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“ THE IVERSKY SHRINE
With acknowledgments to The Morning Post.

——————y =gy Lo ey =

@he Christian @ast

OUR FRONTISPIECE.

OUR frontispiece is a photograph of the late Tsar Nicholas II.
returning to his carriage after visiting the Iversky Shrine.

A striking instance both of Bolshevik anti-religious frightfulness
and of Bolshevik vandalism is to be found in the recent destruction
of this beautiful little building which stood by the gate of the Red
Square outside the Kremlin at Moscow.

Iveria is the old Greco-Russian name for Georgia and the Shrine
had its name because it housed an extremely ancient ikon, reputed
to have been the work of St. Luke, which was once the peculiar
treasure of the Georgian Nation and was brought to Russia for
the Georgian Monastery at Mt. Athos in 1648.

The Iversky Shrine to which the Iversky ikon was brought with
great ceremony by the Tsar Alexis and the Patriarch Nikon in 1669
and which was reconstructed by Alexander 1. in 1791, was dear for
itw amsoctations to the whole Russian Nation. Devout or otherwise,
n from the Tsar to the peasant would pass it without
It a8 we salute the Whitehall Cenotaph. Many recent
10 Moscow have noted how though the Soviet had placed
It the inscription, Religion is the opiate of the people, that
practice had continued to be observed even by soldiers of the Red
Army,

THE PATRIARCH DMITRI.

! IN the person of the aged Patriarch of Serbia, another of the great

figures who witnessed and helped to guide the transition from
Old Serbia to Yugo-Slavia has passed away. Through all the
distresses, perplexities and triumphs which accompanied that
change, he retained his place in the affections of his people, and
died as he had lived, one of the most popular men in Serbia. And
if they loved him, he on his side never lost touch and sympathy with
the labouring peasantry from whom he was himself sprung. In the
course of his ministerial life of sixty years he was Bishop of Skoplye
and from 1905 Archbishop of Belgrad. It was, therefore, during
his occupancy of the archiepiscopal throne of Belgrad that the
Serbian Theological Students were sent to England and trained at
Oxford. He himself visited this country in 1919. The political
amalgamation which formed the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, was followed in 1922 by a corresponding achievement of
ccclesiastical unity, and Archbishop Dmitri became Patriarch of
the restored Serbian Patriarchate. The'late Patriarch regarded the
~ Anglican Church with real friendship, and the many Anglicans who
- knew him will learn of his death with deep regret.—R.I.P.
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THE ROLE OF THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE
IN HISTORY.

By THE MosT REVEREND THE METROPOLITAN OF THYATIRA.

OST of the present-day works on Byzantium, its history, its
. art, its philology, and in general, its civilization succe;ssfully
refute the disparaging view of Byzantium and the Byzantines so
long held in the West. They emphasize the importance of a S‘t:_n:e,
which was, for a whole millennium, the champion of Christian civiliza-
tion in the East, and the West’s first line of defence against the
inroads of Asiatic barbarism.

But while this is true as regards the Byzantine State, it cannot,
as yet, be maintained that full justice has been done to the rfA)le
played by the Orthodox Church as a civilizing agent in the Byzantine
State itself, and as a force which ever radiated the light of the
Christian Faith. There are exceptions, exceptions worthy of 1.;he
highest praise—and, in this connection, I wish especially to mention
the recent works of Professor Baynes and Mr. Robert Byron—the
unbiassed researches of some historians are now beginning to assess
at its true value the unbroken link of collaboration between the
Byzantine State and the Church of Constantinople and especially the
latter’s missionary task. There are many reasons which have con-
tributed to the overlooking of this fact. First, the bitterness which,
since the Schism, has prevailed between East and West, and the
contempt for the Eastern Church, and especially its head, the
Patriarch of Constantinople, since the Patriarchate was the 'chlef
opponent of Rome’s tendencies towards Re-union, or, more strlctl-y,
absorption. Secondly, the ignorance of Eastern Orthod_ox aﬁal.rs
manifested, especially by Continental Protestantism, wl%lch., while
turning its attention to the investigation of the pegmnmgs of
Christianity, to which it wished to link the Reformation, pegl_ected
to study the essential nature of the Orthodox Church, regardingitasa
withered branch of Christianity, bereft of life and power. To this
erroneous conception of the Orthodox Church, there was angther
contributory factor. Whereas the Roman Church, the Anglican,
and Protestantism show rivalry in their endeavours to gain for
Christ the peoples of the earth, by the organization and continued
support of missionaries in all parts of the world, the O_rth‘odox East
can now show no similar activity. For this reason it is wrongly
concluded that the Orthodox Church in principle does not approve
of the missionary movement. On the one hand, the dire circum-
stances in which it finds itself are not taken into account, nor, on the
other, are the services it rendered in the past to the Christianization of
the world. But, besides the missionary work of the Orthodox Church,
and, especially, the Church of Constantinople, we do not consider that
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sufficient praise has been given for the struggle, as honourable as it
was arduous, which the Patriarchate of Constantinople maintained
in keeping intact the Christianity of the peoples who suffered the
cataclysm of the Asiatic invasion. National antipathies among the
Balkan races which regained their freedom from the earlier half of
the past century have often been instrumental in arming hand and
pen against that Church, which, like a Mother, watched over and
cared for them in the most critical hours of their history, and this
prejudice was supported by many people in the West. It has become
necessary to remove the obscurity that envelops the activities of the
Church of Constantinople during the period after the Capture.

We must pass beyond the region of human omissions and human
imperfections which beset: every organization, in order to perceive
the glory of the Orthodox Church, which, by its steadfastness and
untiring energy preserved the Christian faith and Christian civiliza-
tion of the nations beneath its sway, and led them to the fulfilment of
their historic destinies. It is to these two spheres of activity in the
Church of Constantinople that I wish to direct attention. First,
however, I should like to say a few words about the evolution and
development of the Patriarchate of Constantinople as the principal
agent of Christianity and civilization in the East.

A.—THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PATRIARCHATE OF CONSTANTINOPLE.

The Orthodox Church, while steadfastly believing that the three
orders, of Bishop, Presbyter and Deacon, derive their origin from
Our Lord and the Apostles, that is, that they exist by Divine Ordin-
ance, holds that the administrative system of the Church is a product
of historical evolution, that is, that it exists by ecclesiastical Law.
As is well known from early times, a certain supremacy of the Bishops
of capitals of Provinces over the other Bishops of the See was recog-
- hized, the former being also called Primi or Metropolitans. Again,
nmong these, with the lapse of time, the Bishops of important centres
iuired a pre-eminent position, such being Rome, Antioch, Alex-

drin, Ephesus, especially from the time when Constantine the
t divided the Roman Empire into divisions, and these divisions
- Provinces and Departments. These Archbishops, called

s or Primi, were the first to have the authority to ratify the
of, and to consecrate the Metropolitans of the Provinces,
side at their Synods. The rights of these Exarchs were
by the st (Ecumenical Synod in its 6th Canon ; the same
Wiled especially the Exarchs of Rome, Alexandria and
(] ollowing in the footsteps of the 1st Synod, the 2nd
 Synod, in its 3rd Canon, promoted the Bishop of Byzan-
tho till then was subject to the Exarch of Heraclea, to be an
h, and granted him the priority of honour after the Bishop of

in that Constantinople is “ New Rome.” The rights of the
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Exarchs were thus consecrated, and ecclesiastical custom began to
grant them the titles of Patriarch in the East, and  Pope " in the
West, although the Patriarch of Alexandria was called, as he is still
called, ““ Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria.” But the position of the
Patriarch of Constantinople as Bishop of the new capital of the
Empire did not merely release him from subservience to the Exarch
of Heréclea, but also gradually contributed to the extension of his
authority over the neighbouring dioceses of Pontus, Asia and
Thrace. This extension advanced so rapidly that the 4th Synod,
of Chalcédon, confirming his Episcopal Honours as equal to those of
Rome, subjected to the Throne of New Rome the aforementioned
Dioceses, as also the Bishops of barbarian countries, and granted him
judicial authority over their Metropolitans. Thus, at the end of
the sixth century the Throne of Constantinople included the Province
of Pontus with 13 Metropolies and 67 Bishops, the Province of Asia
with 13 Metropolies and 262 Bishops, the Province of Thrace with
5 Metropolies and 36 Bishops, and the barbarian lands of the Alani,
the Goths, the Colchi and the Avazgi with their Bishops.

What was the relation of the Patriarchate of Constantinople to
the Patriarchates of the East, and the only Patriarchate of the West,
Rome ? The interval of 200 years between the first recognition of
the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the 4th (Ecumenical Synod,
consolidated the position of the Patriarch of Constantinople as the
first Patriarch of the East. The remaining Eastern Patriarchates
lost their former power and authority very early because extensive
portions of their dioceses were lost to them through theological
dissensions. They saw their power still further diminished from the
time when the countries over which their authority extended
came under the sway of the Arabs. But in spite of this internal
supremacy of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, the polity of the
Orthodox Church remained constitutional ; the Patriarch of Con-
stantinople was considered merely primus inter pares, in contra-
distinction to the tendency of the Popes of Rome to concentrate into
their hands supremacy over the whole Church. The Pope of Rome,

both in previous periods, and especially from the time of the 4th

(Ecumenical Synod at every opportunity, by word and deed, claimed
not merely a supremacy in dignity, * priority of honour,” but also
administrative and judicial authority over all the Bishops, not even,
of course, excepting Constantinople. It was, therefore, inevitable
that he should meet with opposition to his claims, from the Patriarch
of Constantinople. The latter, relying on the decisions of the 2znd,
and, especially, of the 4th (Ecumenical Synod, insisted on his title to
equality in rank and honour with the Bishops of Old Rome, holding
that the latter had not jurisdiction over the whole Church, merely
having a titular position and entitled to priority of honour. This
title of *“ (Bcumenical ”’ which Justinian had, in 587, accorded to
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John Nisteftes, and which Rome opposed with such insistence,
with its servus servorum dei, signifies, as is well known, nothing else
than that the Bishop of New Rome, as the capital of the ““ Oikou-
mene,” is also ‘“ (Ecumenical ” Bishop. But besides this dissension
as to the significance of the primacy, the East and the West were
divided as to its source and origin. While, that is, according to the
commonly prevailing principles in the East, the authority and order
in rank of the Bishops are fixed by the position and political greatness
of the various cities, and it frequently happens that when a city
increases in political importance, its ecclesiastical importance
increases simultaneously, e.g., from an Episcopate to a Metropoly,
in Rome the idea was prevalent that only the apostolic origin of a
Church can bestow on it supremacy over the others. The position
occupied by the Pope of Rome in Christendom was, of course, for
many reasons exceptional. Not only was Rome the capital of the
Roman Empire during the first centuries A.D., but also its Bishops
were at a great advantage in comparison with those of Constant-
inople. For whereas, on account of his close relations with the
Byzantine Court, the Patriarch of Constantinople was sometimes a
prey to, and the instrument of, its arbitrary methods, the Bishop of
Rome, by reason of the geographical distance, rarely came under its
influence, especially after the secession of the Western Empire, and
its subsequent dissolution. Whereas the East was disturbed by
various heresies, in the West under the leadership of Rome, complete
unity of faith prevailed. For this reason, those who were at strife
with the East, turned towards Rome asking it to decide in their
favour, and those who were pursued by the East fled to Rome’s
protection. And, as was inevitable, those who looked to Rome for
redemption, vied with one another in extolling the apostolic nature
and authority of Rome’s Bishops, and fortuitously encouraged the
tendencies of the Popes to Monarchy in the Church. Finally, whereas
in the East, more than one Church could boast of its apostolic origin,
in the West, Rome was the only Apostolic Church, its origin, indeed,
being traced back to the chief apostles, Peter and Paul. And since
the Bishop of Rome is the successor of Peter, it is obvious that the
Pope of Rome is the head of the Bishops and the whole Church !
From the moment when the Exarch of Rome extended his primacy
as a primacy of jurisdiction over the whole of the West, and claimed
the power of imposing this jurisdiction over the East also, the clash
between Rome and Constantinople was inevitable. Already the
differing spiritual evolution of the two great sections of Christianity,
the result of their geographical separation, was bringing about their
gradual alienation, which was aided also by the difference of language.
This opposition of the Church of Rome to that of Constantinople,
which arose from the above causes, manifested itself for many cen-
turies, and became especially bitter in the ninth century. The




struggle between Pope Nicholas and the Patriarch Photius, in spite
of dogmatic differences and idiosyncrasies, utilized as arguments,
was chiefly a contest centering round this question : Whether the all-
embracing monocracy of the Popes in the West was to prevail in the
East also, or whether the two Churches should, distinct and divided
from one another, follow separate courses in the fulfilment of their
mission in the world. And this contest was decided in favour of the
second alternative, in the ninth century already, although the
interruption of all inter-communion of the two Churches wasnot com-
plete till 1054 A.D., when the relative excommunications were made
by both sides. The resultant division still further showed the
Patriarchate of Constantinople as the main ecclesiastical centre in
the East. But before this, even, the Church of Constantinople had
proved itself the power which not only brought to Christ the barbarian
peoples living inside the Byzantine Empire, but spread the Christian
faith among the hordes which surrounded the Byzantine State on
East, North and West, and helped them to take their place among
the community of civilized nations. How this was brought about
will be seen by a brief review of the missionary work of the Church of
Constantinople.

B.—THE MissioNARY WORK OF THE CHURCH OF CONSTANTINOPLE.

1. Within the Byzantine Empive. Whoever studies the ethnolog-
ical composition of the Eastern Empire after its secession from the
Western, cannot but admit that, in spite of the wide prevalence of
the Christian Faith in it, there was need for missionary work. The
effacing of the last traces of idolatry on the one hand, and the pro-
selytizing of the barbarians recently settled in its Western provinces
on the other, constituted the main concern of the Church of Con-
stantinople. The Slav incursions not only disturbed the other
phases of internal life of that section of the Byzantine Empire, but
also upset the existing ecclesiastical organization and order to such a
degree that for two centuries the Church in those parts was fighting
for its existence and in doing so showed an unparalleled strength
and activity. The Church of Constantinople, notwithstanding the
wounds it received from these incursions, was able, by a long and
laborious endeavour, not only to re-establish that section ecclesi-
astically on the basis of the Episcopates then remaining, but also to
undertake missionary work and spread the Christian faith among
the newcomers with an unshakable zeal. Although we cannot
follow, step by step, the historical processes of this work ; yet we
know that among the measures taken were the consolidation of the
remaining Episcopates, which, with the surviving local populations,
formed hopeful oases in those parts. The foreign names of the
Episcopates which we meet with in the still surviving *“ Catalogues of
Episcopates ” demonstrate the intelligence and broadness of outlook

which the Church of Constantinople showed in the work undertaken,
and in overcoming the crisis that had arisen. Wherever the existing
Episcopates were not numerous enough for the religious needs of the
Christianized peoples, new ones were established, which, be it noted,
were quite free from national prejudices or preconceptions. And
while it is obvious that, by these new establishments, the jurisdiction
of the old existing ones was circumscribed, the holders of these made
no protests nor opposition, but obediently accepted whatever con-
tributed to the promotion of the interests of the whole flock and the
fulfilment of the Church’s purpose on earth. Therefore, it is in no
way paradoxical that the Slavs of the Byzantine Empire, enjoying
full religious and linguistic freedom, had no desire to exchange the
Byzantine yoke for any other, even that of a kindred race. “‘All
that the Byzantine Empire and the Church of Constantinople did,”
says a modern historian,  to bring these barbarians to Christ, and to
give them civilization, constitutes one of the most beautiful chapters
of its history.”

2. Outside the Byzantine Empive. But, much more important
than the successes which attended the missionary efforts of the
Church of Constantinople within the boundaries of the Empire, were
its successes beyond these. To the East, Armenia, although it
originally received Christianity from Casarea in Cappadocia through
Gregory Photistis, owing to its proximity to the Byzantine Empire
necessarily came under the spiritual influence of the Church of Con-
stantinople. How profitable was this influence, is shown by 'the
great ecclesiastical position, paralleled by its rich literary production,
which it maintained from the fourth to the seventh century. Its
lapse into Monophysitism, however much it curtailed the inter-
communion of the two Churches, never removed the deep sentiment
of kinship and sympathy between them. The wars attemp‘Fed
against the Persians in the times of the Byzantine Emperors, which
resulted in the liberation of the Armenians, are admitted to be due
to the recommendations of the Patriarchs of Constantinople, who
were eager to preserve Christianity in that country. And just as
it was from Constantinople that the apostle of India and Southern
Arabia, Theophilus, started, so to Constantinople is due the Christian-
{zation of the Huns and Goths towards the North by Ulfilas, who set
out from Cappadocia, but was ordained Bishop in Constantinople.
Learning their language, and translating into it the Holy Gospel,
lie was able to christianize all the Goths beyond the Ister. Their
~ lupse into Arianism was the occasion for St. Chrysostom, Patriarch
ol Constantinople, to make every effort to bring them back to the
fold by means of preachers, chosen from the Goths themselves, and
rained by himself. To the Goths he himself often preached through

terpreters. And, although for long they remained faithful to Arian-

and even attracted to it other peoples of the West, yet to the
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peraecut.ions and martyrdoms of to-day is clear proof that that
Churc_h is worthy of having inherited not only the faith, but also the
sufferings of the much-tried Church of Constantinople.

Such, in bI:ief, was the missionary work of the Church of Constanti-
nople. Behind it was a long and glorious tradition of struggle on
behaflf of the Christian Faith; it was allied to an Empire which formed
a mighty bulwark of civilization round it, and was established in a

* city, in which flourished Letters and Science and where there were
unbounded means for activity. In such surroundings, the Church

of Constantinople was, in effect, the power which guided those who
ha'ld returned to the path of Christian civilization. No one, of course,
will deny that the Byzantine State also promoted the spread of

Christi.anity both among those within its boundaries, and among
the neighbouring races, in so far as this Christianization contributed
to 1fhe consolidation of the Empire internally, and, externally, to an
easier rapprochement with the peoples surrounding and threatening
it. B}1t, as Dr. Dvornik says, “ it is an error, and an error that is
cpmrmtte@ even at the present day, to imagine the Church of Byzan-
tium as, in principle, indifferent to all external activity.” On the
contrary, we have to discern in it at all times a living organism, which
at times shows amazing industry and which never ceases to radiate
its influence on the races that border on the Empire. And, in this
1t.succeec§ed, thanks to the liberal spirit which influenced its dealings
with fqrelgn peoples. The Church of Constantinople converted into
an 1.n'a.henab1e right the principle that peoples which have gained their
poht}c?l emancipation, are entitled to independence of ecclesiastical
ac‘lmm}stration, aslongas the Christian Faith is not thereby imperilled.
kaerse, the Church of Constantinople, in maintaining Greek as
the htu'r.qica.l language, that is the language of its people, at the
same time permitted its missionaries not only to translate the
Gospels and the Ecclesiastical writings into the language of the
peoples with whom they consorted, but also, when, as often happened

they had invented the alphabet of their language, to become the:
founders of the national philology. “‘ The Church of Byzantium,”
says Charles Diehl, ““ showed itself tolerant and liberal-minded : ,it
realized that it must respect both persons and nations.” ,

C.—TuE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE THE LEGAL DEFENDER
OF THE ENSLAVED CHRISTIANS.

