently have not Epmained fruitless. With
the foundation of the blessed Patriarchal Synod,
the hope is rising that our entire Church
administration will receive its due order and
structure. We are also confident that a peace-
ful 1ife and peaceful activity will be poeaible
for us within the law of the State.

Now at the point where we have almost
reached the goal of our efforts, the attacks of
our foreign enemies do not cease: murders, N
arsons, raids, assassinations, and other forms
of  the underground struggle are being witnessed
by us all. All this disturbs the peaceful
course of dife and creates an atmosphere of
mutual diatrust and all poasible kinds of .
suspicion... ;

PO PR SO b Az it ke
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Our application that this Synod be per-

nitted to take up the administration of the
Orthodox All-Russian Church has been granted.
a canonical-

Now our Orthodox Church has not only
ly central administration, but a central admin-

istration that is legal also according to 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 be loyal citizens of the Soviet Union
and loyal subjects of the Soviet power, but the
most zealous supportetrs of the Orthodox Church
as well, to whom the Church with all her dogmas
and traditions, with all their laws and pre-
scriptions, is as dear as Truth and Life."

e want to be Orthodox and at the same time
to see the Soviet Union as our civil Fatherland,
whose triumphs and successes are also our triumphs
and successes, whose failures are our failures.
BEvery attack, boycott, public catastrophe or an
ordinary case of assassination, as the recent one
in Warsaw, will be regarded as an attack against
ourselves, £LCven “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"™, as the Apostle teaches us (Romans 13:5),

and we hope that with the help of God and through

working together and giving support to one another
we shall de able to fulfill this task,48

The Bolsheviks had won a complete victory. In the .

person of Metropolitan Sergii as head of the Church, they

had found a hierarch whose position was unassailable canon-

3
ically and who at the same time was completely subservient

to the government. Because of the recognitioﬁ of the Church

by the government and its subservience to it, no priest or

ALY
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e

lay member of the Church would now be able to resist Sergii
without -transgressing against the law of the state and of.
the Church. The repression of Church oppésitién became

the "joint task of the government and the Church authorities.
This was precisely the situaéion that the government strove
for after having failed to destroy the Church completely.
The Communists now controlled the supreme authority of the
Church, and thus they held the entire.Orthodox population
firmly in their power by means of the authority of the

J‘ .
Church.
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CONCLUSION

The conflict between the Church and the Soviets

was unavoidable since the Bolsheviks wanted to impose

L4
§

an ideology diametrically opposed to Christian teach-
ing upon the people. Before the March Revolution
Lenin thought that as soon as the Church was separated
‘from the state and as soon as the Party explained £o
the peeple the;origin, purpose and role of religion in

human life, the people would abandon the Church,

After the usurpation of power Lenin seemed to:athémpt
to follow his theory of treating the Church as any other
bourgeois institution by nationalizing its land and pro-
perty. He considered that if he destroyed its economic
base, the Church as an institution would not be able to
sustain itself, for the(people once fréed from oppression
and exploitation would not éﬁpport any institution that
did not benefit the workers. The Bolsheviks over-
estimated their theory. People did nBt protest against
the nationalization of Church 1aqqs, but they wered deter-
mined to remain\Orthodox, and they were willing to take
upon themselves the financial support of their Church,

e




R

~/

-

4 “

The people’s active participation'in the ¢hurch
elimihited the previoué formalities énd thus p‘truly
Christian spirit was reinstituted into theIChurch.

Many members of the intelligentsia that previously were
outside%he Church and critical of it; inertness came

. \ N -
back and_strengthened it further. N

The Bolshéviks tried to arrest the Church's growth
by levying heavy taxes not only on the land upon which
- :
- A §
churchgs were standing and the clergy whom the Bolsheviks

regarded to be free professionals, but also on all those

who helped ox harbored priests.

To divert people's attention from religion the
Communists also encouraged local brgnches of the Tr%Se
Unions, Red Army and Comsomol to incogporate into their
activities anti-religious prograﬁes particularly at the

time of the Christmas and Easter holidays. In addition, -

a great deal of "spontaneous" vandalism was directed

against the churches, .

Unable to induce people to abandon their urch, the
Bolsheviks started to accuse the clergy of being counter-
revolutionary and of refusing to help starving ﬁpopke‘by

permitting the confiscation of consecrated vessels that
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were used in Liturgical Services.

t
When direct attacks and persecutions proved un-

L]

successful, the government tried to destroy the Church -

4
r

from within. Aftexr the arrest of Tikhon, the gobern—

-

ment gave full suppoqg)to spmé clergymen who broke ’ @

away from the Orthodox Church and established the so-

Y
)

called Living Church, but the people refused to foliow

the Living Church leaders. Most of the faithful regard- i
N '\;\j,\

ed thgx5@s apostates and as agents of the Communist

governnent.

Fainally the Bolsheviks realized that they could not '

J

Ve s

destro§ the Church in &he Soviet Union. Therefore they
decided to subject the canonical bishops to such pressure
that at least one of them would change his mind and agree
to cooperate with the government. After his second arrest
Metropolitan Sergii agreed to cooperate with the Bolsheviks.
In July 1927 he issued his letter to the faithful by wh%ch
he subjected the Russian Orthodox Church #o the Bolshéggg

. . . I .
state. This was a terrible irony because,; the Commnists,

H

!

who had accused the clergy of being the servants of the

tsarist gbvernment, resorted to force in ‘order to convince
~ . f « [}

at least one canonical bishop to accept the full control of

the Church by the Soviet government.

W PR
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. By surrendering to the Bolsheviks. the Chugch lost the
/ -
freedom for which it had fought so hard. 1In tsarist
\f Russia the Church} had been subjected to a Christiaq tsar

who used the_Chu
but who at least
time it was much

the Church as an

supported religious institutions.

: ¢
agent of their policy, yet at the same

ch as an instrument te control the people ) ‘

This

worse because the Soviets started to use

s

time they strove to eradicate religion and the Church it-

self from the state altogether.
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