But., if‘ it i.s to the Church of Constantinople that we owe the spread
of (;hpstlanlty among the peoples of the East, it is to its strength and
activity that we owe the preservation of their Christianity at the
time when the flood of Asiatic barbarism overran the Byzantine

lands and carried along in its wake the Balkan races which in the
meantime had evolved into political independence.  Just as, in other
matters, the Patriarchate of Constantinople was indissolubly bound
up with the Byzantine Empire, so, too, its jurisdiction was increased
or decreased in proportion to the expansion or contraction of this
Iimpire, that is, it followed the fortunes of the Empire. Although,
in the beginning, the Arabic conquests subjected only the other
Patriarchates in the East, in the few centuries before the Capture,
the evil spread to the Eastern Provinces of the Byzantine Empire,
when very many of the Metropolies were removed from the catalogue
of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, after their populations had
vither been destroyed or had turned to Islam. And, even when they
were preserved, as in the case of a few Christian communities in the
last, the bond of union with the centre became, if not impossible,
very difficult to maintain, owing to a lack of immediate communica-
tion. And the evil was transferred to Europe when the Turks crossed
the Hellespont, and the strongholds of Byzantium began to fall one
ufter the other until the fatal day when Constantinople itself fell.
‘The fall of Constantinople, which for a thousand years had been the
Acropolis of Christian civilization in the East, did not mean to the
Patriarchate the secession of this or that section, but the complete
enslavement of its whole area beneath a foreign and un-Christian
yoke. The condition of the Orthodox Church, during this period,
bears a great similarity to that of the Church during the first centu-
ries. But just as the early church, in spite of all persecutions, succeed-
ed in preserving the flame of Christianity, and at the proper time in
ypreading it further, so, too, the Church of Constantinople in the midst
of unheard-of sufferings, and bloodshed, contrived to maintain intact
the faith of its children, and to contribute to their spiritual and
national regeneration. We do not turn a blind eye to the dark
ypots of its history, unfortunate concomitants of adverse circum-
stances and human imperfections, but neither are we justified in
disregarding the shining light which, radiating from this Church,
pierced the dark horizon of slavery. The Orthodox Church of Con-
stantinople thus proved to be the stronghold of Eastern Christendom.
How this came about, is the other point I wish to deal with.
Although discussion about the reasons which moved the Con-
(Jueror to recognize a kind of autonomy among the subjected Christ-
luns, in granting them special privileges, has not yet ended, it is
gertain that the so-called privileges were nothing new, that is, they
do not appear for the first time after the fall of Constantinople.
These privileges in relation to the religion and religious head of the
bjected peoples, were conceded at various periods, though not in so
ial a form, by the Arab invaders, to the Christians of Palestine,
a, Mesopotamia and Egypt. This concession was due to the




’ [ liberal spirit of the Church of Constantinople are due the establish-
\ ment of an independent Gothic language, to meet the religious
needs of the novices, and the other gifts of Christian civilization,
which, when they themselves had received them, they passed on to
the peoples of the West.
On a scale similar to these activities was the later Christianization
} of the Chazari, who were settled in the South of modern Russia
between the Volga and the Sea of Azov, and of the barbarian peoples
around the Euxine. Three different civilizations represented by
| three religions, Islam, Judaism and Christianity, were there vying
with one another for supremacy. The Hassan of the Chazari, who
was on friendly terms with Byzantium, sent, in 861, a mission to
request that someone capable of expounding the Christian Faith
} and defending it against the Jews and Saracens, should come to them
as envoy. Such a one, on the recommendation of the Patriarch
Photius, was chosen, the philosopher of Salonica, Constantine, who
had formerly distinguished himself in a like mission to the Arabs,
and who combined in his person great theological culture with a
t singular power of philosophical dialectic. Accompanied by his
brother, Methodius, and a numerous following, he learnt the language
{ of the Chazari in Cherson, the neighbouring Byzantine town, before
arriving in the country of the Chazari. There he championed the
Christian Faith at the appointed conference with such acuteness
and such persuasiveness that the leader of the Chazari granted per-
mission to all those of his subjects who wished to be baptized, and in
i a letter to the Emperor which the philosopher Constantine brought
back with him on his return, he expressed the desire to be baptized
himself. After the auspicious event of this mission the work of
further Christianizing the Chazari was entrusted to the Bishop of
Cherson by the Church of Constantinople.
‘ This Christianization, however (which acquired importance on
’ account of the influence which this people exercised on the Slav
populations around, when it had helped to shake off the yoke of the
Avars) forms one part only of a great scheme for bringing back to
Christ all the barbarian peoples living round the Euxine. The
Patriarch Photius, to whom belongs the honour of initiating this
scheme, sent envoys to many of the districts bordering on the
Euxine, and was successful in spreading the Christian Faith. Thus,
in a letter to Bishop Antonius, of Sarmatia, he points out that the
| former “ Inhospitable See ”’ had, by the dissemination of the Gospel,
become hospitable and pious ; while at the great Synod of Constant-
? inople of 879, there were present two Bishops from the Euxine,
‘ Luke, Bishop of the Bosphorus, and Paul, Bishop of Cherson. The
pupil of Photius, Nicholas the Mystic, on becoming Patriarch, con-
tinued the policy of his master, and undertook to restore to Christ

the neighbouring races of the Chazari, the Avazgi and Alani. Cer-
tainly, the return of the mass of the Russian people came later.
But already, at that period, the Patriarch Photius, writing to the
Patriarchs of the East, recalls with pleasure the fact which he con-
sidered his greatest success, that those of the Russians who had been
christianized, sought and received their Bishop from Constantinople.

From the proximate North, the attention of Constantinople was
soon turned to the North-West, to Moravia. There the first seeds of
Christianity had been sown by Germany, at the time when Moravia
was under the dominion of Charlemagne, as is witnessed by the
existence there of communities belonging to the Bishoprics of Salz-
burg and Passau. But, in the main, the Christianization of the
Moravians is due to the endeavours of Constantinople.

In 862 a delegation was sent by the chief of the Moravians, Ratislav,
to Constantinople to ask for missionaries who would have a know-
ledge of the people’s language.

What was the reason for this preference ? In the first place,
Byzantium, at that time, was to the eyes of the still barbaric West, a
great representative of Christian civilization and faith. ;

Next, Ratislav, after organizing the political machinery of his
country, wished to organize it ecclesiastically also, wi@h the aid of a
Bishop knowing the language and thus able to catechize the people.
Finally, by this move, perhaps, he sought to free his country from
the political intrigues to which the missionaries from Germany,
coming at the head of legions, resorted. ;

The choice again fell on the two brothers from Salonica, who,
knowing the Slav language (for they had invented its alphabet and
already translated into it some evangelical lessons) had experience
of missionary work from their previous' missions. Intelhgept,
energetic, initiated not only in the language but also in the mentality
of the people among whom they worked, it was not long before they
overcame the opposition of the clergy, Latins and Fran}gs, who
surrounded Ratislav, already a Christian. This opposition was
directed first of all towards the Slavonic language, into which _the
new missionaries translated the Holy Liturgy and the Ecclesiastical
writings. The anonymous biographer of Constantine picture:squely
describes his struggle. ‘ He strove with them like David with Fhe
Gentiles. He overcame them with the words of Holy Writ, ce}lhr}g
the champions of the three languages, Hebrew, Greek and Latu}, in
which alone, according to their convention, God should be praised,
disciples of Pilate, since Pilate ordered the inscription on the Cross
to be in those three languages.” But the opposition was directed
nlso towards not only the language, but also its content, since the
inigsionaries of the Slav, while following the Latin form of Liturgy,
to which the Moravians were used, translated the Prayer Book and



the other Ecclesiastical Books from the Greek originals. It would
take too long to dwell upon further details of this mission (the
brothers’ journey to Rome for the discussions that took place there
about the language of the Liturgy, upon their victory, and upon the
recognition, after Constantine’s death, of Methodius as Archbishop,
not only of Moravia but also of Pannonia which likewise was christ-
ianized by them). What interests us is this, that in the same way
as the Moravians, the Pannonians, the Bohemians, the Hungarians
and the Poles, received the light of the Gospel from Constantinople
and from missionaries sent from there. But the subsequent German
domination, and the inroad of Rome into these countries, effaced
every trace of Eastern worship and Slavonic liturgical language.

But more immediate still was the interest of the Church of Con-

stantinople in the christianization of the Bulgars, their close neigh-
bours. Having settled down in Mysia and Thrace, and mingled with
the Slavs, already established there, they formed a strong kingdom.
Undoubtedly, the first seeds of Christianity were sown among them
by the prisoners they brought from Byzantium, among whom were
numbered Bishops and Priests. But the systematic christianization
of the Bulgars dates from 863, when their leader Boris, defeated by
the Byzantine armies, and judging that the christianization of his
people was necessary, applied to Constantinople for missionaries.
The Patriarch Photius sent these immediately, and soon after Bul-
garia, following the example of its leader, received the Christian
faith.,

But, while Boris easily quelled a revolt of the party which inclined
to idolatry, at the same time he turned towards Rome, wishing to
rid himself of Byzantine influence. This move, which had the result
of making even more tense the relations between Rome and Con-
stantinople, was brought to nothing the moment Boris, deluded in
his expectations from Rome, turned again to Constantinople. It is
easily intelligible that this orientation of the Church in Bulgaria
towards Constantinople was final. The charm of the Byzantine
Liturgy, the magnificence of its ecclesiastical ceremonies, the beauty
of the wonderful Byzantine Churches exercised such an influence over
the novices that the Bulgars could not bring themselves to break
away.

But, besides this, all Bulgaria came under the radiation of Byzan-
tine civilization. Byzantium sent to Bulgaria not only Bishops and
Priests but also teachers and artists and architects, and in Byzantium
many of the young Bulgarians completed their studies.

From the time especially when the pupils of Methodius, expelled
from Moravia after his death, entered Bulgaria by way of Constant-
inople, and introduced the Slavonic translation of Holy Writ, the
Divine Liturgy and the other ecclesiastical books, the Bulgarian

Church continued to be a spiritual offspring of the Church of Con-
~ stantinople, even after acquiring its indepex{dence. 4 ;

And not this alone, but also, as Dr. Dvornik says, Bt}lgang, SI‘aV
in language and Byzantine in spirit was to serve in the dissemination
of the Byzantine spirit among the other Slavs, the Serbs and the

ians.” ;

Rl}:i:v: all the preceding endeavours of the Church of Constanti-
nople, is the christianization of the Russians. However early the
seeds of Christianity had been sown in Southern Russia (for Leo the
Wise calls Russia the diocese of the Throne of Constantinople), the
christianization of the mass of the Russian peoplfe t.ool-< place undc?r
Vladimir in ¢87. Vladimir had heard of Christianity from 'hls
grandmother Olga, who was baptized in Qonstantmqp?e. We,
however, he was wavering between the different religions y&f_h}ch
pought to proselytize him, he sent ten Boya'rs who, after Vvisiting
various religious centres, came to Constantinople. Entgrmg the
Cathedral of Saint Sophia at the moment when the Patriarch was
celebrating the Divine Liturgy in the presence Qf the Emperor, tl}ey

were so amazed by the beauty of the Holy. Serv'1c.e that on returning
-~ home they persuaded Vladimir to accept his religion from Constanti-
nople. ' i i

Innumerable clergy from Constantinople, accompanying the sister
of the Emperor, Anna, consort of Vladimir, baptlzec} t}le mul‘gtude
in the streams of the River Boristhenes, after Vladimir had himself

e example. L
.etF:rgm Kievp(which is justly regarded as the Jergsalem of Russia),
Christianity was rapidly spread throughout Russia. Cburches apd
~ ychools were established everywhere on the pattern of their Byzantine
counterparts ; and the Slavonic translation of the Hq]y Gospel,
Divine Liturgy and Ecclesiastical Books formed the basis not pnly
of the ecclesiastical but also of the national cul'ture of the Russians.
In their conversion the Church of Constantinople performed its
greatest achievement ; it bestowed on a new people the treasures of
its religious spirit and life, and thus facili?:ated the further spread of
Christianity among many other peoples in the East.

For many centuries after this the Church of Consta.ntmop!e con;
tinued to guide the newly-formed Church through the medl'um 0
{he Metropolitans of Kiev, who were sent there fyom Constan‘tlnop]e.
When the faith had been established in Ru551.a a.nd th(; internal
administration consolidated, the Church of Russia gained its auton-
omy, and later its complete independence, put the bonds existing
ween the Mother Church of Constantinople and the great
ughter Church have remained close and unbroken down to present

s, s
The steadfastness in Faith, shown by the Church of Russia in the
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theocratic character of the Moslem State and to the principle of the
Korar.l, according to which the peoples which recognized the Bible,
that is, Jews and Christians, must not be interfered with in the
practice of their religion. And the Conqueror, following in the
foot:steps of his predecessors, applied the same rules to his new
subjects, as were in use from the first appearance of Islam, with this
dlﬂgrence, that for reasons of political expediency he gave them an
‘official and solemn character. These privileges were, as is known,
confe.zrred on the first Patriarch after the Fall, Gennadius, after hié 1
election and presentation to the Sultan, according to the custom
preval(?nt in Byzantine times. By these privileges the Patriarch is
recognized as the spiritual head of clergy, laity, churches and monas-
teries and the administrator of their estates, which were declared
exempt from taxation.

Simultaneously, the Patriarch acquired also a political status, being
rega.rded as the ethnarch of the subjected Christians, and their
official representative before the political authorities, And so, by a
gradual process, there evolved a special status quo for the Christian
peop}es in Turkey, by which the Bishops in the provinces had a
relation to the local authorities analogous to that of the Patriarch in
Const:fmtinople. And under the agis of the Church, there was
estabhshfad the system of communities by which the leaders of each
community constituted the Council of the Elders, which, with the
local Bishops, were recognized by the political authorities as bodies
representative of the Christians.

BL}t this protection, willingly accorded by the (Ecumenical
Patrhxarchate, was brought into effect only after great struggles and
sacrifices, of which the first victims were its clergy. Violence and
arb!trarmess often moved those in power to disregard their under-
takings, while respect for freedom of conscience proved an empty
word.' The history of the years after the Capture, is a long and
sustained series of outrages and humiliations upon the representatives
of the' Church, who were striving to prevent and thwart wholesale
Islam.lz.ation of the Christians. A writer of the seventeenth century
describing this danger states that it threatened to erase the Christian
name from Turkey in Europe.

’l‘he'privi]eges of the Patriarchate, which had been so solemnly
recognized by the Conqueror, came to be so disregarded that fifty
Ifatnarchs were elevated and removed from the Throne within
eighty years, and a long succession of other Patriarchs suffered all
manner of violence. In this desperate struggle there are not lacking,
perhaps, Patriarchs and Metropolitans who acted unwisely, who
showed weakness and lack of steadfastness, who forgot their mission
and became instruments of intrigue and material interests. But
what do these few exceptions signify in the face of multitudes of

Bishops and clergy who, like good shepherds, offered even their lives
on behalf of their flocks ? And it is precisely owing to the self-
sacrifice of its ministers that the Church succeeded while struggling
with innumerable obstacles, in keeping alight the flame of Christian-
ity in the hearts of the people. And not only this; it was the
Church which worked so profitably for their spiritual culture,
and led the peoples under its sway to a new autonomous political
life.

Owing to the general spiritual decadence which followed the
capture of Constantinople, the Church did not, during this period,
produce theologians comparable to those who made its name famous
in earlier periods of its history. In spite of this, no one can deny
that the Church did produce men capable of preserving the special
character of Eastern Christianity against the attempts made from
outside to alienate this character. If one excepts certain Orthodox
countries which were not reached, for reasons of a political nature,
by the influence of the ecclesiastical centre in Constantinople, or,
in which, if this influence was present, it had to face the weapons of
propaganda employed by the political authorities, the Church of
Constantinople can boast that only an insignificant number of those
originally Orthodox migrated to the Roman Church, and a still more
insignificant number to Protestantism. How vigorous was this
struggle against foreign propaganda is testified by the history of the
centuries subsequent to the Capture, and by the multitude of polem-
ical and ““ apologetic ”” works which appeared during that period.
The Church of Constantinople, a vigilant guardian of its trust,
defended it stoutly by the publication of writings, by the calling of
Synods, by Declarations of Faith, by Encyclicals directed against
heresies and errors, and, above all, by the self-sacrifice of its
shepherds. Only thus was it able, in spite of all the intervening
difficulties, to preserve intact the Christian Faith and to hand it
over to the Daughter Churches, which evolved their national inde-
pendence after a servitude of many centuries.

The storm which broke over the East upon the capture of Con-
stantinople was not confined only to the destruction of the political
life of the peoples, but also brought the same destruction to their

~ cultural achievement. Already one century after the Capture,

education is'described as being in a wretched state; inasmuch as, on

- the one hand, the Conqueror, through ignorance, destroyed all

literary treasures, and the people were totally deprived of means for
their development and education. This condition is noticed not only
among those peoples whose civilization had taken place only a few
centuries previously, but also among the Greek people, which had
behind it, in addition to the ancient classical development, a long
piritual development combined with several renaissances at various




periods of the Byzantine State. Zygomalas in a letter to Crusius

says : ‘I perceive that all good things have migrated from Hellenic
. wisdom, the sciences, the finest arts, education
and the remainder of the Graces’ chorus; and the glory of the

parts to you . .

Hellenic Graces has been destroyed by a cruel age.”

In the midst of this darkest Middle Age of the East, the Church,
bringing security like a lighthouse, alone shone ; since it was the

Church alone which devoted itself to the cultivation of Letters. To
this cultivation there contributed first of all the desire for the preserv-
ation of the Faith, which the Church regarded as indissolubly linked
with the origins of Christianity, which, in its turn, it regarded as
linked with the Greek language, in which Christianity had formulated
its Doctrine and Worship. But the Church devoted itself to the
study of its ancestral treasures, and for the additional reason that
only by this study could it withstand the propagandists who came
armed with all the intellectual weapons liberally provided for them
by the previous Renaissance of Letters in the West. It is absolutely
natural that this cultural development was, in its main part, Greek,
since Greek was always the language of the Church of Constantinople,
and the language prevalent in the East, to such an extent, indeed,
that it was used even by the Conquerors in their diplomatic relations,
which were carried on with foreigners through the medium of Greeks.
And although this education was for the most part necessarily
ecclesiastical and theological, yet it did not neglect the general studies
and sciences, which were taught in the schools established in various
towns of the Ottoman Empire. What must not, above all, be for-
gotten is this : that the principal and most generous source of help
for purposes of education was the Church, which set aside for this
work not only the revenue of its ecclesiastical estates, but even the
subscriptions of its members which were specifically earmarked for
the support of the clergy. When one examines the list of Higher
Schools which were at that time in existence, one finds that the
teachers are for the most part clergy while, for the so-called common
schools, use was made of the narthex of each church, and the teacher
was the incumbent of the parish. Moreover, just as it was the
Church which, in times of crisis, thus preserved Letters among

the subjected peoples, so it was this Church, which, in easier times,
promoted their renaissance.

D.—THE CHURCH OF CONSTANTINOPLE AND THE BALKAN
NATIONS.

Although the primary purpose of the Church of Constantinople, as
of every Church on earth, was always to bring about the regeneration
of individuals and nations, and to lead them to a higher life, having

o with the perfection of man, yet it did not geglect any means
::hg:h might briI:leg all Christians to a life of individual and national
hc’f‘ﬁgrsr;.who assume that it was possible for the Church of Constanti-
nople to organize, from the beginning, a programme of activity,
tending to the political emancipation of the: Chr1§t1an ;aceil, arﬁ
proved to be ignorant of the circumstances in which this Ci ur;:‘1
found itself, and the conditions of its every activity. The dgcentr -
ization prevailing at that time in the Ottoman Empire was in many
ways fatal to the interests of the Chur.ch; w.hlle t}.le conismu(;us
disturbances in the Empire rendered it d1ﬁ‘1c1.11t if not 1mp055{b;f : ;:r
the central government of the Church to be in close touch with the

istant provinces. ;

dlséonselt)luently, the only arrangement possibl'e was this, tha’tf tll}:i
local representatives of the (Ecumenical I.’atnarf:hate should 1]; ;
their duties conscientiously under every given f:lrcumstance. Bu

did they do so, in the right spirit of 1n‘1part1a11"cy? II.I oui'1 view,
those who charge the Church of Constantinople with having s o:;lvln a;
bias towards one nationality, that is, the (jzreek', are upmlndf 1(1)

many things ; first of all, that the idea of nationalism v_vhlch from t! he
beginning of the nineteenth century assumes such importance in
the life of the different peoples, had not, in tht‘a ﬁrst. three centuries
after the Capture, yet replaced the idea of Christianity, or, since cv;rle
are talking of the East, of Orthodoxy. Secondly, that th.e Patnar_ -
ate of Constantinople, which succeeded to the Pyzantme Empxred,
however much it may have been called RQman by the Turks,da.l"ic

its component members “ Romaioi,” was in essence Greek, an t'l S
clergy for the most part Greeks, who carrled‘on t.h.e Byz?lrlll 1n?c
Traditions. Thirdly, that the other Balkan nathnahtles wl}lc o

u later date, were included in the Ottoman Emplre', and still la’;er
even, within the realm -of the Churcl.x of Constantmoph'a, h‘a:i 1'(;1-
approximately three centuries led an independent eccleglastlc 1 }:1 e
under their own Bishops or Patriarchs, and were onl'y admitted w1‘ch n
the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of Consjcantmople when tf ajly
realized that their isolation threatened 'the1r complete downfall.
Ilinally, if some of the Church’s representatives a'buse(‘l ’Fhe advantage
of their position, and, under pressure from their political supgxorsk,r
oxerted pressure on their flocks, this occurred not only in non-Greek

~ parts, but also in Greek. “ The isolated happenings must not be:

ded as general,” says Professor Sokolov, “ b'e51des, if we take
:;f:raccountgthe corruptfng influence of‘ 1ihe Turkish yoke, man};) 1of
these happenings were not only in’celhgljble,. bu‘t also Pardona 'i;
The (Ecumenical Patriarchate evokes adrmratlor_l in that it bore wit
much self-sacrifice, the weary cross imposed on it by.tl'le inscrutable
will of God.” Another Russian writer says, ‘‘ The privileges granted




by the Conqueror combined with the undoubted intellectual superi-
ority of the Greeks over the neighbouring races of the Hamus, who

were inferior in education, contributed to the consolidation of the
exceptional position of the Greeks. . . . The strength is amazing of -
this people who, by itself, was able to withstand the force of barbarism
for so many centuries, and which, in the midst of its trials, was
enabled, not only itself to be saved, but, for itself and the other 1
Orthodox peoples, to preserve intact and immaculate the Faith which

‘had been entrusted to its keeping.” But what, perhaps more than
anything else, tends to refute the charges brought against the
Patriarchate on this point are the hostile criticisms made in opposition
to the former point of view by a Greek historian, who condemns the
Patriarchate for not having taken full advantage of the exceptional
position of the (Ecumenical Throne in order to Hellenize the Balkan
peoples. ““ However much the Patriarch’s status was restricted,
and the privileges granted to him circumscribed, yet he was always
the ecclesiastical and political leader of all the Orthodox Christians
of the Ottoman Empire—Greeks, Bulgars, Serbs and Albanians.
The duty of the Patriarchate was the strengthening of Hellenism by
the dissemination of the language among those different races, that
is, by their Hellenization. And the Patriarchate failed in its
duty.”

What is here considered a dereliction of duty, is in our opinion a
proof that the Patriarchate in its guidance of the peoples within its
dominion made no distinction between the different nationalities,
although, in truth, it was, by origin and tradition, Hellenic.

Such then were the services which, for fifteen consecutive centuries,
the (Ecumenical Patriarchate rendered to the cause of Christianity
in that sphere where it was appointed to work by God’s providence.
As the centre of a vigorous religious life and activity, not only did its
spirit inform the various peoples, who were incorporated in the
Byzantine Empire, but also it freely scattered the seed of the Gospel
and gained millions of souls for Christ. Concentrating in itself great
spiritual forces, it became the leader of Eastern Christendom in
championing and proclaiming the Christian Faith. It was the
(Ecumenical Patriarchate which first developed and applied the
principle, that every nation, as long as it preserves its unity with the
whole Church in Faith and Order, is entitled to acquire ecclesiastical
liberty and self-administration. Never exacting absolute supremacy
over the whole Church, it always exerted the influence derived from
its position on behalf of the Sister Churches which found themselves

in unfavourable circumstances. By its liberal spirit it became the
founder of countless Churches, and thus laid the foundations of the
ecclesiastical, spiritual, philological and national development of
the peoples of the East. And when, by the inscrutable will of God,

‘ \pi istian Faith and its children
its lot to champion the Chr}stlan : (
::gs{?tlxlstt:he danger of Islam, it did so with dev<:1tlont and seli—tsa‘;g;ﬁgé
i tion and outrage.
and itself was the first to suffer persecu d ou _ Phohe
i i Star to which its children turn
I"atriarchate which was :che Pole S e
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THE GRAND DUCHESS ELISABETH.
By ARCHBISHOP ANASTASY.

IT is not in the lifetime of every generation that such a blessing

of heaven is vouchsafed to it as was the Grand Duchess Elisabeth

Feod(?rovna to her epoch.* Her personality presented that rare
blending of a lofty christian soul, nobility of character and tender-
ness of heart with a singularly refined and cultured mind. Hers
was an extraordinarily delicate and many-sided spiritual organism.
Her very putward appearance reflected the beauty and sublimity
of l_ler spirit; upon her brow lay the impress of inborn lofty dignity
which set her far above her environment. Being extremely modest
§he would endeavour sometimes to pass unobserved, but this was
impossible, for wherever she went the question could be applied
to her: “Who is she that looketh forth as the morning, fair as the
moon, clear as the sun? ” (Song of Solomon, 6. 10.) It seemed
as though she exhaled the pure fragrance of the lily. White was
the colour she loved—was it not because it reflected the purity of
her soul.? Hers was a perfectly balanced nature in which no quality
held unique preponderance over the other. Femininity was allied
to stret?gth of character; kindness did not degenerate into weakness
and blm'd credulity; the gift of discrimination, so highly esteemed
by ascetics, never forsook her even in the most spontaneous impulses
of he'r heart. Perhaps these traits were in a measure due to her
Eyghs.h education under the surveillance of her grandmother Queen
Vlctqua. Her tastes and habits were distinctly English, just as
English came more readily to her lips than her native German.
According to her own testimony, the Grand Duchess’s spiritual
de\"elopment was strongly influenced by the example of St
I*?llsal.)eth of Thuringia or Hungary, who through her daughter.
Sophia, became one of the founders of the House of Hesse. 13:
contemporary of the Crusades, this wonderful woman was imbued
with thg spirit of her epoch. In her, deep piety was united to a
self-sacrlﬁFing love towards her fellow-men. Her husband resented
her charities as reckless spending and frequently ill-treated her
L(?ft ('early a widow she led a wandering life of hardship anci
privation. Later when she was once more in a position to relieve
the sick and suffering she devoted herself entirely to deeds of
mercy. The profound veneration in which this saintly Princess
was held by her contemporaries prompted the Roman Catholic
Qhurch to canonize her in the XIII century. The pure radiant
image of this ancestress left a deep impression on the sensitive

* Before her marriage, Princess Elisabeth Loui i
s Al
the Grand Duke of Hesse Ludwig IV, born Zm;lgctobe;?nl(ti}:i:. S

childish soul of the little Princess Elisabeth and remained with
her for life.

Her many natural gifts were enhanced by an excellent education
which not only provided for her intellectual and artistic tastes, but
added the practical knowledge so essential to women in the home.
“The Empress (Alexandra Feodorovna, her younger sister) and I
were taught everything as children,” she said once in reply to a
(uestion as to how she came to be so proficient in housewifery.

Chosen to become the consort of the Grand Duke Sergius
Alexandrovitch, the Grand Duchess arrived in Russia at a time
when that country under the firm rule of Alexander 111, imbued
with a purely national spirit, had attained to the height of her
power and prestige. With her customary thirst for knowledge
and sensitive delicacy of feeling the youthful Grand Duchess set
herself to study the national peculiarities of the Russian people,
particularly their religion which has given such a profound impress
{0 our national character and culture. She was soon subjugated
by the beauty and inner spiritual richness of Orthodoxy, which
she frequently contrasted with the hollow poverty of Protestantism.

(“And yet they are so self-satisfied,” she would add.)*

Moved by her own inner conviction the Grand Duchess resolved
to join the Orthodox Church. When she told her husband of her
decision, “ tears involuntarily sprang to his eyes,” recalled a member
of their household. The Emperor Alexander IIT was also deeply
moved, and after the ceremony of the holy Chrism blessed his
sister-in-law with a precious ikon of the Saviour ““not made with
hands,” (a copy of the miraculous ikon in the chapel of the Saviour
in Petrograd) and which the Grand Duchess venerated all her life.
Having thus entered into communion with our faith and through it
with all that went to make the soul of the Russian, the Grand
Duchess was truly entitled to address her husband in the words of
Ruth the Moabite : “Thy people shall be my people, and thy God
my God.” (Ruth 1. 16.) The Grand Duke’s long sojourn in
Moscow where he occupied the post of Governor-General, and where
he and his consort were in constant touch with our ancient holy
places and traditions could not fail to draw the Grand Duchess still

closer to her new country.

% Of her meetings with representatives of the Roman Church the Grand Duchess
would sometimes recall her visit to Rome with the late Grand Duke shortly after
the jubilee of Pope Leo XIII. The latter was well aware of Sergius Alexandrovitch’s
staunch Orthodox principles, but nevertheless held him personally in high esteem,
having made his acquaintance during the Grand Duke’s sojourn in Rome in his
boyhood. Owing to such long-standing acquaintance the two were able to converse
{roely; they even started an argument as to the exact number of Popes who bore
tho name of Sergius. Neither of the exalted controversalists wished to give in,
lgd the Pope finally resorted to the library for reference.. He returned somewhat
ubashed.

“ Pardon me,” said Leo XIII with a smile, “though the Pope is considered to

1o infallible, this time he was mistaken.”

]




Already she devoted much time to public charities, but this was

looked upon as part of the duties of her high calling and no '
_particular merit was attached to it. :

The Grand Duchess had to pay the price of her position and take

part in the social life of the capital, but even then she felt the='
The tragic death of the Grand Duke

burden of its vanities.

3

Sergius Alexandrovitch, torn to pieces by the explosion of a bomb
-thrown in the middle of the sacred Kremlin (near the Nicholas
Palace where the Grand Duke had taken up his residence after

General) produced a decisive change

resigning the post of Governor-

of heart in his consort and she retired completely from the world.
The sublime spirit with which she bore this trial commanded

universal admiration. She even found the moral courage to visit

her husband’s assassin, Kaliaiev, in prison, hoping to soften and
-regenerate his heart by her gentleness and forgiveness. The same
christian sentiment was expressed as though in the name of the
martyred Grand Duke in the touching inscription from the Gospel
engraved upon the memorial cross erected on the spot where he
met his death: “Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do . 2qio®
Not all, however, were capable of understanding and valuing the

change worked in the Grand Duchess at its true worth. Only those
who themselves had passed through such an overwhelming tragedy
could realize the insecurity and delusion of wealth, fame and other
earthly goods as taught us for centuries by the Gospel. The Grand
Duchess’s decision to dismiss her court and devote herself to the
service of God and the poor appeared in the eyes of contemporary
society as a rash and insane step. Waiving aside both the tears
of her friends and the gossip and mockery of society,
entered upon her chosen path. Though from the ver
had mapped out for herself the perfect way, i.e.,
asceticism, her wisdom promipted her to begin the a
ladder of Christian virtues by degrees.

She was no stranger to the rules of the founders of asceticism
which laid down that beginners in Christian practices should learn
the ways of life from others in order “not to be one’s own teacher,
and not to walk unguided in paths untrodden before, so as not
to swerve from the right direction, to walk neither more nor less
than needed, not to tire from quick running nor to fall asleep when
at rest.” (Hieronimus, Letter to the monk Rusticus.)

So she endeavoured to undertake nothing without the advice of
“startsy ” (aged monks of great spiritual experience) versed in
spiritual matters, especially the startsy” of the Zosima hermitage
under whose guidance she implicitly placed herself. As her

heavenly protectors she chose St. Sergius .and St. Alexis;* to
* She also had
festival she was

she bravely
y outset she
the way of
scent of the

great veneration for St. Seraphim of Sarov at whose canonisation
present with the other members of the Imperial Family.

b
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contrary, she readily submitted to the least desires of the latter,
even when these were opposed to her own inclinations. For
instance, at one time she seriously contemplated restoring the
ancient order of deaconesses, and in this was ardently supported
by the Metropolitan of Moscow, Vladimir. This idea, however,
was misunderstood and opposed by Bishop Hermogen of Saratov
(later transferred to Tobolsk where he met a martyr’s death).
Without the slightest foundation he accused the Grand Duchess of
Protestant leanings and compelled her to abandon her favourite
scheme. (He repented of his mistake later.) Though misunder-
stood in her highest motives the Grand Duchess did not let
disappointment quench her lofty spirit and devoted herself heart and
soul to her beloved “nursling,” the Community of Martha and
Mary. No wonder it flourished rapidly and attracted numerous
sisters both from among the aristocracy and from the humbler
classes. In its inner mode of life it was almost monastic. Its
outward activities consisted in ministering to the sick, both outdoor
patients and those in the hospital attached to the community ;* in
material and spiritual aid to the poor; in housing homeless children
and orphans of whom so many go to ruin in big cities. The Grand
Duchess devoted special attention to the hapless children of the
down-and-outs of the Khitrov market (one of the wo
slums with doss-houses of low
“underworld,” branded with a curse for the sins of their fathers
and doomed to wither before expanding. Many of these were placed
in special homes where they soon revived both morally and
physically; others were left merely under surveillance. The Grand
Duchess’s enterprising spirit and sensitive nature led her to seek
new ways and forms of charity which sometimes reflected the
westernizing influence of the country of her birth and early youth,
more advanced than we were in organized social work and mutual
aid on the principle of self-help. It was on this basis that she
created an association of messenger boys who were lodged and fed
in a well-appointed home of their own and taught the value of
honest work ; she opened hostels for girl students and so on. Not
all these institutions were directly connected with the Community
of Martha and Mary, but all were like rays radiating from the
common centre of light and were focussed as it were in the person
of its Sister-Superior who embraced them all in her loving care.
Having chosen as her mission not only service to mankind in

rst Moscow
repute), born in that murky

* It should be mentioned here that the Grand Duchess had in view the training
of special sisters as spiritual consolers to the dying. “Is it not strange,” she
would say, * that out of mistaken kindness we try to delude these sufferers into
thinking they will recover? Should we not rather render them a greater service
by preparing them a Christian passage into eternity? ”
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increasing strain of her manifold duties rendered a prolonged
absence from Russia impossible. Alas, no one at the time could
foresee that she would come to

find her last resting place.

Society not only her zeal and love for the Holy Land, but such a
thorough knowledge of affairs as gave the impression that she had
had personal experience in the management of its institutions. In
the last years before the War she was preoccupied with a scheme
for building a hostel and church of St. Nicholas worthy of Russia’s
name at Bari. A design and model of the building made in the
old Russian style by Shchussev always stood in her reception room.
Reports and interviews, dealing with all manner of requests and
petitions which poured in from all parts of Russia, and other tasks,
took up the whole of her day, leaving her well-nigh exhausted. This,
however, did not prevent her from spending the night at a sick bed
or attending night vigils in the Kremlin or other Moscow churches
and monasteries beloved by the Russian people. The spirit over-
came the weakness of the worn-out flesh.* She concealed her
exertions, and always appeared in public with a bright face and
sweetly smiling lips. Only when alone or in the midst of intimate
associates her countenance would relax and a look of wistful
melancholy, the seal of higher souls pining in this prison world of
ours, would steal into her eyes. Having renounced almost
everything on earth, she seemed to shine like a beautiful light with
the inner radiance of her soul shedding warmth and tenderness
wherever she went. None knew how better or more tactfully to
give pleasure to others, to minister to each according to his or her
needs and spiritual character. She not only knew how to weep with
them that weep, but what is much harder, to rejoice with them that
rejoice. Without being a nun in the exact sense of the word, she
fulfilled better than any nun the sublime precept of St. Nilus the
Sinaite : “Blessed is the monk who next to God holds every man
to be a god.” To discover the best in every human creature and
“invoke mercy to the fallen ”” was ever her heart’s desire. Nor
did her meekness prevent her from exhibiting righteous indignation
in the face of injustice. She was all the more ready to accuse her
own self for any lapse or even involuntary mistake. May I be
permitted to cite one instance which testifies to that trait of her
character and also to how far sincerity overcame her natural reserve
and the strict claims of etiquette. When I was suffragan bishop
in Moscow, she asked me once to preside at a meeting of a purely
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Martha and Mary and its Sister-Superior were left to carry on their
usual activities unmolested and even received a certain amount of
ussistance in the shape of food supplies. The blow when it fell
at Easter in 1918 was, therefore, unexpected and all the more
gevere. The Grand Duchess was arrested and sent to Ekaterin-
burg. His Holiness the patriarch Tikhon tried to intervene on her
behalf through various church organizations which at that early
stage the Bolsheviks held in certain consideration, but in vain.
At her first place of exile the Grand Duchess was surrounded with
a certain degree of comfort. She was interned in a convent, where
all the nuns did all they could for her; her greatest solace was
being allowed to assist at all the church services. Far more
stringent were the conditions of her second place of detention,
Alopaevsk, whither she was transferred with sister Barbara, her
faithful attendant, and confined with some of the Grand Dukes in
one of the school buildings. Nevertheless her lofty courage never
forsook her and from time to time she sent messages of cheer and
comfort to the sorrowing sisters of her Community. This lasted
until the fatal night of the 5/18 July. That night, she, together
with the other royal captives and her brave fellow-sufferer, Sister
Barbara, was suddenly seized, driven out of Alopaevsk in a motor-
car and apparently thrown alive down a disused neighbouring
shaft.* When later the bodies were exhumed it was revealed that
to the last minute she had endeavoured to minister to the severely
injured Grand Dukes. The neighbouring peasants who watched
from afar the execution of these unknown strangers, could hear for
a long time a sound of mysterious chanting proceeding from
underground. It was she, the great martyr, who thus chanted
the burial hymns over herself and the others until “the silver cord
was loosed and the golden bowl broken.” (Eccl. 12. 6.):\ Thus
was the martyr’s crown for which she yearned placed upon her
brow and she was admitted to the host of those of whom John the
Contemplator of Divine Mysteries says : “ After this 1 beheld, and,
lo, a great multitude which no man could number, of all nations,
and kindreds, and people, and tongues stood before the throne,
and before the Lamb clothed with white robes, and palms in their
hands. These are they which came out of great tribulation, and
have washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of the
Lamb.” (Rev. VIL. 9. 14.) She passed through the world like
a radiant vision leaving a shining trail. Together with all other
martyrs for the Russian land she stands as an expiatory victim for
the sins of the old Russia and as the foundation of the new, which -
will arise upon the ashes of these new martyrs. The meaning of
such lives is perpetual; their names are inscribed on earth and in

* Only the Grand Duke Sergius Mikhailovitch was shot with a revolver during
the drive.
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heaven and endure throughout the ages. It was not in vain that

popular opinion called her a saint already in her lifetime.* As

though to reward her earthly service and especially her love for
the Holy Land, her martyred remains (found in the mine in a state
of incorruption according to the testimony of witnesses), are destined
to rest near the very spot of our Lord’s Passion and Resurrection.

Her remains with those of the members of the Imperial Family who
met their death with her (the Grand Duke Sergius Mikhailovitch,
Princes John, Igor and Constantine Constantinovitch and the son
of the Grand Duke Paul Alexandrovitch, Prince Palei) and sister
Barbara were exhumed by order of Admiral Kolchak and brought
first to Irkutsk and thence to Peking where they reposed for a long
time in the cemetery chapel at the Russian Mission. Later, the
Marchioness of Milford Haven, sister of the Grand Duchess to
whom she was particularly attached, obtained permission to trans-
fer the coffins with her remains and those of Sister Barbara to
Palestine via Shanghai and the Suez Canal. On the 15th January,
1920, the remains of the two inseparable martyrs were solemnly
brought to Jerusalem, where they were met by the British
authorities, the Greek and Russian clergy, the numerous Russian
colony and local poulation. A day later the interment took place
conducted by the Venerable head of the Church of Zion, His
Holiness the Patriarch Damianos, assisted by a host of clergy.
The crypt of the Russian church of St. Mary Magdalen was
fittingly chosen to be her last resting place. The church itself,
built in memory of the Empress Marie Alexandrovna by her august
children, was not unknown to the Grand Duchess who was present
at its consecration in 1888, together with the Grand Duke. It is
the most beautiful and best designed of all our churches in
Palestine. Situated on the picturesque slope of the Mount of
Olives, its colourful and purely Russian outline meets the gaze
from afar and carries one’s thoughts to Russia so far off yet so
near to the Holy Land. The departed martyr would not have
chosen herself a more fitting resting place could she have foreseen
that it would be her lot temporarily to rest outside her own beloved
Community where she had already prepared herself a burial place.
Here everything harmonizes with her spirit : the golden cupolas
of the church glinting in the sunshine amid the verdure of the olives
and cypresses; its artistic internal decoration stamped with
Verestchagine’s genius, and the very character of the sacred
pictures themselves as though penetrated through and through by
* It is significant that soon after the birth of the Grand Duchess, her mother,
Princess Alice, a woman of lofty nature and gentleness of heart, wrote to Queen
Victoria about the name given to the little Princess: “ We like Elisabeth on
account of St. Elisabeth of Hungary being the ancestress of the Hessian as well
as the Saxon House.” The late Grand Duchess kept the name after she joined

the Orthodox Church, having chosen St. Elisabeth, mother of St. John the Baptist,
as her patron saint. (September 5th.)
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the radiance of our Lord’s Resurrection. St'ill nearer and dea'rer
to her heart is the aroma of holiness pervadmg. and surroundmgf
her last resting place. Beneath spreads the unique panorarriaho

the Holy City with the imposing dome'of t_he Holy Sepulc r§
dominating it. At the foot of the hill lies the garden od
Gethsemane, the scene of our Lord’s agony and bloody sweat; an

beyond Gethsemane, the burial place of the Mott}er of our
Lord. To the left, half concealed in a lap of the hill is Bethany,
actual home of Martha and Mary, sisters of‘Lazarus whom here
our Lord had summoned from the grave; while above{ the church
of St. Mary Magdalen crowns the joyful Mount of Olives whence
our Saviour rose in glory to heaven and from there §peaks to those
who through tribulation have remained faithful to 'Hlm unto d'eath |
“He that overcometh, the same shall be clothed in w.hnte ranmer}t,
and I will not blot out his name out of the book of life. To him
that overcometh will I grant to sit with me in my ‘thrope, even a’?
I also overcame and sit down with my Father in his throne.

(Rev. 111, 5. 21.)

CHRISTIAN EAST MEETS CHRISTIAN WEST.
By Dr. D. A. LOWRIE.

“NTE hear frequently of new developments in ‘the relationships

among different branches of the Christian fa_uth,.bufc probably
no event in recent times has had quite such special significance as
the * Consultation” just closed in Athens, Greece. I.nﬂuentla.l
leaders of most of the Eastern Orthodox Churches met ‘w1.th repre-
sentatives of the World’s Alliance of Young Men’s thstmn Asso-
ciations, themselves representing five Western countries and at least
as many Protestant denominations beside the Qhurch of Englfmd,
to discuss the best means for their co-operation. An out-51der,
watching the proceedings, would have been struck by jche bl?arre
combination of types: alert, smooth-shaven laymen in business
dress, together with venerable hierarchs from th‘e Qrthodox East,
stately and impressive in their flowing robes, their high black caps
with draped veils and their patriarchal beards. ;

This outward diversity was significant of the groups which had
come together, trusted spokesmen for youth work in the two hal\_res
of the Christian world, East and West. There were men llke
Chrysostom, Archbishop of Athens and All Greece; Evlogle,
Metropolitan of all Russian Churches in Western Eqrope $ Slm.edrlea'.,
flashing-eyed vicar of the Patriarch of Roumama; or N}ko tal.ll,
Bishop of Okhrida, the dark-faced mystic whose lectures in the
United States and England two years ago attracteq such marked
attention. There were professors: Zankov, of Sofia, well-known




figure at Stockholm and Lausanne ; Zenkovsky, leading authority
on religious education in the Russian Academy ; Parenta, Rector of
the Theological Seminary in Yugo-Slavia, whose half-hour speech in
Latin so astonished and delighted an international student conference
held there three years ago. There were members of the World’s
Alliance : Stange of Germany, Koechlin from Switzerland, ’t Hooft
of Holland, and Dr. John R. Mott, President of the World’s Com-
mittee of Y.M.C.A.s, convener of the gathering. Of the twelve
representatives of the clergy present, four were Archbishops, four
Bishops, two Arch-priests. The other twenty-eight were laymen
from many walks of life, all closely related to the Y.M.C.A.s in their
respective countries.

As has been noted, it was the Y.M.C.A. which precipitated the
four-day discussion. Among the crowding new problems in the
Eastern Churches arising from their sudden confrontation with the
West after the War, none has been more actual than this organization
with its new methods of approach to youth, its foreign representatives,
its red triangle emblem which some believe to be the mark of the
devil and others think is a secret symbol of freemasonry. This
organization, at the same time, has claimed to be a friend of the
Church. Friendly or not, it should be dealt with cautiously.

Some such attitude as this prevailed eight or ten years ago, in
many of the countries where the Orthodox Eastern Church is pre-
dominant. But the past years have seen great developments in
increasing sympathy and co-operation. The foreign representatives
remained long enough to help train native leaders, then most of
them returned to England or America whence they had come. One
by one, Church leaders began to give their assistance. Boys’ camps,
friendship groups, games and schools and study-groups began to
show results in an increasing number of young people in the Churches.
Young men began to assist in the work of the Church, in hospital
and prison visitation ; some decided to study for the priesthood.

There have been critics who claimed the Eastern Church was stiff
and moribund, unable and unwilling to make any changes in our
new age. Their theory explodes like a pricked balloon in view of
the way the Orthodox Church accepted co-operation with this
Western organization, once confidence was established. To-day high
Churchmen are working on its committees in all the Balkan countries.
The Archbishop of Athens and All Greece .is honorary president of
the national Y.M.C.A. Council of that country. In Roumania, the
Bishop who is Vicar to the Patriarch is a member of the National
Committee. These men and dozens of others have been giving not
only their names, but much of their time and effort to the work of
the Y.M.C.A.s in their respective lands.

More, they have helped to fight its battles against conservative
suspicions, such as those mentioned above, and co-operation increased

- ,,
A PHOTOGRAPH TAKEN AT THE ATHENS ‘‘ CONSULTATION




N/AAANANT & B&nAY - T —— o ——— —

as both parties came to understand each other better. Each year
has seen closer sympathy and collaboration. Not that this was
achieved without some difficulty : both in method and in spirit, the
new movement had much to learn. So, it proved, had the Orthodox
Church. To help clear up points of uncertainty, there was arranged,
two years ago, in Sofia, a consultation similar to this just held in
Athens. It was an unprecedented gathering : never before had a
world-wide organization asked to have a conference with repre-
sentatives, even if unofficial, of the Eastern Churches. After some
hesitation, a few bishops finally came for a meeting which proved
surprisingly productive. So useful were the results of that first
gathering, that it was decided to hold similar meetings every two
years, and the Athens Consultation, a far larger and more important
assembly, was planned.

The Consultation in Athens met, then, to discuss better ways of
co-operation between the Y.M.C.A. and the Orthodox Churches in
the Balkan countries, basing its deliberations on the rich experiences
of the past eight years. And the past nineteen centuries, for one
chief element in the discussions was how work done might be true
to the best of the magnificent tradition of the ancient Church. Here
were modernity and age, the practical West and the devotional East
spending time together to discover how best they together could serve
the youth of to-day.

Some of the conclusions reached are nothing short of surprising.
Students have always been keen to point out the vast differences
between the Christianity of the East and that of the West. In
Athens the group discovered that those differences were not so
extensive as they had thought. In the first place, it was learned, the
moral and religious problems of youth in our modern age are very
much the same, whether that youth is American or Bulgarian,
German or Greek. To use the classic phrase of Bishop Nikolai, it
is a struggle for the loyalty of youth between the tent-maker and
the gods; between St. Paul and the pagan culture his work in
Athens helped to overthrow. Youth to-day all over the world is
facing the question : self or service—satisfaction in things or in the
Christian ideal ? East met West in deep concern for the youth who
should be in the Church and found that, all the world around, they
faced the same problems.

Another point of agreement was this : youth everywhere does not
respond well to the Church’s appeal. Discussion at Athens brought
out the belief that this was due to out-of-date methods in the Church’s
approach. Said one bishop: “ Life is life, not a monastery, not a
parochial school. Life is changing. Somehow we must find a
balance between the Church and the Christian life on one side, and
changing modern life on the other.” “ Our Church is still using old
approaches ; it must change, not its truth, but its vocabulary to
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IIr:eesto ltlzz sne:;irs of the prgsent day,” this Council in Athens decided
s y much like a quotation from Middletown or thé

itann s o ury. Are West and East so different after all ?
e e problems common to both East and West, at least
oo i \'avas found \tahd_ for the East which has proved useful
el kman orgamzatxor.l of laymen, loyal members of the
, working in harmony with it, seeking humbly to serve it, but

yet independent of Church authority. “ Once the school, the family !

‘a:nlgoiliv Church were suﬂic'ie‘nt,” to quote one Orthodox speaker

i nfa;e;dla new organization, one in which youth itself may be
i elp manage its own affairs.” There i

¢ . lp m ; i ere is onl

t?;n;?rllw s Coxl'farv:’;:satéonl wh(lich fgs these specifications. Tl}:eogirsl?f)};
M.C.A. eclared t i

ek, e g o be as much needed in Eastern Church

a ovailit; 1'ilhldsﬂvlva,s postulated, there remained the question of method

o € programme of an association developed largely in ar;

s Pt el entirely Protestant attain the desired results in th

i iemno ::]z ;e:dc:)fp ?erfihOd?l(ly ? The “ findings ”’ of the consultatione

as the icti '
T question(‘:onwctlon of those present, represent

Article 4 of the ‘‘ Findings ” i i
L indings ”’ is typical of the conclusions just

“The Y.M.C.A. should foster
A those ways and mean i
ﬁla;:esb;eer; found to be most fruitful in deepening the :e];gil;fll;
onD 2}127%11;1;1; ciln str(eln_gtl;fning their faithfulness and attach-
i hurch, and in aving their lives domi
motive and spirit of Christian service. For exalglglllen?ted By

“ The encouragement of i
598 : youth in the formation
:E;r;tllllal gu{dance of the Church, of groups and b;oglx:gr?ozgz
enco:alrowshlp ; for t.he deepening of spiritual life ; for mutual
e :gxm espemg]ly when necessary in suffering for Christ ;
e . . . . . ;]
g g expression to the%r religious convictions in service
“ Apologetic activities such
) as lectur i i
production and circulation of literature e
“ The formation of .

] groups for the strengthening of C
:g:sg;?u:ness by th.e study of the lives of the Holy %atherléf;g
S SI:) Sé, fof Ct}}lﬁs{il::i::gy’ of the Holy Scriptures and tradition,
A y as contrasted with other systems of
casthe ?lrggnizgtion and conduct of retreats, conferences
boysp wa].ﬁ b;:lglf)nmais to holy places, where young men an(i

] rought into intimate contact with isti
personalities whose lives and me T e
a ssages are calculated
the most helpful and abiding spiritual impression.“e B
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At first glance this appears very little different from a typical
Y.M.C.A. religious work programme in England or America. Funda-
mentally there is little difference : the aims are the same, and the
basic methods. There is merely to be an adaptation to the psycho-
logy and spirit of the people concerned. For instance : instead of a
Protestant Sunday service in a boys’ camp the priest who lives in
the camp with the boys conducts the liturgy, with perhaps a choir
of the boys themselves to assist. Each day opens and closes with
the beautiful prayers of the Orthodox Church. But do not get the
idea that the entire time in such a boys’ camp is spent in specifically
religious meditation. The day’s programme of games, handcraft,
hikes or swimming goes on, just as though it were Britain instead of
Bulgaria. And the priest, as likely as not himself a younger man,
takes part with the boys in most of their occupations.

There is a charming photograph of one of the most successful

among such camp chaplains, serving as “ Admiral "’ in a naval battle

between two fleets of rafts in the river, at one summer camp. At
Athens we heard of the disapproval expressed by some pious lady,
when a young priest, coming home from camp reported that he had
participated in the children’s games. * That s conduct unbecoming
the cloth,” the critic said. But the young man’s discomfiture was
quickly relieved by the smiling remark of his senior bishop, a stately
man of seventy : ‘ When I last visited England and watched my
host, the Archbishop, playing an excellent game of tennis, I was
sorry I could not join him.” The thought of His Grace, in wide
black robes which touched the ground and high cap and veil, on the
tennis court brought a smile which at once disarmed criticism and
sanctioned the almost revolutionary action of the young cleric.

Not long ago a wise Church historian wrote that the Eastern
Church was “ petrified by long inactivity. She is as stiff and lifeless
as the postures of her Byzantine saints.” If he could observe the

gramme. All with not merely the approval, but with

fathers.

Consultation are remarkable.

new life in these old Churches to-day, he would be forced to another
opinion. Here are boys’ and girls’ camps, Boy Scout troops, young
people’s clubs, with athletics and social service a part of their pro-

the full
collaboration of the Church. It may be revolutionary, but it is:
being done, and producing the desired results. Young people are
living better lives, in better relationship with the Church of their

Considering the utter novelty of the problems faced (for what are
a dozen years since the War compared with nearly twenty cen-
turies ?), the unanimity of opinion and constructive results of the
This still more so, when it is realized
that all these opinions and the deliberations about them had to be
conducted in five languages. Most of those present understood one
of three, French, English or German, but for a few, special inter-




i)}:etatio.n was needed, into Russian or Greek. A brief statement by ‘
! e Chairman, for example, in his native American was immediately 4
ransferred by interpreters to four groups in different corners of the

assembly-room, each giving the remarks jus i
1b{es’c ‘understood by their special group], tfen;:dg‘;:mt:ﬁe 1&2511111:?
la;llsizne Sor Greek. In meeting§ of the League of Nati,ons, three:
betfer,g are usually used : this gathering went the League two
There were diversities of opinion, as well as i
all agreed upon the desirability of a training sglfof)clmfi‘:'e%rtzg}ilgz
y01_1th leaders, ?her.e were many suggestions as to the best place in
;\V{hmh to organize it. They varied from Paris, at one extreme, to
= ount Athos, at the other. As will be noted, the differences betw’een
aris and Mount Athos are not merely geographical. The French
capital was suggested, it should be explained, because that cit
sh_elters the Russian Theological academy, which, it was thou hty
m’?l}:t si:dapil:11 special courses for training leaders. , e
e Consultation closed with a prayer service con
A.rchblshop of Athens. The importanZe of the wholedgg:ffir:r}:c:l;z
dlff_icult to overestimate. It represents a new stage in the increasingl
fruitful relationships between Eastern and Western Christiani%y
new achl‘evements in the interchange of useful experience. A aiS;;
and again throughout the proceedings, speakers from ti1e V%/est
referred to t.he. va‘.lues in Orthodoxy which they, personally, and
Western Ch1.1§tla.mty in general had received from new coritacts
w1‘th the spiritual treasures the Eastern Church has guarded so
faithfully. And Christian work for the youth of Orthodox lands will
progress ever more effectively in the immediate future than in the
past (ew years, because of the work of this gathering. Not only the
organizations represented, but all those interested in strengthenin,
the bonds of friendship and co-operation among the Christiag

Churches of the world, may feel gratifi
s y feel gratified at the results of the Athens

MISSIONARY WORK OF THE RUSSIAN CHURCH

By tHE REVD. N. BEHR.

AF TER the citizens of Kiev were baptized in 988, Christianity
(?eg{m to spread throughout Russia, in the first instance all
fl?un Kiev and up the great water-way from Kiev to Novgorod
he further away from Kiev the less hold it had on the people. In-
Eain.y .ple_xces such as Novgorod paganism was stronger than
ristianity. 'After Vladimir’s death, during the eleventh and
twelfth centul"xes the Christian religion gradually penetrated to
places where it had been unknown or but little known before. Its

AT W N Y S

progress was greatly furthered by the division of Russia into
separate princedoms, because each prince strove to spread
Christianity in his appanage. Each of the chief towns became a
centre of Christianity whereas before Kiev was the only such centre
for the whole of Russia. Non-Russian tribes that lived in Russia
and on its borders received Christian instruction from the Russians.
By great Divine favour Russia had been christianized by the Greek
Orthodox Church which always treated with respect the principles
and sentiments of its converts. The Greeks spread Christianity by
preaching it and convincing people of its truth and they did so in
the native tongue of the Slavs. The Orthodox mission to the Slavs
in other countries than Russia had already prepared a Slavonic
translation of the Bible and of the church services and had trained
Slav priests and teachers. The Metropolitan See of Moscow under
the patronage of the State showed remarkable activities. The holy
faith spread in the north by the White Sea and the centre of it there
was the Solovetzky monastery. At the end of the sixteenth century
with the conquest of Siberia, Christianity found its way into that
vast tract of country. Another wide field for missionary activity
was provided by the Kazan district and the nearer Caucasus where
Russia always defended the Orthodox against Persia and upheld
the Georgian Church.

After Peter the Great, the work of Orthodox missions went on as
usual, continuing even at periods when under the influence of
Western philosophy the State gave way to the spirit of the times
and became practically indifferent to questions of religion. The
work of christianizing Siberia was carried on by separate indivi-
duals. Particularly renowned in this respect are Bishop Innokenty
and the learned Archimandrite Macary Gluharev, who was a deeply
religious man, wholeheartedly devoted to missionary work. His
field of activity was the Altai, a district peopled by Tartars, Kalmucs
and Aleuts. Macary went there in 1830 and journeyed unwearyingly
all over the district preaching Christ. A kind and tender-hearted
man, he was teacher, father, doctor and general benefactor to his
spiritual children. After 14 years he retired on account of his health,
but his mission remained a splendid example to others. Missionary
work in the Russian east was conducted amid the serious difficulties
of a cold climate, the absence of roads, a wild country and often
a hostile heathen population. Bishop Innokenty’s activities extended
over an enormous tract of country, which included the Kamchatka,
Yakutsk and Amur districts and in some years, e.g., in 1856, his
journeys covered as much as 6,000 miles.

In the nineteenth century the missionary work of the Orthodox
Church extended beyond the Russian Empire to China, America
and Japan. In 1865 all the Russian missions were united in the
missionary society founded in Petersburg; it proved useful to them




in th i i :
g zolzxiztteruz.lll sense as well, and owing to the subsidies given by ]
y the work of the missions grew more extensive and

energetic.

thfllztgse:)%ttl; y;::'rs‘ ago, a monk who was also a priest, set out t

I d'f; Rising Sun alor'lg the great Siberian tract, by road
v id in those days; it was the future Bishop Nicolas (as

a layman called Ivan Kasatkin), the great apostle of Japan. He had

ﬁsf:gdtthe winter at Nicqlaevsk, and there a touching meeting took
e bu::dween two great missionaries, one who had already laid down
b4 6:1 (;; 'apostohc work and the other who had only just
2 1) Hh 1s(1)10p Innoke'nty and the priest monk, Nicolas Jthe
it oneboﬁlhﬁc.iox mlslsmn in Japan. Like the prophet E’lijah
[ ¢ is mantle and the double portion of hi iri
;grl%:&a, B}l}s_hop Innokenty cut out with his own hands a lcsazg:t.:ll:
o ‘_,_mder icolas and put his bronze cross round his neck. On
¥ egdo a, m1861, Father Nicolas entered Hakodate on the Isla‘nd of
2 Euro,p eanongr zlil est;zﬁgeflizstel;n people whose language is hard for
‘ I . of the ussian Consul used to tak
;r:] cfe}?:::dg flxl'ofm a certain Savabe, a Buddhist priest wl?oed::;ssi(;:g
g : o !;);e;gnf;s. é\m} it was precisely this man whompGoa
7 n, nother Saul, to be a second Paul for
gz::l ul;i)khlssprofessmn, was baptized and received the nar{'iap:fn i:’all;lle
e wﬁo t. At;drew hfe brought his friend, a physician called'
e So,we fwas also l’)aptxzed and received the name of John. Now
s St rtc;1 the Lord’s field was no longer alone ; there were a.lrea'd
il ree gathered together in the name of Him who hath
g O:tho(;z;?;a?tmhot?fg :‘ltlle:n.b This was how, with God’s blessing.
7an to be preached in Japan. On ’
11\22}:;0 1316'4:, Father Nicolas wrote from HaJk(f)date to Iss;iedpcfﬁ;n i)lf;
anden}g g él?n' of Petersburg, “At present one of the priests of the
i g.no}? comes to me to study our faith. If he does not cool
e dea[;erl;:y gi:aeth is tt;l:ie fpenalty for accepting Christianity), a
be expec rom him. He has alread hi
p(l;n; fog preaching the Christian religion although heyh:;aralzthz::
}1’) il ;ali' rtILUCh ab'out our Saviour, for we have only got as far as
346 rtnh 61!3 ‘Sb;;rlptures. I am expecting soon to receive from
Yo uag e dl e and the church service books in the Chinese
o r%; Y%(:,i,dan é)er.haps two or three learned men will soon arrive
s boo!c: a? with t‘helr h.elp my pupil will begin translating the
- Savabes IrﬁmAC}};nes;;ntcl; Japanese.” The priest referred to
¥ avabe, April, 1865, ather Nicolas wrote to th
;():ci;lg:tr;;n‘ ;I;lilt% ;i):elst w}tlo wgntfd me secretly to instruct hi’:nl\i/{;3 t:l?;
is almost ready for baptism. I have told hi
’tll‘:;tﬁ:;egtfstones an;l at first he wrote down briefly at hor:::l :vt;fa?tll(;
ard from me, but afterwards he began to tak
E e e down
in writing as I spoke them and in this way we have translr:z;(;w \?Vi?fs)

u few cuts the Old Testament history as told by Father Bogoslov-
sky; after a few corrections and additions have been made this
(ranslation can be published. Meanwhile 1 have received from the
head of the Peking mission, the Archimandrite Guri, the New
Testament and a few other books in Chinese. Instead of New
Testament stories we read through the Gospel and as we went along
| explained to the new convert almost the whole doctrine of our
Church. He is eagerly waiting to be baptized, and I have great
hopes of him: he is thirty-two years old, of irreproachable
character, well educated, eloquent, intelligent and wholeheartedly
devoted to Christianity. His one aim in life now is to serve his
country by spreading the Christian faith. I have constantly to
check his efforts in this direction for fear he loses his head before
he has had time to do anything for the cause. Besides, the best
educated and most idealistic of the young men of Hakodate centre
round this priest so that through him I can get into touch with his
chosen friends, one of whom is already studying Christianity, and
two others show a desire to do so. My further plans are as follows :
two of my friends have soon to go to Yeddo on business; through
them I hope to find several educated and clever men interested in
Christianity, and there are many such in Japan, and to replace by
them the servants in my house so that at home at any rate, we may
freely discuss Christianity. Meanwhile I shall obtain from Russia
a lithographic press and thus if God gives me His blessing I will
gradually prepare Christian books and preachers of the Christian
fatthomdin
In 1870 Orthodox missions were officially opened in Japan.
Bishop Nicolas was a living example of missionary devotion. He
gave all his income to the Church, thus making up the deficit on the
support of schools, publications and preachers; he never refused
money to poor Christians, though it was at the cost of depriving
himself of the elementary comforts of life. His work has not been
wasted. A small Christian flock was formed round him and his
example shows that the Orthodox church, not seeking worldly
dominion and free from national hostility, embraces in its love all
tribes and peoples. :
The apostle of Japan died in 1912. The Japanese Orthodox
church is now headed by Archbishop Sergius.
A beautiful cathedral has been built in Tokio, a clerical seminary,
a girls’ school, missionary headquarters and printing offices have
been founded—a regular little town from which the light of
Christian faith has poured all over Japan. The earthquake of
September 19th, 1923, did a great deal of damage to the mission.
Tokio cathedral was destroyed. Money is being collected for the
rebuilding of it and we hope with God’s help to raise the necessary
sum. In 1924, a church dedicated to St. Nicolas was consecrated




which accommodates
| 0
ba{)nzed. . ggo. people. In 1924-25, 429 people were
char‘:;l;:- t(c))flsg flrlnolc)ihasis in the. first place upon the all-embracin
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THE STORY OF THE RED WAR UPON RELIGION.
By CANON DOUGLAS.
(Reprinted from The Morning Post.)

F the body of Bolshevism is Communism, its soul is Atheism—
not an easy going, intellectual Atheism which despises Religion

as a dying delusion but a savage dogmatic Atheism, which regards

it as the supreme enemy, hates it and is set on exterminating it.

Bolshevism is a fanaticism, a Religion of Irreligion.

It proclaims a new world which is to be no less a godless world
from which Religion, with every vestige of its ethics and morals,
will have been obliterated, no less than a communist world from
which Capitalism, with every vestige of private property and enter-
prise will have been extirpated.

The Bolshevik war upon Religion is inseparable from its war
upon Individualism and has always been masked by political

excuse.
The history of its double-fronted offensive may best be sketched

in its four phases of ;

i. The establishment of the stranglehold in Russia. 1917—20.

ii. The destruction of Religious Organization. 1920—23.

iii. The period of reculer pour mieux sauter. 1923—28.

iv. The present general attack which is planned to make Russia

both godless and communist by 1933.

To-day the Bolsheviks do not claim to be more than one in thirty
of the 120,000,000 of Russia. In 1917 they numbered no more than
50,000. The story of how that insignificant percentage established
a stranglehold on the Russian nation is like a lurid romance.

In the summer of 1917, Russia was falling into chaos. Three
years of crushing defeat after defeat had destroyed the Nation’s will
to victory. The Tsar Nicholas had abdicated in the Spring and the
Tsardom had disappeared. The intelligentsia Republic set up by
Kerensky was hopelessly doctrinaire and ineffective. The Army
was disbanding itself and could hardly maintain its front. Govern-
ment was ceasing throughout the country. To knock Russia out of
the War was a chief object of the German High Command. It could
not send troops to do so. But smash the head and the body is
powerless. The 50,000 Bolsheviks were the only force with a mind

of its own in Russia and were organized as a-machine of mechanical
efficiency, which was controlled absolutely from Switzerland by
Lenin and his half dozen confréres of the Politik bureau who held
the strings of it. The Kaiser packed them in a sealed train,
smuggled them across Germany and sent them into Russia to com-
plete its chaos with a Red Revolution.
Their leaders’ arrival was followed by the Bolsheviks’ seizure of
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least five were killed with unmitigated barbarity. Priests and monks
were picked off in their thousands.

To talk of Red Russia is nonsense. The Russian people to-day
is like a man who in a fantastic novel is lashed to a table while an
inhuman scientist cuts and carves at his brain and organs in order
to change his nature and their functions.

The vivisector is the Bolshevik Politik bureau and the instru-
ments both of his stranglehold and his experiment are the Bolshevik
Party.

The inevitableness of that simile is obvious once it is realized
that the whole Soviet régime is simply a constitutional camouflage
of the Bolshevik machine.

Soviet means council. From the central Moscow Soviet downwards
to the village council, every Soviet official and every Soviet elector
must be on the registers of the Bolshevik Party. To get and remain
on those registers, a man must convince the officials who control
them both of his fanaticism for atheism and communism and of his
automatic obedience to their orders. Up to the highest of them,
those officials are the creatures of the occult half-dozen members of
the Party’s Politik bureau, the wink of an eye from which in Moscow
is sufficient to set the machine going in the remotest village. A
universal system of espionage, the last word in efficiency, keeps
the fanaticism of the whole machine red hot.

Since no cannier man than Lenin has lived, the form of the second
phase of the Persecution was probably not according to Lenin’s
plan. But in any case, he got where he wished.

The Red Terror had left individualism broken and out in the
towns. But the peasants are Russian and to turn them into atheist
and communist robots was his essential problem. They also were
his stranglehold. But though oxen are easily herded into an abattoir,
a red light will stampede them furiously. Before the taking of the
land and their religion from them was proclaimed, potential leaders
had to be weeded out of every village and the machinery of their
Church which still held together, smashed. If there was no up-

rising, they could neither be made to work nor stop praying.

But a dictator must study his Practorian Guards. The Bolshevik
Party had only been fleshed by the Red Terror and was clamant to
finish the job. In all likelihood, Lenin was reluctant but in 1920 he
decreed the partial collectivization of the farms. The appalling

famine of 1921-2 followed and to get the peasants together again,
he announced a New Economic Policy of petty private ownership
and in compensation let his fanatics strike at religion.

In Asiatic Russia, there were some millions of Moslems and
other non-Christians. In the West there were a million or so Roman

Catholics who were almost all Poles and in the towns a percentage

of Protestants.




The Church of the peasants, as almost cent. per cent. of the whole
Russian race, is the ancient Russian Orthodox Church.

Many of its bishops had been executed. Others were in prison.
Its machinery was paralysed. But it still functioned and adhered
in the Patriarch Tikhon. Lenin determined to hasten its disin-
tegration.

The decision by which the Patriach Tikhon had been called to be
the first Patriarch that Russia had had for 200 years had been by
lot. Among the three names in the urn had been that of the
Metropolitan Anthony of Kiev, who now presides over the Synod
of the Russian Exiles in Serbia and the printing of whose letter to
our bishops in the Morning Post has done much to open the eyes
of England to what is happening in Russia. The Patriarchal Elec-
tion took place in the Kremlin on November 5th, 1917, while Lenin’s
machine-guns were still firing on Moscow and when the one man
who could have rallied Orthodox Russia against him was its new
Patriarch. The Metropolitan Anthony is a great theologian, but he
is also a man of action, and understood the Bolshevik mind. If

his name had been drawn from the urn, the history of Russia would

in any case have been different. But the Patriarch Tikhon was a

saint and abhorred politics. In due course, he showed himself a
great confessor, but in 1917 and to his death he held it his duty to
submit to the Red Republic.

None the less, Lenin decided in 1922 to try him publicly and shoot
him as a counter revolutionary. His preparations took a long time
and were skilful. The reforming party, the so-called Living Church,
was fostered. The Patriarch was immured in a Monastery. During
the famine he had refused to bid his clergy hand over the Church
vessels and so on. Though the Bolsheviks did not sell the Tsar’s
jewels which have since fetched more than 41,000,000, they seized
and sold the ecclesiastical ‘‘ treasures *’ for less than 450,000.
Russia was deluged with the statement that he was to be tried for
letting the people starve. The Living Church leaders called a
pseudo-Council and deposed him. And so on.

In December, 1922, the Patriarch’s trial was notified to the world
as fixed for the next April.

It is wiser in Russia not to whisper news which is not published
by the Red censorship. Thus the monstrous execution in July 1922
of its beloved Bishop Benjamin of Petrograd was unconfirmed out-
side Russia for months.

The advance publicity given to the Patriarch’s execution saved
the Patriarch and killed Lenin. He could crush away trouble brew-
ing in Russia but their necessary trade made him unready for the
indignant protests which poured in upon him from Europe and
America. Their trade was necessary. The condemnation of the
Polish Roman Catholic Archbishop Cieplak and Mgr. Budkiewicz
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convert, holding a children’s service, or a mothers’ meeting and
giving money to a church fund for the sick or dying.

The Russian is a lover of the Bible. Religious books are instru~
ments of counter revolutionary activity. To distribute the Bible or
the Koran is forbidden.

It was by declaring that he would finally round up Religion in
Russia by 1933 that Stalin made himself the dictator of Bolshevism
in 1928 and opened the fourth phase of the Persecution. If he carries.
it through, to confess any religion and to say a prayer will soon be
a “counter revolutionary ” activity.

Mea‘nwhile, progress is being made. Those who are worth while
removing, are charged with counter revolutionary activity and
disappear. Religious life is becoming impossible in Russia.

FORBIDDEN BELLS.

Can you imagine Russia dumb ?
Enforced with silence, awed and numb.
For soon a myriad listening ears

Will wait the message Easter bears,
The air awaits the accustomed cry

To fling the echo to the sky,

“Christ is risen, is risen indeed.”’
Which now the people must not heed.

The inheritance once proudly borne
Now voiceless villages will mourn,
Only the Spring feels not the loss

And birch trees newly foliaged toss
Their tremulous leaflets to the clouds,
And streams are freed from icy shrouds;
But who is there to care or heed

The ghostly “Christ is risen indeed ” ?
Who heard the resonance of bells,

The beautiful and solemn bells,

The eager, clamorous, joyous bells,

The light, persistent, childish bells,
Voices that rang the faith, the tears,
The fervent thoughts and whispered prayers.

Like fields snow-covered, still and numb,
Are bells forbidden, stricken dumb.

V. St. George, 1930..

A. & E.CA. NOTES.

T. CLEMENT’S League of Prayer for Russia seems to have
supplied a need of which many people were conscious, i.e., of
organized and regular intercession for the persecuted Russian
Church. The League was founded on February i4th, and its
membership is now over 2,600. It is in no permanent sense “a new
society ” and no subscription is asked for. Each member simply
undertakes to say a given collect, or the Our Father, for Russia,
every day for twelve months from the date of enrolling his name.
Thus no one is bound for more than one year, yet so long as new
members join, the League itself will continue until its existence is
no longer needed. A copy of the leaflet is enclosed with this issue
of The Christian East and more may be obtained for distribution
from the address printed on them. During his recent visit to London,
the Metropolitan Evlogie was present at one of the Tuesday Masses
of Intercession for Russia, gave his blessing to the League, and
addressed those members of it who were present. At the same time
a large silver Russian cross (a gift of Mr. C. F. L. St. George)
mounted as an altar cross was blessed for use whenever the special
intention of the service is for Russia.
* * * *

A. and E.C.A. issued a short form of Intercession for the Per-
secuted Church of Russia, for use on the Day of General Interces-
sion, and at other times. It has the sanction of many diocesan
bishops and it was widely used on March 16th. By arrangement
also, the prayers which have long been familiar to members of the
Association were incorporated in the form of service issued by
S.P.C.K. On March 19th at the kind invitation of Preb. Mackay,
the Association made the High Mass at All Saints’, Margaret
Street, their corporate act of intercession for Russia, and the
General Secretary preached the sermon. There was a large congre-
gation and the collection was given to the Russian Church Aid
Fund. A like kindness extended by Fr. Lester Pinchard on
April 2nd enabled the Association to offer a Solemn Requiem at
St. John’s, Holland Road, for the Russian Christians who have
perished through persecution and massacre.

* * * *

On March 26th, Lord Aldenham gave an “ At Home ” for the
Association at his house in Portland Place. Between 70 and 8o
guests accepted the invitation. Archbishop Lord Davidson was to
have presided, but unfortunately he was prevented by indisposition
from fulfilling the engagement. His place was taken by Lord
Aldenham, and the Bishop of London was present for a short while
at the beginning of the meeting. The Metropolitan Germanos spoke
in warm commendation of the aims and ideals of the Association
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and Sir Bernard Pares gave a masterly account of the meaning of
the Russian persecution and the phases of its development,
* * * *

As announced in our last issue a Marble Arch branch of the
Association has come into being. By the courtesy of the Vicar,
Hr: Waddington, its members were allowed to combine their
quarterly service with the Patronal Evensong of the Church of
Annunciation, Bryanston Street on March 25th. The Metropolitan -
Germanos and Fr. Behr were present, the former being welcomed
at the West door by choir and clergy with €ls ToA\a éry deomoTa.
The service was beautifully sung, and the Metropolitan Germanos

* * *

Nine churches took partinthe A. and E.C.A. Sunday at Bourne-
mouth this year, and Sermons on some aspect of the work of the
Association were preached at all of them, As usual a public meeting
was held on the next day, and that also was more fully attended
than ever before., Fr. Caswall, Chairman of the Bournemouth

Napier Whittingham, Fr., Borough and the General Secretary,
One very satisfactory outcome of this Meeting was that the
Bournemouth Branch of A. and E.C.A. undertook the support of
one of the students now training for the priesthood at the Russian
Academy in Paris, and is now setting to work to rajse £50 a year
for that purpose. A day or two after the meeting the General
Secretary received a letter from one who Was present but wishes to
remain anonymous, enclosing a cheque for £45 also to maintain
a student for one year at the Academy. Both these generous con.-
tributions to thig splendid object will be applied through the
Bursaries Scheme of the Russian Church Aid Fund: and the
A. and E.C.A. has the honour of providing the first two Bursaries
to be actually realized under that scheme,
* * *

A CORRECTION.

On page 139, line 35 of our last issue, for “than » please read
“but-”




THE MosT REVEREND THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY.

President of the Lambeth Conference, 1930.

The Christian Gast

THE ORTHODOX DELEGATION TO THE LAMBETH
CONFERENCE OF 1930.

By CanoN J. A. DouGLAS, Pu.D.

IF W. J. Birkbeck, Bishop Collins, Bishop Wordsworth of Salis-
bury or any of those who were our leaders—Mr. Athelstan Riley
is still with us and as vigorous and helpful a leader as ever—in the
Anglican-Orthodox movement twenty-five years ago, had been
asked whether they thought it possible that at the invitation of
the Archbishop of Canterbury, conveyed through the (Ecumenical
Patriarch, an Orthodox Delegation consisting of eight bishops offi-
cially commissioned by their respective churches and led by the
Patriarch of Alexandria himself, would attend the Lambeth Confer-
ence of 1930, I am sure that they would have replied that except that
God prepares miracles, such a happy event was impossible.

It is true that Dr. J. M. Neale, Dr. Pusey and the other great
zealots for the Reunion of historic Christendom who in 1864 helped
Mr. George Williams to found the Eastern Churches Association,
looked hopefully for the speedy Union of the Anglican and
Orthodox Churches. That expectation, however, was born of
enthusiasm and not of knowledge and was destroyed by the famous
Conferences at Bonn in 1874 and 1875 which at Dr. Déllinger’s
instance were attended by Old Catholic, Orthodox and Anglican
theologians. Dollinger and those who with him had repudiated the
Vatican Council’s dogma of Papal Infallibility, knew the history
and life of the Anglican Church and, though the Dutch O1d
Catholic Church which is the lineal Catholic Church of Holland
held back, pressed the Orthodox to join in a declaration accepting
the Validity of Anglican Orders and advocating Intercommunion

" between the Orthodox, Old Catholic and Anglican Churches.*

In effect the authorities of the Orthodox Church were ignorant
of almost everything about us except our existence. They knew
that Rome denounced us as a Protestant sect and no church at
all and were imbued with prejudices against us derived from Latin
propagandists. The most that Rhosses and his confréres at Bonn

1 The Duteh Church formally recognized Anglican Orders in 1925, Dr. Kenninck,
Archbishop of Utrecht notifying the fact to Archbishop Davidson in a letter which

appeared in the Christian East,”” of January, 1926, p.218. In consequence, all
the Old Catholics admit Anglicans to Communion.
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could do was to say that they hoped that on further investigation

Dr. Déllinger’s judgment of us would be vindicated.

Inevitably, the disillusionment of the Bonn Conferences dis-
couraged those who had dreamed that Anglican and Orthodox
Union was to be achieved per saltum. That disillusionment chilled
the atmosphere of the Anglican-Orthodox movement and, indeed,
the Eastern Church Association came near to shipwreck.

God prepares miracles !

The set-back, however, was only in appearance, and the Bonn
Conferences proved the real beginning of the drawing together of
the Anglican and Orthodox Churches.

On the one hand, both because the Old Catholics represent a
Western Catholicism which has never accepted the more modern
claims and innovations of the Papacy, Orthodox theologians
attached, as they still attach, great importance to their judgments
and in particular were greatly influenced by the views of Dr.
Dollinger. In consequence, they became ready to reconsider the
unfavourable opinions in regard to the Anglican Church which
they had accepted at face value from the Papalist controversialists.

On the other hand, as soon as the effect of the set back to their
eagerness delivered at Bonn had begun to wear off, there was a
rally of enthusiasm in the relatively small but intensely keen body
of Anglicans who were devoted to the cause of Anglican-Orthodox
Union. Only the lesson had been learnt and from the time of the
Bonn Conferences until 1893, those at the centre of the movement
were fully aware that many years of hard patient work must be
devoted to the preparation of the ground before the Union of the

two churches could profitably be discussed.

Forty years ago, as now, a certain interest in the Churches
of the East was widespread among Anglican Churchmen.
Moreover, those were the days when the red Sultan Abd-
ul-Hamid had well begun his habit of periodically massacring
his Christian rayah and England had been roused by
Gladstone to a passion of indignation at the Bulgarian atrocities.
One of the great British political parties, it is true, was obsessed
by the extraordinary legend which still lingers in some of our
military clubs—it originated in that dream just dreamed by le Roi
Soleil and nearly realized by Napoleon which is still fostered by
French Chauvinism—that the Greek and the Slavs of the Balkans
are degenerate and the Turk is a gentleman. British Jingoism op-
posed the liberation of the Turk’s rayah. But the leaders of English
religion of all types had become alive to the fact that it was because
of their Faith that the Christians of Turkey had been oppressed
for centuries in an unspeakable helotage and were being massacred
in tens of thousands whenever the European diplomatic situation
made it safe for the Sultan to massacre them. In consequence, a

profound and deeply-rooted sympathy with the pcrsecuted_Churches
of the East and a warm admiration of tl:jeir steadfastness in martyr-
om had begun to develop in England. ;
: None the %ess, then as now the number of those wt_lo had time
and contacts whereby to familiarize themselves with Easterr;
Christianity and to devote themselves to the Qract}cql problem o
Anglican and Orthodox Reunion was necessarily limited. But thz
movement was led and controlled by men who were both salte
and of unusual ability and wisdom. Thus when .the E.C.A. was
reconstituted in 1893, Dr. John Wordsworth, of Sahsbm:y, a schola}x;
of great reputation, who belonged to our central High Churc
tradition, and whose possession of the conﬁ(?ence of every §ect10r}f
of the English Church safeguarded it against t.he suspicion 0
sectional tendency, became its President. 'Untll his death in 1911,
his labour for the movement was unremitting. _Among others who
in the next fifteen years contributed each in his own way glte;tly
to one steady solid work of E.C.A. were l?r. Headlam, now Bishop
of Gloucester, Canon Brightman, Dr. Leighton Pullan, Dr. W E.
Collins, and that inimitable pair of laymen aqd lifelong frlen’ds,
Messrs. W. J. Birkbeck and Mr. Athelstan Riley. Of necessity,
their active work for the movement was in the nature of‘a parergon.
But it was a consuming interest. They spent the.lr. vacations
travelling in the Near East. The stream of their wr1t1r’1gs, some
popular and some permanent additions, e.g- Brightman’s Eastern
Liturgies, to the apparatus of the Anglican s?udent of Orth_odo.xy
was very considerable. Dr. Collins whose learning an_d pervasive in-
fluence make him comparable to that Anglican pl"odlgy of tt'le mid-
nineteenth century, Dr. J. M. Neale, became B1§hqp of Glbra!tar
in 1904, and though he died in 1911 while Sfilll in the fortles(,1
his magnetic personality——incidentally h.e fitted himself to speak an
preach and preached in Greek, Armenian ‘and other Eastern lan-
guages—and his rare zeal and vision made his seven-years episcopate
a veritable apostolate of Anglican-Orthodox Reunion. Happily the
time for estimating Mr. Athelstan Riley’s share in the progress
of the movement would appear to be far off. The notable journey
which he made in the Christian East in 1887 well before he k%ad
reached the thirties—he was a principal member of the party which
at Archbishop Benson’s bidding found their way to Mar Shlmun at
Qudhanes in the then almost unknown mountains of Kurdistan, a.nd
founded our Archbishop’s Assyrian Mission—and the books' which
he published afterwards brought him into the‘m().vement which ha}s
ever since been a paramount obsession of t.us life. To-day he‘ls
just beginning to be an old man, but continues to be one .of its
most dynamic forces. Of his friend, W. J. Bu"kb‘eck: it is not
overmuch to say that no Anglican who has not lived h'm?self into
the atmosphere of Orthodoxy, has a right to form an opinion upon
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the prthodox Church or the problems of Anglican-Orthodox
relations unless and until he has assimilated the flair which is so
c‘ommumcable a quality of his writings about the Christian East.
Steep.ed as he became in the mysticism which is everywhere the
especial characteristic of Orthodoxy, he knew Russia and its
Church as not many Russians themselves knew it. The finest kind
.-of English country gentleman, he was devoted to the English
Church: Knowing Russia intimately, he enjoyed unusual and
close friendship with the martyred Tsar Nicholas and was trusted
and employed by King Edward. In his day, Tsarist Russia was
Ho.ly Russia and unquestionably his work was one of the factors
which ch?ngeti. the hostility of the Tsar’'s Government towards
Great ]_3r1tam into goodwill and which opened the possibility of
the Triple Entente. Strong Anglo-Catholic though he was, he
possgssed the confidence of Archbishops Benson, Temple ,an'd
Davidson, who all knew that he was incapable of abusing it for
sectional ends. Archbishop Davidson had a singular affection for
him and consulted him in all things to do with the Christian East
O_ur present Archbishop has been known to say, “We have n(;
Birkbeck to advise us now.” His death early in 1916 on his return
from a cqnﬁdential mission to Petrograd, undertaken to counteract
the ev1l. influence of the Monk Rasputin in the Russian Court
saved him from the exquisite pain which he would have experience(i
at the c'rash of the Tsardom and the present crucifixion by the
Bolshevik tyranny of the Russia which he loved. It is not };ver-
much to say that to those of us who worked with him—he was
one of the men who really count and who get things done, but
of vyhose existence the general public is ignorant—the ,mis
Of’_[t][iS guidance has been a sore thing.—R.I.P. i
e necessities of the movement as they wer i
by Bishop Wordsworth and the E.C.A. i}l‘,l 189(?; psvr:: “ilt?dthcéeg;ls);
place to establish frequent contacts between At’lglicans and the
Orth_odox and to engender among both a strong will for Union
?:éielr;ngle tsec‘-ond place to induce Orthodox theologians to make
Ang}})icaneg hulrré;(.estlgatxon of the nature and history of the
In setting about that spade work they relaxed
adopted th_e greatest caution. In spite of tg’e Papal B\rxllci zico);;’ol?clg
Cure which in 1896 condemned Anglican Orders, they were
conﬁaient that. if Orthodox theologians would investigate the
doFtrxne and life of the Anglican Church, they would find them
aku} to tl1pse of the Orthodox Church and would revise the
Rrejudlced judgments current among them. But for that investi
tion to'be secured and to be carried through time was needed' ’Iglz: .
one thing to be avoided was premature discussions. - ?

It is now widely, though still not generally, realized by Anglicans

that for the Orthodox full dogmatic agreement is the necessary
preliminary both of formal Intercommunion between the two
churches, that is to say, of the formal reciprocal authorization of
the access of their members to their -respective sacramental
ministration and—which for our purpose is hardly to be dis-
tinguished from formal Intercommunion—of their Union, that is
to say, of their affirming themselves to be one Church.

That requirement on the Orthodox side is not so stark and
forbidding as at first glance it would appear.

In the narrower sense, dogma signifies only a precision of
the Faith which because it is to be received as the Voice
of the Holy Spirit delivered through the supreme organ
of Christ’s Church, i.e., the totality of the Apostolic
Episcopate assembled in His Name and guided into the
Truth by Him through His Spirit, is incontrovertible and
binding upon all faithful Christians. Strictly, the Orthodox are
tied only by the dogmatic precisions of the Seven (Ecumenical
Councils. But those precisions deal almost wholly with
Christology and with the Nature and Operation of the Holy Spirit
and do not touch upon the doctrine of the Nature of the Church,
its Ministry, its Sacramental Life and so on. In regard, however, to
that large sphere which is epitomized in the last four clauses of
the Creed and which provides abundant matter for dogmatic
precision, Orthodox theologians do not hold themselves free. On
the contrary, they are of one mind that although no dogmas have
been precised in regard to it, they cannot go outside the broad
and consistent tradition of Faith and Order which they maintain
has been preserved in the Orthodox Church from the earliest
centuries without *innovation, addition or diminution.” That
tradition is not to be confused with traditional practice or with
popular beliefs, but is to be found in the writings of the fathers of
the first eight centuries, the consensus of whose doctrinal statements
are to be reckoned as theologoumena, i.e., as teaching which,
pending' the precision of dogmatic precision upon them by an
Eighth (Ecumenical Council, may not be controverted. In the
tradition of doctrine which is to be accepted as appertaining to the
sphere of theologoumena, and, therefore, to be within the sphere
of dogma, there are, of course, certain divergences which Orthodox
theologians hold themselves free both to note and discuss as open
questions. But in doing so, they cannot go outside the limits of
the tradition or treat any theologoumenomn as open to rejection.
Indeed, for safety’s sake, as also for the avoidance of disruptive
controversy among themselves, they are obliged to emphasise the
stricter and sharper statements of their received theologoumena.

Accordingly, in postulating full dogmatic agreement as an
essential basis of Reunion, the Orthodox are constrained to look




for essential identity with their traditional faith as to the Church,

the Ministry, the Eucharist and so on, as expressed in the

writings of their theologians, their Liturgy and in their practice,

As was made very plain by the Declaration of the Orthodox

Delegates at the Lausanne Conferences the covering of differences

which are not justified by the divergences in Orthodox

theologoumena, would be a treachery for them and a Union based
. on a dogmatic agreement by the ambiguous use of words would not
be a Union at all,* but a Union such as that reached with Rome
at Ferrara—Florence, a Unio Haud Vera.

This being well understood by Bishops Wordsworth and Collins,
and Birkbeck, and by their chief collaborators, their anxiety was that
before approaching the question as to whether dogmatic agreement
between the Anglican and Orthodox Churches is possible, the
Orthodox should thoroughly understand the Anglican position
which as we have noted, was almost unknown to them in 1893.

The great approximation between the two churches which has
marked the past sixteen years, could certainly not have taken place
except for the unremitting persistence and self restraint with which
here a little and there a little they and those who have followed
after them, were content to labour for what seemed a distant future.

I have dwelt at such length upon the debt of gratitude due to
the men who did the spade work of preparation so wonderfully,
because the sowing is greater than the reaping. For my own
part to have learnt of them and to have worked with and under

them has been one of the great privileges of my life.

Although the seed which they sowed has now begun to ripen
towards harvest, the same wisdom which they exercised is no whit
the less necessary to-day than forty years ago. If the Orthodox
have got rid of their old prejudices against the Anglican Church
and have entered into warm and fraternal contacts with it, dogmatic
agreement is far from having been reached between us and them
and much patience will be necessary before such an agreement can
be formulated in terms which the whole Orthodox Church can
accept and which the whole Anglican Church can affirm.

Certainly it is true that if the Anglican Church were—not an
Anglo-Catholic bloc but—an historical central High Church bloc,
such a dogmatic agreement would be easy. But from first to last,
those who have been at the centre of the movement have, on the
one hand, been aware that no special relations with a section of
the Anglican Church are possible for the Orthodox and, on the
other hand, have resolutely ruled out a sectional Anglican relation-
ship with the Orthodox as unthinkable.

Whatever progress has been made or may in the future be made

* For the text of the Declaration see Bate’s Faith and Order (Lausanne) pp. 382-6.

d must be
in the rapprochement of the two Churches, has been an
;)r:atween tPl'ﬁe Anglican Church as a whole and the Orthodox Church

as a whole.

The fruits of the sound method of approach adopted after the
Bonn Conferences, were apparent before the Great War. i

The most thorny and—as we in E.ngland know so we -;1 -
most difficult of all the questions v&;hlxvclh p:IQng to the problem

ion is that of the Validity of Ministries.
Of(;{:cljanxvré 1(sihturches have recogﬁized t.he validit}.r of each other’s
ministries, their Union or Intercom_munlon necessuateshno more;—(—i-
though no less—than their dogmatxc'agreement', and that arr‘ltx.ron
at, they can merge into a common hfe: But, if that re(;:)gm clra_
cannot be given by one of them, then it cannot accept the sa
mental life of the other as being of the same nature as its own.
Before Union or Intercommunion with it, it must require ‘thelre-
ordination of the other’s ministers. Reordmat.lon is megmlggdess
unless it signifies the acknowledgment of deficiency in his Or relgst
on the part of the person reordinated and §u.ch an adr¥ussnon ga?i e
be made by those who believe in the vall,dlty. of their ow;: Orde .
without the repudiation of their Church’s history and their ow
rience. o (

e}qlz’*‘(z)r practical purposes, therefore, the vall_dlty .of a .Churdclllas
orders must always be among the ﬁrsth questlons investigated by
; h which looks to Reunion with it.

¥ ICX}cl(l:l(l)-:dingly, the attention of the Qrthodox pecame cgnce'ntrated
upon the possibility of their accepting Anglican Ordinations as
valid. In the scope of that enquiry the.y were governed, of co;lrs;:,
by the principle of Orthodoxy that whx'le‘ the Orthodox tests of the
external and canonical side of the Ministry anfi tpe Sacraments
must be satisfied, the inner meaning and 51gn1ﬁca'nce Whl;h
Anglicans give to the Ministry and Sacraments, must in effeczt1 e
the same as their Ministry and Sacraments l.lave for the'Ortho OX.

The investigation of Anglican Ordinations thus mvolw;'d a
general investigation of the Nature and Falth of the A'r;g ican
Church through the study of her forml:llar.les and actual life.

I have myself in preparation for pub}lcathn tl'}e masterly survey
of the history of the Orthodox investigation (?f A'mghca_r}
Ordinations which that admirable eccle51astlca.l hl'stc_man and
prelate, Archbishop Chrysostom of Greece, contributed in 1924 to
Nea Sion, the official Jerusalem monthly. I.n that' résymé his Grace
shows how when the Orthodox began their investigation, they were
struck by the fact which had almost been forgotten, that in }tlhe
17th and 18th centuries when the contacts betweerT the two chur(f: es
were very close, no doubt appear to have egls.ted in the four
ancient Orthodox Patriarchates as to the validity of Anglican




Orders. Thus the Orthodox Patriarchs salute the Archbishop of
Canterbury as brother—a mode of address which according to
Orthodox practice would have been impossible if they had not taken
for granted the validity of the Apostolic Episcopate of the Anglican
Church.

Further, as they studied the history of the English Church in our
Archives XV—XIX and in our Prayer Book, Ordinal and other
farmularies, Orthodox Theologians found that in spite of certain
difficulties those documents were at least very susceptible of an inter-
pretation which satisfied Orthodox desiderata and the more they
examined the matter, the more they found that neither in regard
to the external aspect of the Apostolic Succession nor in regard to
its inner significance, was the Papal condemnation of Anglican
Orders warranted.

It was thus that as early as 1898 the Russian Professor Bulgakov
and—about the same time—Professor Sokolov published memor-
able monographs in which they concluded that all that was needed
for the acceptance of the validity of Anglican Ordinations by the
Orthodox Church was a Synodical declaration of our bishops that
they believe themselves to be in the true line of inner and external
succession to the Apostles in the sense in which the Orthodox
Church understands that succession.

In itself, those monographs were a great advance but, of course,
they embody no more than expressions of individual opinion and,
though the fact that they were uncontested was typical of the
gradual change from prejudice to understanding, they were not
authoritative. i

In 1903, my old friend, Professor Chrestos Androutsos, whose
judgment, precisely because he is pre-eminently a strict and
conservative theologian, had great weight, published his memorable
treatise on Anglican Ordinations.® In that work he reached much
the same judgment as Bulgakoff and Sokolov, but with greater
theological science.

Weighty though Androutsos’ authority was and is among Greek
theologians, his treatise derived the more weight because of its
provenance.

Instigated by an American Bishop, Dr. Grafton, of Fond du
Lac, who was impetuously enthusiastic to bring about Inter-
communion between the Anglican and Orthodox Churches, four
American Anglican priests had addressed the Ecumenical
Patriarch in 1902 with the embarrassing question as to whether
the Orthodox could and would accept Anglican clergy in their
Orders. As things were, the proposition of that question was a
mistake, and though I had had a humble part in its consideration,

! Grove Campbell’s translation, ““ The Validity of Anglican Ordinati %
Richards, 1909, is not very satisfactory. T ol s Wl

er very vividly how his All Holiness ]qachim 111., who
iv;:":::bof the ygreatesty of the (Beumenical Patriarchs ur}i‘deé. thfi
Turkish Sultans, told me a year or SO ’l’ater tl}at ,?“;: Y lrecl
enquiries had better not be made. Ayo:d, ‘ he gald, t ehorman
proposition of agreements. Wait patl.ently. Things will ali)tl?en
and with larger knowledge on your side and on ours, a positio
Lt ed.’! .
Wl}i)iﬁh(i:::a;ll. was not only a visionary in the field pf Reunion,
but a very wise man. That which he said to me in 1904 wag
almost identical with that which Bishops Worflsworth, Collins an1
Mr. Birkbeck impressed upon me. At tpe time, as was natu.ra,t
having a relatively young man’s impulsiveness, 1 was 1rnpat1e‘;1d
of the advice. Looking back, however, over all that ha}s hap;;enh
in the past twenty-five years, I recognize as prqvxdentla ft e
shelving of that American enquiry by the: appointment of a
Commission of the Holy Synod of Constantmpple to investigate
the question of Anglican Orders and by .the issue by Profes'sor
Androutsos of his brochure by the instruction of that Commlssu:;l
as its interim report. As his All-Holiness told me they woull1 b
things have happened and a position has been cre‘ated. So t a:
1 have realized in dust and ashes that my relatively youthfu
impetuosity of a quarter of a century ago was altogeth'er wron}%‘,
and that as in most matters, so in that of the Reunion of the
Anglican Church with the Orthodox Churches of the East, the
mills of God grind slowly. :
lIlns fact, bet%veen 1902 and the beginning of the .Greaft War in
1914, no single event in the history of the approximation Olf\I the
Anglican and Orthodox Church can be r(?garded as salient. on;
the less, piu si muove. As I have said, those were years }(1)
preparation. Slowly but surely, the number of the Orthodox who
were convinced, or ready to be convinced, that th.e Anglican
Church has not lost the Apostolic tradition and that in her main
current of Faith and Life, she is very akin to the. Orthodox Church,
continually increased. Now and then, as when in 1905, ]?r. Blyth,
the Anglican Bishop in Jerusalem posed a formal question to the
Patriarch Damianos as to whether Anglicans could be adn:utted
to Orthodox Sacraments, and was told that unless a.nd until the
whole Orthodox Church had decided the matter, nothing could be
done, a set-back occurred.

But the contacts increased, the liaison was strengthened, the
desire for union became stronger and more widespread and—
to understand the nature of a problem is the. first stage
of its solution—the difficulties which must be removed before
dogmatic agreement between the two churches began to be
adequately estimated on either side.
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I am bold to risk whatever small reputation I possess as
understanding the spirit and life of the Orthodox Church by saying

that, if the atmosphere could be cleared of confusing side issues,

the essential and cardinal point on which dogmatic agreement
between the two Churches must hinge is as to whether or no the
Faith, i.e., the Truth as it is in the Lord Jesus has been revealed
to men.

* The radical antinomy between Rome and Orthodoxy is as to
whether there exists an organ in Christ's Body the Church, the
precisions of the deposit of Faith precised by which must be
received as incontrovertible by every faithful Christian.

The radical antinomy between extreme Protestantism and
Orthodoxy, as I understand it, is as to whether an explicit and
incontrovertible Revelation—a deposit of Faith—has been
mediated once and for all, which revelation is and has always been
safeguarded, sustained and verified by the Holy Spirit in the
collective consciousness of the members of the Church.

The Orthodox make their appeal to Holy Scripture as plainly
containing that Revelation with no less finality than the most
Evangelical of Protestants and I venture to regard as by no means
desperate, the hope of an ultimate resolution of the apparently
sharp antinomies between the Orthodox theologowmenon that the
organ by which Christ through the Holy Spirit guides the members
of His Church to experience that Revelation is the whole body of
the Apostolic Episcopate and the axiom of the historic Anglican
Evangelical that that Revelation is plain to every man who seeking
the Holy Spirit’s guidance, searches the Scriptures.

'~ The historic Anglican Evangelical is needlessly shy of the

Orthodox postulate that the Holy Spirit has worked and works
to make plain the meaning of Holy Scripture through the whole
body of the Apostolic Episcopate. In advancing that proposition,
the Orthodox do not predicate that any and every precision of the
Faith or decree of the totality of the Episcopate meeting in a
General Council is to be received as incontrovertible and as eo ipso
binding on all faithful Christians. On the contrary, they hold that
such Councils can err and are to be regarded as (Ecumenical
Councils, sc. Councils of the Whole Episcopate guided into the
Truth by the Holy Spirit, when and only when the whole body
of the Church recognizes them by the guidance of the Spirit as
consonant both with Holy Scripture and with the age-long
collective experience of the Gospel by all faithful Christians.

Some twenty years ago I was inclined to work for a special
liaison between those Anglicans who approximated to 'Anglo-
Catholicism and the Orthodox. But as time went on, I have
increasingly realized both that special relations between a section of
Anglicans and the Orthodox can lead nowhither and also that,

apart from being increasingly aware of myaelf as a thorough
Anglican and altogether devoted to the maintenance of thf: unity
of the Anglican Church, dogmatic agreement and ex sequitur
formal Intercommunion between the Anglican Church as a whole
could be achieved without compromise of principle on either side,
if it were not for the presence in the Anglican Church of that
relatively small but not insignificant section wh}ch refuses to agree
that any dogma whatever can be accepted as mcor}trov.ertlble.

For my own part I can never understand how in view of .the
history and the formularies of the Anglican Chu.rc}_les that section
justifies its existence to itself. But to doubt that it 1S cqnsmentlous
and does so justify itself, would be a treachery_ to charity. '

Accordingly, though I cannot perceive how it 1s tlTat th.e section
in Anglicanism which—to me it often appears medwevghst. in its
philosophical anachronisms—describes itself as Mo.de.rmst, is con-
tent to affirm the 39 articles and to retain membership in the Angli-
can Church. I am eager to do to them what I wou%d have them d'o
to me. If it were in my power, therefore, to achieve a dogmatic
agreement with the Orthodox and in doing so to drive th.em out
of the Anglican Church, I could not and would not exercise that
power. ‘ i _ o

God prepares miracles. But until the antinomy 1S resoly
between those who among us believe that an mcontrovert;ble
Revelation has been given to the Church and those who believe
all Revelation to be relative and would cheerfully accept for them-
selves the Russian Khomiakov’s ironic designation of the Lutheran
Churches as a body of good men eagerly seeking after Truth, l?ut
certain that they cannot attain to it, our Union or Intercommunion
with the Orthodox will be difficult, humanly speaking, of achieve-
ment.

But if that full dogmatic agreement which is necessary before
the Anglican and Orthodox Churches can unite did not appear to
be on the horizon thirty years ago, the Orthodox .prmc1p1§ of
Economy permits the Orthodox Church to have practical relations
with other churches of a warm and fraternal nature. #iit

Put very briefly, that principle of Economy is that where it :s
for the good of individual souls or for the advancement of Christ’s
Kingdom in earth, the Church having the right and duty of
exercising the stewardship, i.e., the oikonomia of the lavys of ‘her
household, can relax with the letter of those laws at her discretion.
Such dispensation or economy, however, must in no wise com-
promise the Faith and can rightly be exercised only so far as those
for whom it is exercised, approximate towards Orthodoxy both in
faith and in goodwill. : ‘

At least a very large body of Orthodox theologians hold that




the Orthodox Church cannot recognize as valid in principle any
sacraments except those administered by the Orthodox priesthood.
But where the due succession of the Apostolic Episcopate has been
maintained, where the current of Life and Faith in a Church presents
near kinship to that in their own and where the relations of the
two Churches are characterized by fraternal love, that Economy
can be exercised.

As to the sphere in which it can be exercised, no corporate
decision has been made by the Orthodox Church as a whole and
twenty-five years ago the consensus of Orthodox theologians
pointed to the exclusion of the ministration and reception of the
Sacraments. But in modern times, so far as I am aware, no
authoritative Orthodox theologian has ever questioned the right-
fulness of its exercise in the acceptance of non-Orthodox adherents
to Orthodoxy in their Baptism, Confirmation and Orders when they
have been administered by a priesthood which the Orthodox
authorities can recognize as canonical and valid.

Accordingly pari passu with the great progress made in the past
twenty years in preparing the ground for Anglican-Orthodox
dogmatic agreement, a continually increasing exercise of Economy
has been made possible both by that progress and by the warm
friendship which has grown up between the Churches.

As always in such cases, the imponderabilia which cannot be
scheduled are more important than those events which can be put
in a chronological table.

In this case their common experiences during the Great War
and after, and their reciprocity in mutual service, together with the
love and sympathy born of the unspeakable sufferings of the Greeks
in their martyrdom by seas of blood and by the white death during
their utter extirpation from their home lands in that Asia Minor
which was the cradle of Christian Theological Science, and of the
martyrdom of the Russian Nation in its blood gilt crucifixion by
the Bolsheviks, have created the very atmosphere in which the
two Churches could really come to know each other as sister
churches.

It will be better here for me to notice only a few of the more
symbolic notabilia chronologica of the progress of the past twenty
years.

As I have pointed out the recognition of Anglican Orders by the
Orthodox was so to speak the salient of the advance in regard both
to the formal theological front and to the economical front of their
relations. -

In 1902 when the Holy Synod of Constantinople set up its Com-
mission to investigate Anglican Ordinations, optimism could not
see a favourable decision on the horizon.

In 1922, a Commission of the Holy Synod of Constantinople

rted that on Orthodox principles Anglican Orders presented
:ﬁgosame features which had led the Orthodox Churche.s to accept
Roman Catholic, Coptic, Jacobite, Armenian and Assyrian Orders.
Accordingly it recommended the (Zeumenical Patriarchate to fieclare
and to invite the other autokephalous Orthodox Lhurchgs to declare
the acceptance of their validity. To that recommendation it added
another that Anglicans in isolation and emergency should be
admitted to Orthodox Sacraments and that in like case the Orthodox
should be authorized to receive Anglican Sacraments.

The Patriarch Meletios, of Alexandria, who heads wthe present
Orthodox Delegation to the Lambeth Conference and was‘then
(Ecumenical Patriarch, at once notified Archbishop Davidson
formally of the acceptance of Anglican Ordinatiqns by the Great
Church of Constantinople and issued an encyclical to the other
Orthodox autokephalous Churches inviting them to do the same.

With the exception of the Churches of Jerusalem and Cyprus,
no formal answer has been returned from any Church, the others
having decided to wait until the question has been settled and
conjoint action can be taken by a Synod of the whole Orthodox
Church.

The Constantinople judgment of 1922 has been controvertgd,
however, by no Orthodox theologian and may be taken as having
been generally accepted. . P

The second recommendation was supported with a convincing
precedent by my dear friend, that fine theologian, Professor
Komnenos, who died in 1923 when tending typhus pqtlents among
the refugees from Asia Minor and whose name will always be
remembered as the author of the Commission’s report. In the
twelfth century, Latin prisoners in Egypt were admitteq to Holy
Communion by the Patriarch of Alexandria. That belpg. so, if
Anglican Orders can be accepted as valid, the adm:ssnon of
Anglicans in isolation and in emergency would be precedented.

The (Ecumenical Patriarch naturally decided to reserve action
upon the second recommendation until all the Orthodox autoke-
phalous Churches should have concurred in thfe first. No

pronouncement, therefore, has been made upon it either by it or
by any Orthodox autokephalous Church. j

On the other hand, according to the wise dictum of the Patriarch
Joachim, “things have happened.”

During the War, in England, where thanks to th? work of the
Revs. H. J. Fynes Clinton whose labour and achievements for
our movement can never be adequately recognized and the Rev.
R. M. French, the present secretary of the A. and E.C.A. to form
which E.C.A. and A. and E.—0.C.U. amalgamated in 1916, a
band of Serb theological students was trained at Oxford
under the guidance of Father Nickolai Velimirovic, now Bishop




of Okhrida. Their communion at Anglican altars was frequent. In
many countries of the Near East, Orthodox Bishops authorized
Anglicans to receive communion when in isolation and emergency.
Overseas and especially in U.S.A., the Orthodox in isolation and
emergency resorted, and continue frequently to resort, with the
sanction of their ecclesiastical authorities to Anglican Sacraments.

In the past few years, the Archbishop of Corcyra has ordered his
clergy to communicate those Armenian refugees who are still to be
found in Corfu. Over and above the many Anglicans who have
been admitted by economy when in necessity and isolation to
Communion all over the world by the Orthodox and the Orthodox
who_have been authorized to resort to Anglican altars for Com-
munion, the late Serb Patriarch Dmitri himself communicated
six Angl'icans who were neither in necessity nor isolation to
Com_m.umon—contrary to the usual custom whereby a priest
ac}rmmsters the Sacrament to the communicants at a Patriarchal
Liturgy, he gave it them with his own hands—very publicly in his
Cathedral at Belgrad on our Christmas Day, 1927. And further
glthough her Majesty is an Anglican and a'frequent communicam’i
in tl.le English Church at Bucharest, the Roumanian Patriarch
administers Communion to Queen Marie of Roumania four times
a year.

At 'the same time, it became normal for the Orthodox to welcome
Anglfcan bishops and priests as brother bishops and priests, for
Anglicans and Orthodox to preach in each other’s churches,and
so on.

.On the official side of the movement the appointment by Arch-
blShOp‘ Davidson of our Archbishop’s Eastern Churches
Committee under the chairmanship of Bishop Gore, and the visit
of tl.1e Metropolitan of Demotika and Professor Komnenos as an
official Delegation from the (Ecumenical Patriarchate to the
Larqbqth Conference of 1920—their Report may be read in the
Christian East of September, 1920—were significant.

In. March, 1921, the Locum Tenens of the (Ecumenical
Patrlat:chate came to London to thank Archbishop Davidson for his
cl'xamplonship of the persecuted Orthodox of Turkey and presented
him and.his successors with the Stavropegeion or double-headed
eagle which ‘is worn only by an (Ecumenical Patriarch and which
Dr. Lang will wear when he introduces the Orthodox Delecation
to the present Lambeth Conference—a unique and very s r%bolic
exgresswn olf th}el: relations of the two churches. #

n 1922, the then (Ecumenical Patriarch appoint i
Gerlpanos of Thyatira to be apokrisary, sc. lsgate, i(; ﬁizﬁg::ggp
pawdson, an appointment which was renewed to Archbisho Lanp

'"113ﬁ 192181; There is no precedent for the appointment of sll)xch arglr
o X;a:i S(})r 22 g;ah:go:n?amarch except to an Orthodox Patriarch.

Such circumstances explain the statement of the (Fcumenical
Patriarch to Canon Wigram early this year that the relations of
the two churches had passed from the stage of friendship and had
become fraternal and have led the Pan-Orthodox Commission
which was held last month at Mount Athos to place the relations
of the Anglican and Orthodox Churches as one of the most
pressing items in the agenda of the Pan-Orthodox Pro-Synod, for
the holding of which preparation is being made.

They also indicate why it was that Dr. Lang not only acted on
the recommendation of the Archbishop’s Faith and Order
Committee of which Dr. Headlam is the Chairman, to invite the
(Ecumenical Patriarch to arrange for an official Delegation
representative of all the Orthodox autokephalous Churches to
come to the Lambeth Conference of 1930, but has received with
Delegation with an emphasis and distinction which in his own
words have been calculated to demonstrate to the world the fraternal
relations of the two Churches.

God prepares miracles !

To expect startling results from the visit of the Delegation would
be unduly optimistic, but we may be sanguine that by the work
of the Spirit on the one hand, its discussions with the Bishops
of the Conference may bring the two Churches much nearer to
dogmatic agreement, to Union and to formal Intercommunion, and
that on the other hand, much may be done to solve the problem
which is very urgent overseas, of regularizing by economy the
practical relations of the two churches.

In closing this survey, it is impossible not to refer to the great
work of Archbishop Davidson in the field of Anglican and
Orthodox Union as of every other noble cause.

If it is proper for me to say so—and I am confident that Mr.
Riley and Mr. Fynes Clinton would say I do not exaggerate—
without his zeal, patience, wisdom, courage and greatness of
vision, that which is to-day could never have been. A large book
would be needed to summarize all that he did, and the repercussions
of what he did, to further the movement. That he is not among
us in the flesh to welcome them is a matter of poignant regret not
only to the Patriarch Meletios who knew him well, loved him dearly
and indeed owed to him his life as also the lives of tens of thousands
of his people, but to every member of the Delegation.

The affectionate gratitude with which the Orthodox cherish
his memory is evidenced by the eagerness with which they made
their way on their arrival at Canterbury on July sth, to praise
God for his life and love, and to pray for the peace of his soul
at his grave in the Garth of the Cathedral.

Among the things which the Patriarch Meletios wrote me on
his way from Alexandria that he desired most to do in England,




was to visit Lady Davidson and nothing that he has done
since his arrival in London has delighted him more than the
gratification of that pious wish.

Finally, I may be pardoned for saying that we are indeed happy
that Dr. Lang shared intimately with, and advised Archbishop
Davidson in, his labours for the bringing together of the Anglican
and Orthodox Churches and that he possesses the profound
affection and the full confidence of the Orthodox.

[NoTE: An account of the visit of the Orthodox Delegation,
with photographs, will appear in our next issue.]

LAMBETH CONFERENCE, 1930.

THE INVITATIONS ISSUED BY THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY TO
THE LEADING PRELATES OF THE ORTHODOX CHURCH THROUGH
THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH OF CONSTANTINOPLE, INVITING
THEM TO BE PRESENT AT THE LAMBETH CONFERENCE, I930.

Lambeth Palace,
24th February, 1930.

Most Reverend Archbishop of Constantinople and (Ecumenical
Patriarch, my beloved and dear brother in Christ,

I expect that Your All-Holiness has long been cognizant of the
fact that in accordance with custom the great Conference, which is
held every ten years, of the Bishops of the whole Anglican Com-
munion throughout the world, will once more be assembled here at
Lambeth in July of this year of Our Lord, 1930.

This Conference will open with services of worship in Canterbury
Cathedral, on Saturday, July §th, and in St. Paul’s Cathedral,
London, on Sunday, July 6th. It will meet in full session during
the week, Monday, July 7th, to Saturday, July 12th, and thereafter
for the space of three weeks the Conference will be divided into
groups to consider various subjects touching the spiritual and moral
condition of the Church and of the world. After meeting in full
session for some days, the Conference will close on Sunday, August
Toth, with a Service of Thanksgiving in Westminster Abbey. Subject
to the guidance of the Holy Spirit of God, no matter for discussion
with which the Conference will be occupied will be of greater im-
portance than the question how best, for the service of Almighty God

and for the sake of the Lord Christ, we can strengthen still further
those ties of sympathy and understanding which already exist

between the Anglican Communion and other parts of the Church of
God throughout the world.

THE ORTHODOX DELEGATION WITH THE BISHOP OF LONDON AND MEMBERS OF THE A. AND E.C.A.

AT FuLHAM PALACE.—July 11th, 1930.
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With none do we desire more heartily growth in sympathy, in
mutual understanding and in brotherhood, than with the Holy
Orthodox Churches of the East. I remember with satisfaction the
presence of some representatives of the Orthodox Churches on the
occasion of the Lambeth Conference held in London in 1920. I
remember with joy all that has happened since which has brought
the Anglican and Holy Orthodox Churches yet closer to each other.
And I recall especially Your All-Holiness’ own words in your letter
to me written only last December wherein you testify to the fact that
on your part “ nothing will be left undone to maintain unbroken and
to develop further our mutual brotherly relations.”

In consequence I now write to Your All-Holiness as occupying, in
some sense, among the venerable Patriarchs and Metropolitans of the
Holy Orthodox Churches the position of primus inter pares, to invite
you, even at this comparatively late hour, to consider whether you
would be able and willing to secure that a representative deputation
of, let us say, some ten or twelve persons, discreet and well-learned
theologians, and widely representative of the Autocephalous Churches
as well as of the Church of Constantinople itself, should be present in
London, not later than the first of July, in order to take counsel with
various representatives of the Anglican Communion on the subject
of our mutual relations.

Tt would, I think, be necessary that such a deputation should
remain in England from (about) July 1st to (about) July 1gth. They
would thus have opportunity during the first ten days to attend the
great services of which I have spoken and to consult with members of
our long-existing Eastern Churches Committee, and, during the last
part of their stay, with a group of Bishops, members of the Lambeth
Conference, who would be nominated by the Conference on or about
July 8th. I should of course make myself responsible for securing
reception and hospitality during their stay in England for such as
Your All-Holiness might send. It would be well if some of the dele-
gation, though by no means recessarily all of them, should be them-
selves Bishops. It would be, as I have said, particularly welcome to
me if those who came represented as many as possible of the Auto-
cephalous Churches.

Finally, if and when I hear from Your All-Holiness that you are
willing and have been able to secure some such delegation as we
desire, T should wish to write later on to invite personally those whom
you name to me as likely and able to come, and I should write to
them through the venerable Patriarchs and Metropolitans under
whose special jurisdiction they may be, and I would desire Your All-
Holiness, if you are willing to attempt to assemble this delegation, to
inform the various authorities of the Churches that I should myself
thus be writing to them later.

I am conscious, Your All-Holiness, that I am laying a heavy task




upon you. But I am encouraged in my action by the conversations
which I have had with your representative here in London,
Archbishop Germanos, whose friendly help and wise counsel I
increasingly appreciate, and I have asked him to supplement this
letter from myself with any remarks and comments which he may
deem to be of use and service.  Nor will Your All-Holiness fail to
recognise the great benefits which by the blessing of God might follow
the association, before Him and before all the world, of the Holy
Orthodox Church in this way, and by this means with the Anglican
Lambeth Conference. We cannot ask even the Bishops of your
Church or of other Churches to be members of the Lambeth Confer-
ence itself. But we can and do hereby ask them to join with us in
prayer and in consultation in the closest touch with it ; and I do not
doubt that, if this may still be possible, it will prove to have been well
worth attempting.

May the All-wise and Almighty God have Your All-Holiness in
His keeping. May He continue to protect the Church whose shepherd
you have been called to be, and, praying with you and in your own
words that we may press on to that day when all who believe in and
love the One Lord and Saviour of us all may indeed be one,

I remain,
Your All-Holiness’
Beloved brother and servant,
(Signed) ¥« CosmMo CANTUAR.

II. RepLy oF THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH.

Most Reverend Archbishop of Canterbury and Primate of all England,
Lord Cosmo, my brother beloved and Jonged for in Christ our God,
grace be to your reverence, and peace, from God our Father and
Our Lord Jesus Christ.

With joy we reply to the honoured letter of your Reverence, which
you were pleased to direct to us, and through us to all our Sisters,
the Orthodox Autocephalous Churches, being a courteous invitation,
so that at the coming assembly of the Anglican Bishops, in the
general conference of Lambeth, that will be held in London according
to the custom of the revered Anglican Church, there may be present,
for the manifestation and strengthening of the mutual bonds of love
and honour, a general representation of our Orthodox Church com-
posed of a delegate of each Autocephalous Church.

We proceed to declare, that both our great Church of Christ, and
all our sister Orthodox Churches, to which we hastened to make it
known, have received this courteous invitation with great joy, as all

have already announced to us, and from each one by the help of God
some will come and be present at the said great conference of the
revered and beloved Anglican Church, according to your courteous
desire, and the representation of our Orthodox Church will be general.

We make known to you, in what follows, that the men chosen and
named by each one of the Autocephalous Orthodox Churches as
members of the general Orthodox representation in your great
Conference of Lambeth are :—As representative of our Church of
Constantinople, our beloved Germanos, supreme Metropolitan of
Thyatira, and Exarch of Western and Northern Europe. As repre-
sentative of the Church of Alexandria, Meletios, himself the all-holy
and all-blessed Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria. As representative
of the Church of Antioch, Ignatius, most Holy Metropolitan of
Epiphania. As representative of the Church of Jerusalem, Timotheus
the most Holy Archbishop of Jordan. As representative of the
Church of Cyprus, the most pious Leontios, Metropolitan designate
of Paphos. As representative of the Church of Hellas, the most
learned Archimandrite Constantinides, chief priest of the Orthodox
community in London. As representative of the Church of Serbia,
Irenzus, the most holy Metropolitan of Novi Sad. As representative
of the Church of Roumania, Nectarius, the most Holy Metropolitan
of Bukovina, and as representative of the Orthodox Church in
Poland, its most blessed leader, Dionysius, Metropolitan of Warsaw.
Further, we make known to you that as concerns the Church of
Russia—as we have already information in answer to our letters—
if there be no insuperable external obstacle, there will be appointed
two representatives, one from each of the two great divisions, the
“ patriarchal ” and the “ synodal.” Theit names, so soon as they
shall have been appointed and made known to us, we will make
known to you by telegraph.

We pray that God, granting that the fruit of this great conference of
your Church may be rich, may bring this coming gathering of yours
to all good, and may also give his blessing, so that the new and great
coming together and contact of our Churches, that will take place at
this opportunity by the coming and the presence of Orthodox repre-
sentatives, yea of representatives of all the Orthodox Churches, sent
independently, may be fruitful and lead to good results, so far as
concerns the closer knitting together, and the progress of the rela-
tions of our Churches, so that by it good service may be done to the
work of the peace of Christ and the inflaming of general Christian
love and solidarity.

So, embracing that Love in the Lord, we remain, with love, the
beloved brother of your exalted Reverence, in Christ,

Protios oF CONSTANTINOPLE.
May 14th, 1930.




III. EncycLicAL LETTER SENT By THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH

OF CONSTANTINOPLE TO ALL RULERS OF ORTHODOX AUTOCEPH~-
ALOUS CHURCHES.

To the Most Blessed Lord, Metropolitan (or Patriarch) of
2 dd,rthe beloveig brother and fellow-minister of our Humility ;
e address your Reverence wi i '
o Ifthe i with great pleasure, embracing you
The Reverend Archbishop of Canterbury, Cosmo Lang, h:
known to us by letter that, agreeably tou‘gl’e custom of t%e zrslgrlrif::
Church, it is intended to gather together in this year, in the month
of July, in London, the general conference of the Anglican Bishops
that meets every ten years, and is called the *“ Lambeth Conference.’””
He ha§ expressed his desire that there shall come to this Conferent;e
(the subjects of the activity of which, etc., are defined in part of his
letter), and be present at it, representatives of the Orthodox Churches |
and he suggested that, supposing this proposition to be received n{
friendship, suitable representatives should be selected from each
ggllfl:i?lx Church, 1;1)1at tlfley might present themselves to the said
ce, as members of a ¢ issi isi
e ommon Orthodox Mission, comprising
Having regard then to the tightening of the relati
bonds of our Holy Orthodox Church gWith the augt(l):ts znngliz:::
Ch'll.l'C}'l, and the fact that common Christian meeting and contact in
Christian gatherings and conferences of this kind, has often been of
great pr9ﬁt for the inflaming of Christian love and solidarity, and for
the service and progress of the work of the peace of Christ, ’we with
our own Holy and Sacred synod have most gladly accepted this
klpdly nvitation, and are proposing to appoint our own represent-
ative to the said Conference, and we are confident that the other
sister Churches to whom as requested we communicate this proposal
will themselves also accept this proposal of the august Archbishop oi’
Ca.ntefbury and will elect each for herself, her own representative to
the said Conference, and will announce to us in good time the accept-
ance of the ix.wita,tion and the name of the elected representatise
that we may in good time inform the august Archbishop of Canter:
bury, from wl.lom an official invitation will be sent to each Church
Therefore, in sending this information to Your All-Holiness a;1d
forwz.irdlng with it a copy of the letter of the Archbishop of Canter,b
rel:ftlve tohthis matter, we expect that your own love will speeduillg
perform what is needful, and i i
i g et that we shall receive a corresponding
‘T}‘ms, on the subject of the assembling of our ge
Mission we think it necessary—if we may give a brtihii@l h%r':il?t(li;z
persons selected as representatives should have a sound theological
training, and be possessed of one and the same European languagle-—
French or German—so that they may communicate directly with one

another. Further, as we have the information needful, we suggest
that it would be well that the representatives should be in London
from the 20th of June onward, so that they may not only be able to
discuss matters with the ‘Sojourning Commission " before the
beginning of the work of the Conference, but also may be able to
come to a mutual understanding, and may mark out the manner of
their work.

We suggest this also. The representatives must recognise that it
will be needful for them to recognise that they will be responsible for
looking after themselves in days before the 1st and after the 19th of
July, and that the costs of their journey and return will fall on them-
selves, with any other expense, unconnected with their board and
lodging during the days mentioned. It is proper that those who are
of episcopal rank should have their full official robes with them, or at
least cope and pastoral staff, and all clergy, clerical dress, with the
“ Dignitary’s Hood,” if worn.

We inform you further that, instead of the two representatives of
the Russian parties, mentioned in the letter of the Archbishop of
Canterbury, seeing that these two parties cannot be regarded as
essential representatives of the Russian Church, we have written, by
decree of our synod, to our representative in Moscow, and suggested
that he shall use efforts to secure that one representative from each of
the two great parties, the Patriarchal and the Synodal, shall be
appointed for the forthcoming Lambeth Conference, that so our
sister Church of Russia may be more validly represented, and that
maybe there may be profit for her from this common meeting and
co-operation in foreign parts, of the representatives of the two parties.

Thus, embracing you in the Lord, we remain, in brotherly love,

Your All-Holiness’ loving brother in Christ,

April 15th, 1930. ProTiOS OF CONSTANTINOPLE.

(To the Locum Tenens of the Patriarchal Throne of Antioch,
Arsenius, Metropolitan of Laodicea. “Tf the conditions, under
which your Holy Church now continues, render the selection of a
fitting representative difficult, we suggest that the duty of repre-
sentation in the Conference might be undertaken by the repre-
sentative of our Great Church in Christ, if that be desired.)

IV. REpPLY OF THE POPE AND PATRIARCH OF ALEXANDRIA TO THE
(ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH.

To Photios, All-Holy Archbishop of Constantinople—which is New
Rome—and Ecumenical Patriarch, Meletios, Pope and Patriarch
of Alexandria and of all Africa, sends holy greeting in the Risen
Christ.

The necessary and urgent answer to the letter of your All-Holiness
number 694 despatched on the 17th of last month, was given in tele-
graphic form on the 7th of this month to the effect that we had
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received the invitation to take part in the Orthodox representation
at the coming Lambeth Conference, and that we propose to take part
in it personally.

To us, too, when we examined this matter in synod with our fellow-
pastors, it appeared that this gathering of the Anglican Hierarchy in
Lambeth Palace is a most excellent opportunity for the promoting of
the relations of friendship and brotherliness that exist between the
most Holy Orthodox Church and the Anglican, relations that have
existed from the days of Cyril Lucar, the distinguished predecessor,
both of our Humility and of Your All-Holiness. The Holy Church
of Christ in the East for a long time has held this in honour and love,
and has the desire to draw her to Orthodox Church unity, that
Orthodoxy may be magnified, not only in the East but also in the
West and in all the world. -

Therefore we praise Your All-Holiness, for that you have received
so courteously the invitation of His Grace the Archbishop of Canter-
bury on behalf of his Church and that you readily made known the
invitation and its reception to the rest of the Christian brotherhood,
that the other Holy Churches may be moved to imitation, and that
the representation may be not partial only, but pan-Orthodox,
appointed both to speak and to hear words of peace and love in its
fellowship with the Anglican hierarchy, bearing forward the work of
the unity of the Churches, that work that is so high and holy, and so
desired by every Christian heart.

While it is certain that there are many points that separate the
two Churches, and neither they who give nor they who receive the
invitation expect the Descent of the good of Unity immediately, yet
none the less it is clear that the grace of the Spirit is guiding us both
through human ways to a meeting with one another. Therefore,
great is the reward Jaid up in the heavens for the shepherds of either
Church, who pray while believing and work while they pray, that the
severance may be cut short, and the middle wall of partition speedily
taken away, that so we two first, and others after may become One,
as the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit are One, and by the
completion of the unity of all, the world may know that Jesus Christ
was sent into the world, that the world might be saved through Him.

We too are making ready for our sojourn oversea, under the
guidance of the Comforter, expecting to be in London a week before
the opening of the Conference, that we may be united there with the
rest of the members of the representation of the Holy Orthodox
Church, and form, in common, the programme of our contact with the
Hierarchy of the Conference. It would be useful if we could be
informed, as soon as may be, by Your All-Holiness, which of the
Sister Churches will take part in the representation, and who will be
the representatives.

i hose who believe
Lord, Who prayed for the unity of all thos
inhli-?gn?ul-rlimelf directpthe thoughts, words, and actions of us all,
according to His holy will.

vED BROTHER
7108 OF ALEXANDRIA, THE BELO
o ' oF YOUR ALL-HOLINESS.

Alexandria, May 12th, 1930.

V. REPLY OF THE ARCHBISHOP or CYPRUS TO THE (ECUMENICAL
PATRIARCH.

i i Patriarch, our right dear,
To Photios, the All-Holy (Ecumenical ) :
beloved and desired brother and fe]loyv—worl;er in Chns(,;c our Lord,
and God, hearty brotherly greeting in Christ our God.

i f Your All-Holiness
have received safely the honouyed }etter o
(n?rﬁbe?%%, of the 15th ultimo), with its enclosure—a translated
copy of the letter of the august Archbishop. of (‘Zanter})ury,‘ Cosxl}fﬂ
and we have read the same with great attention, 1 conjunction w1

our Holy Synod, that we summoned, in extraordinary session, for
i i 0S€. ¢ W
tmfnsgzgl;l, I\:vuggnnounce at once to Your All-Holiness, télat l:iawgg
made trial of the thoughts of ourselves and of‘ the Holy ynot ,1;01
being of the same opinion with them, we do desire that (f)u;l mgs ﬁcai
Church shall be represented in the general cor}ference o ’cf e ang
Bishops, the Lambeth Conference, in the coming moth 0 g y- Wl
Therefore we have appointed as our .representa.tlve t ereu;1 v
most Pious Leontios Metropolitan Designate of Ifaphltl)js, :v (;)i !
now in America, and will in a few days ’t3e completing sds u e(i
and who on his return hither will be passing through Lon V‘;)n,hane
will represent our Church at the afore_szud Conference. . e g.f\‘zﬂ
already forwarded to him the appropriate letters and the nee
ms\?\;:crﬁﬁrslf .inform your beloved All-Holiness that on Sz?turda}y last,
some hours before the reception of your telegram dealing V\(lth t}::-
subject, we telegraphed to you of your own accord, narrgng :a
representative in the Lambeth Conference. We do earnestly ;:c iny
to our Lord and Saviour that He will show forth this commgﬁ ;nale)elz ti
and contact between the Anglicans and _Orthodox as pr‘oh 31 11
His Church and to the world, and embracing you again with the kiss
ve, we remain, i
i ’?;Ztltzgilg glgrother in Christ of your revered All-Holiness, and your

d
w1 CyriL oF CYPRUS.

May 12th, I930.
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VI. TELEGRAPHIC DESPATCHES ON THE SAME SUBJECT
Alexandria. 7.5.30.
Protios, Ecumenical Patriarch, Phanar.

If God will, we will take i ‘
: will, part personall
ation designed for the Lambetﬁ Conferznt:r:a.t B

MEeLETIOS, Patriarch.

Antioch, 12.5.30.
Prorios, All-Holy Patriarch, Phanar.

The representative of Anti i
il ntioch for Lambeth is the Metropolitan of

METROPOLITAN ARSENIUS, Patriarchal Locum Tenens

Jerusalem, 14.5.30.
Prorti0s, Patriarch, Phanar.

Timotheus Archbishop of i
e p of Jordan will represent our Church at the

Dawmr i
Belgrade, 12.5.30. R
Protios, (Ecumenical Patriarch, Constantinople.

In reply to your tele, i
y gram we inform you that i
in the Lambeth Conference is Irenzus, Bsilshop of g:)l‘rdrgggesentatlve

Bucharest, 12.5.30. BARNABAS, Patriarch.

(ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE, Phanar.

Our representative i i i
bt P! ative in London is Nectarius, Metropolitan of Buko-

gl Myron, Patriarch.

Prortios, (Ecumenical Patriarch.
Leontios, Metropolitan Desi
, > ignate of Paphos, will
Church of Cyprus in the Conference of Lamlr;eth. We ;igmwi?tlgxgt -
" ¥
W RCHBISHOP OF CYPRUS.
: Prorios, All-Holy Patriarch, Phanar.
wish to take part personally i
> ta y in the Lambeth Conf
therefore will inform you by telegraph as soon as poszrilbféence' 95
Dionysius, Metropolitan (of Polish Church).

PREVIOUS LAMBETH CONFERENCES AND THE
ORTHODOX EAST.

(A Record of Reporls, Resolutions, elc., extracted from “The Six
Lambeth Conferences” by permission of the publishers, S P.C.K.)

The Third Lambeth Conference (1888).
FroM THE ENCYCLICAL LETTER.

« The Conference has expressed its earnest desire to confirm and
to improve the friendly relations which now exist between the
Churches of the East and the Anglican Communion. These Churches
have well earned the sympathy of Christendom, for through long ages
of persecution they have kept alive in many a dark place the light
of the Gospel. If that light is here and there feeble or dim, there is
all the more reason that we, as we have opportunity, should tend
and cherish it ; and we need not fear that our offices of brotherly
charity, if offered in a right spirit, will not be accepted. We reflect
with thankfulness that there exist no bars, such as are presented to
communion with the Latins by the formulated sanction of the
Infallibility of the Church residing in the person of the supreme
pontiff, by the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception, and other
dogmas imposed by the decrees of Papal Councils. The Church of
Rome has always treated her Eastern sister wrongfully. She
intrudes her Bishops into the ancient dioceses, and keeps up a system
of active proselytism. The Eastern Church is reasonably outraged
by these proceedings, wholly contrary as they are to Catholic
principles ; and it behoves us of the Anglican Communion to take
care that we do not offend in like manner.

« Individuals craving fuller light and stronger spiritual life may,
by remaining in the Church of their baptism, become centres of
enlightenment to their own people.

« But though all schemes of proselytising are to be avoided, it is
only right that our real claims and position as a historical Church
should be set before a people who are very distrustful of novelty,
especially in religion, and who appreciate the history of Catholic
antiquity. Help chould be given towards the education of the
clergy, and, in more destitute communities, extended to schools for
general instruction.”

RESOLUTION.

[17] * That this Conference, rejoicing in the friendly communica-
tions which have passed between the Archbishops of Canterbury and
other Anglican Bishops, and the Patriarchs of Constantinople and
other Eastern Patriarchs and Bishops, desires to express its hope
that the barriers to fuller communion may be, in course of time,




removed by further intercourse and ext: i
: ended enlightenment.
::qnlfl?rence commends this subject to the devou% prayers of {ﬁz
(?}I;i S :;la,na;ng hr:ci)(;mnb:ngis that the counsels and efforts of our fellow-
s shou rected to the encouragement of i
reformation in the Eastern Churches, rather tlim to tltl’e g::f:f?nal
away from them of individual members of their Communion.” 3

REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE.

“ Your Committee regard the friendly feelings manifes
ZzzpCI:Era;l']l‘flgn:se O{_tﬁlodo:f: Ifl‘.iastem Commgnion as atﬁattzg'mg:
¢ : i ese feelings inspire the hope tha
dcllftanl'f1 time closer rela.tlons may be established bé')c:veen tthittxz
urches. Your Committee, however, are of opinion that any hast
011'_ 1§ll;zons1dered' step in this direction would only retard the accom}i
?OIS . ((eint of this hol?e. Our expectations of nearer fellowship are
A;lcl;l b? hupon the friendly tone of the correspondence which the
g ishop of Cantf:rbury and his predecessors have held from time
o time with Patriarchs of the Orthodox Church, and upon the
cAoll;dlghty qf the welcome given by the heads of ,that Church to
- gh:an BlSh(?pS and clergy, such as the Bishop of Gibraltar, who
b veh rav.e%led in the E?.st. Additional grounds of hope are furnished
y the visit of t_krchblshop Lycurgus to England in 1870, by the
copversatlon which passed between him and the present ]?;isho of
Winchester at Ely, by the words which Archbishop Lycurgus Esed
at the conclu519n of the second Conference held at Bonn ; and b
tl(lit(air request which the Qrthodox Patriarch of Jerusalem, recentli:
31,3 1 essgd to the Archbishop of Canterbury, that the Anglican
q;z]:g:slc }ntger]?alem should be reconstituted, and that the head-
o ; ;i
Sanbiogy ol seeW lllse};? should be placed in that city rather than at
« We reflect with thankfulness that there exis
presented to (Eo.mmunion with the Latins by thetf:r(:rf’;lrai’efiu:};s::t?;ﬁ
of the.: Infallibility of the Church residing in the person of the Supreme
Pontiff, by thf& doctrine of the Immaculate Conception andpother
noxeév dogma: 1mposedu}3y the decrees of later Councils. ,
e must congratulate the Christian world that, t
research of a Greek Metropolitan, literature has been latelll;o:r;g:ilcl?gg
I?y the recovery of an ancient document which throws unexpected
hg'l‘ltl upon the early deyelopment of ecclesiastical organization.
i drt would pot b? nghtf however, to disguise from ourselves the
indrances wh1<3h exist on either side. The first and most formidable
of these is the disputed clause inserted in the Creed of Constantinople
farroneously ca]l_ed the Nicene Creed, without any Counciliar autlfor:
ity, by tI'le Latm_ Church. This clause, which has the prescription
Pf centuries, and is capable of being explained in an orthodox sense
it may be very difficult to remove. Another barrier to full under'-

standing between the Orthodox Eastern Church and ourselves would
be the extreme importance attached by that Church to trine
immersion in the rite of Baptism, which practice, however, there is
nothing to prevent our Church from formally sanctioning. We, on
the other hand, experience a somewhat similar difficulty as regards
the Eastern rite of Confirmation, which we can hardly consider
equivalent to ours, inasmuch as it omits the imposition of the Bishop’s
hands, and is usually conferred upon unconscious infants ; yet we
do not regard this as requiring members of the Orthodox Church to
receive our Confirmation. It would be difficult for us to enter into
more intimate relations with that Church so long as it retains the use
of icons, the invocation of the Saints, and the cultus of the Blessed
Virgin ; although it is but fair to state that the Greeks, in sanction-
ing the use of pictorial representations for the purpose of promoting
devotion, expressly disclaim the sin of idolatry, which they conceive
would attach to the bowing down before sculptured or molten
images. Moreover, the decrees of the second Council of Nicza,
sanctioning the use of icons, were framed in a spirit of reaction against
the rationalizing measures, as they were regarded, of the iconoclastic
Emperors. The Greeks might be reminded that the decrees of that
Council, having been deliebrately rejected seven years afterwards
by the Council of Frankfort, and not having been accepted by the
Latin Church till after the lapse of two centuries, and then only under
Papal influence, cannot be regarded as binding upon the Church.

« ¥ our Committee would impress upon their fellow-Christians the
propriety of abstaining from all efforts to induce individual members
of the Orthodox Eastern Church to leave their own communion. If
some be dissatisfied with its teaching or usages, and find a lack of
spiritual life in its worship, they should be advised not to leave the
Church of their baptism, but by remaining in it to endeavour to
become centres of life and light to their own people ; more especially
as the Orthodox Eastern Church has never committed itself to any
theory that would make it impossible to reconsider and revise its
standards and practice.

« Your Committee think it desirable that the heads of that com-
munion should be supplied with some authoritative document setting
forth the historical facts relating to our orders and our position in the
Catholic Church ; as much misconception appears still to prevail on
this subject. Your Committee feel that the position which England
now occupies in Cyprus and in Egypt places in our hands exceptional
opportunities of elevating the moral and spiritual life of our Eastern
brethren. Especially may this be done by introducing or promoting
higher education : any help given in this way we have reason to
believe would be warmly welcomed. We rejoice to know that schools
have lately been established at Constantinople and elsewhere for the
purpose of supplying education to those who are in training for the




f'ninistry. In the more general diffusion of knowledge
;?sa;r;ctors ?if tlie peofple lies the best hope of thatgmsz?lgilg\.ls;(;gf
: ing and esteem for which
B the heads of the Orthodox Church
“ Your Committee cannot be expected to deal se i
other Churches of the East, among I\:vhich the Amergzjla:;geg tcloﬂ;:
the lar.gest and most important. Approaches have been made to us
from. time to tir.ne by Bishops and other representatives of this com-
munion, appealing for aid in support of educational projects for the
instruction pf their own people. The Armenian Church lies under
?he imputation of heresy. But it has always protested against this
imputation, afﬁ'rming the charge to have arisen from a misconception
of its formularies. The departure from orthodoxy may, perhaps
pave been more apparent than real ; and the erroneous element m,
its creefi appears now to be gradually losing its hold upon the moral
and religious consciousness of the Armenian people.

5 In. Fega.rd to other Eastern communities, such as the Coptic
Abygsxma.m, Syrian, and Chaldean, your Committee consider that our,
position in the East involves some obligations. And if these com-
munities have fallen into error, and show a lack of moral and spiritual
life, we musi.: recollect that but for them the light of Christianity in
these countries would have been utterly extinguished, and that the
h'ave suffered for many centuries from cruel oppression and persecu}-,
tion. If we should have opportunity, our aim should be to improve
their mental, moral, and religious condition, and to induce them to
ret}lm to the unity of the faith without prejudice to their liberty
This we take to be the purpose of the Assyrian Mission set on foot by;
the late Archb-lshop of Canterbury, and continued by his successor

#in co.ncluswn, we would call attention to the fact that in the E.ast
advance is slow, and even in the West we find differences perpetuate
themselves, owing to national peculiarities, hereditary prejudices
and o?her causes, in spite of real wish for unity. We think that,:
Christians need to be cautioned against impatience in expecting quick

results. Such impatience argues imperfect trust in the ultimate

fulfilment of j i :
o ent o Our Lord’s prayer for His people that they * all may be

The Fourth Lambeth Conference (1897).

RESOLUTION.

L 36] “ That the Archbishops of Canterbury an
Bishop of ;ondon be requestedpto actasa Com?nittt(ale Svi?trlll{ pzt)nvs(fierﬂzg
add to their number, to confer personally, or by correspondence with
the Orthodox Eastern Patriarchs, the ¢ Holy Governing Synod ’ of
the Church gf Russia, and the chief authorities of the various Eastern
Churches, with a view to consider the possibility of securing a clearer

understanding and of establishing closer relations between the
Churches of the East and the Anglican Communion ; and that under
the direction of the said Committee arrangements be made for the
translation of books and documents setting forth the relative positions
of the various Churches, and also of such Catechisms and Forms of
Service as may be helpful to mutual understanding.”

REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE.
“ The Sub-Committee appointed to consider the question of
¢ Church Unity ’ in its relation  to the Churches of the East,’ find
themselves confronted by a subject so extensive in its range, that
they can only hope to deal with it in outline, and to indicate some
general principles which it is necessary to bear in mind. They would
begin by recalling the reference to this subject which is found in the
Encyclical letter of the Lambeth Conference of 1888. g
« ¢ The Conference has expressed its earnest desire to confirm and
to improve the friendly relations which now exist between the
Churches of the East and the Anglican Communion. These Churches
have well earned the sympathy of Christendom, for through long
ages of persecution they have kept alive in many a dark place the
light of the Gospel. If that light is here and there feeble or dim,
there is all the more reason that we, as we have opportunity, should
tend and cherish it ; and we need not fear that our offices of brotherly
charity, if offered in a right spirit, will not be accepted.’
“ The manifestations of friendly feeling referred to in this passage
have been even more remarkable during the intervening period of
nine years. It is enough to instance the cordial welcome given to the
present Bishop of London when, as Bishop of Peterborough,
he attended last year the Coronation of the Czar, and the still more
recent demonstrations of brotherly regard which were manifested on
the occasion of the late visit of the Archbishop of York to Russia.
Tt is impossible not to see in these events a very hopeful indication
of increasing desire on their side, as well as ours, to bring about a
clearer understanding and closer relations between these two branches
of the Church of Christ. They tend to emphasise and to confirm
the numerous expressions of goodwill which have been exchanged
during a long course of years between prelates and other ecclesiastics
of the Anglican and Eastern Churches. A cordial reception was
given by the four Patriarchs of the East to the revival of the Bishopric
which represents the Anglican Communion at the Mother-City of
Christianity, and this attitude has been constantly maintained, and
has been one of uniform goodwill and helpfulness. The Committee
do not forget that it is easy to misunderstand and to overestimate
the value of such kindly words and friendly actions. But after every
allowance is made, there remains enough to strengthen the hopes and
to gladden the hearts of those whose minds are set upon the promoting
of closer relations between the Churches of the East and the Anglican

Communion.



‘It is now the duty of the Committee to suggest some of the means
by which this good work may be furthered, and, if God will, finally
accomplished. One of the difficulties which stand most prominently
in the way is the ignorance which prevails on either side as regards
the position of the other. With a view to diminish or to remove this
hindrance the Committee are of opinion that a systematic effort
should be made to bring before the Ecclesiastics of the Eastern
Churches in their own tongue the services of the Anglican Churches,
particularly the Office for Holy Communion, along with such other
statements of doctrine and of practice as may seem most likely to
be helpful ; and on the other hand to procure the translation into
English of the Liturgies and authorized Catechisms of the Churches
of the East. Asregards the latter undertaking, the Committee would
call attention to the excellent work which has been done during the
past thirty-five years, first by the Russo-Greek Committee of the
General Convention of the American Church, and afterwards by the
Ecclesiastical Relations Commission of the same body, as well as
by more than one voluntary association working in connection with
the Church of England.

“ Your Committee would further suggest the appointment of a
Committee, with authority to communicate with the Orthodox
Eastern Patriarchs, the ‘ Holy Governing Synod ’ of the Church of
Russia, and the chief authorities of the various Eastern Churches,
in order to ascertain how far it may be possible, without sacrifice of
principle, to take steps towards the promotion of such closer relations.
There is reason to believe that a desire for such action exists on the

part of not a few individuals among the Prelates of the Eastern
Churches, but it is important to know how far this feeling is shared
by the ruling authorities of the Churches themselves. It would be
the duty of such a Committee to ascertain by careful inquiry and
friendly communication, and by personal conference where possible,
how far there is any such desire on the part of the Eastern Churches ;
and further in what light it would be regarded by the various branches
of the Anglican Communion. Those who, on either side, are best
acquainted with the important differences which exist between the
teachings and customs of the Anglican and the Eastern Churches,
will best appreciate the difficulties which appear to stand in the way
of their reconciliation ; but they will also most hopefully believe that
when the origin and the character of these divergencies are more
accurately understood many of them will be found to have no
authority from the Churches themselves, and others to be not
incapable of explanation and adjustment. Many of these diverg-
encies have their origin in the different characteristics of oriental
thought and expression and in the differences of temperament which
distinguish the Eastern nations from those of the West ; and similar
difficulties may no doubt exist on their side with regard to ourselves.

The Committee are thankful to recognize and to bring to the' notice
of the Conference the great regard and high reverence which are
shown to the Word of God in the Orthodox Churches of the East, and
the readiness with which they have endeavoured to encourage and
to promote the circulation of the Holy Scriptures among the people
in their own tongues. Above all, the Committee desire to express
their conviction that by united prayer the happy issue will most
surely be found, and they rejoice to know that both.m East and West
there are already a goodly multitude who are offering up such inter-
cessory prayer. In such a matter as this t.here can be no room fo::
faithless fears among those who truly beh.eve in the Holy Ghost
and in His willing power to draw together in the bonds of love the
divided Members of the Body of Christ.”

The Fifth Lambeth Conference (1908).
RESOLUTIONS.

[60] “ This Conference resolves that a letter of greeting be sent
from the Lambeth Conference to the National Council of the Russian
Church about to assemble, and that the letter should be conv:eyed to
the Council by two or more Bishops if possible ; and that His Grace
the Archbishop of Canterbury be respectfully requested to cause such
a letter to be written, and to sign it on behalf of the Conference, and
to nominate Bishops to convey it to the Council.” ‘

[61] “ The Conference respectfully requests tk}e Archbishop of
Canterbury to appoint a Committee to take cognizance of all that
concerns our relations with the Churches of the Orthodox 'East, and
desires that this Committee should be on a permanent basis.”

[62] * The Conference is of opinion that it'should be the‘ recog-
nized practice of the Churches of our Communion (x) at all times to
baptize the children of members of any Churc}'x of the Orthoc'lox
Eastern Communion in cases of emergency, provided that tpe.re isa
clear understanding that baptism should not be again administered
to those so baptized ; (2) at all times to admit members c?f any Qhu:ch
of the Orthodox Eastern Communion to communicate in our
churches, when they are deprived of the ministrations of a priest .of
their own Communion, provided that () they are at that time admis-

sible to Communion in their own Churches, and (b) are not under any
disqualification so far as our own rules of discipline are concerned.”

REPORT OF COMMITTEE.

“ As regards our relations with the Churches of the Orthodox East,
your Committee record with thankfulness the fact that there has
been a steady growth of friendly intercourse between the two Com-
munions during the period which has passed since the.: last La._mbeth
Conference. It will be enough to mention, in illustration Qf this fact,
the healthy mediating influence of the Anglican bishopric at Jeru-




salem, the sending of students from the Orthodox East to the
University of Oxford and of an English student to the Theological
College of the Church of Constantinople in the island of Halki, the
increasing number of voluntary societies in England and America
which are working for the furtherance of intercommunion with the
East, the many friendly visits which have been paid by English and
American Bishops to dignitaries of the Greek and Russian Churches,
and the unvarying courtesy and goodwill with which they have been
received ; above all, the frequent occasions on which the clergy of our
Churches in many lands have been able to minister to Orthodox
Easterns in cases of emergency, and conversely. Whilst they have
no desire to overestimate the effect or the immediate value of things
such as these, they are confident that such interchange of friendly
offices cannot but have a real effect as time goes on.

« Your Committee are of opinion that efforts after unity are in no
sense furthered by a whittling away of our distinctive position, and
hold that whilst we should always be ready to answer the questions
of others as to our own position, we are bound to seek a like satis-
faction at their hands. Nevertheless, they would lay stress upon
the futility of putting definite questions on crucial points of ecclesi-
astical order to individual dignitaries of the Eastern Churches, which
they can only answer in accordance with their existing canons. They
are strongly of opinion that the more satisfactory way is to seize
every opportunity of mutual service, in the sure conviction that
obstacles which now appear insurmountable may in course of time
be found to vanish away. The doubts which have been expressed
in the Greek Churches with regard to Baptism as ministered by us
have already been laid to rest in the sister Church of Russia, where
the question has been investigated and dealt with in the light of
acknowledged facts. We venture to hope that the use which is
already being made, in exceptional circumstances, of the services of
our Ministry may increase and spread until it shall lead to the diffusion
of a more accurate knowledge, and so put an end to the last remaining
doubts on their part on the subject of the validity of our Orders.

“ Your Committee would call attention to Resolution 36 of the
Lambeth Conference of 1897, which ran as follows :—

“ That the Archbishops of Canterbury and York and the Bishop
of London be requested to act as a Committee, with power
to add to their number, to confer personally, or by corres-
pondence with the Orthodox Eastern Patriarchs, the ““ Holy
Governing Synod *’ of the Church of Russia, and the chief
authorities of the various Eastern Churches, with a view to
consider the possibility of securing a clearer understanding
and of establishing closer relations between the Churches
of the East and the Anglican Communion.’

“ They are of opinion that a Committee of this character should
be constituted and made permanent, and that it might well take
cognizance of all that concerns our relations with the Churches of the
Orthodox East. Further, they would lay stress on the fact that all
communications which concern the whole Orthodox Eastern Com-
munion, in order to be effective, must be made to the authorities of
that Communion conjointly, and not to individuals only.

« With a view to a fuller and more effective comity between them
and us, your Committee are of opinion that it should be the recognized
practice of the Churches of our Communion :

“ (1) At all times to baptize the children of members of any
Church of the Orthodox Eastern Communion in cases of emergency,
provided that there is a clear understanding that such baptism is
under no circumstances to be repeated ; :

“(2) At all times to admit properly qualified commuplca.nt
members of any Church of the Orthodox Eastern Communion to
communicate in our Churches when they are deprived of the minis-
trations of a priest of their own Communion.

« Your Committee are also of opinion that in cases where there are
large numbers of Orthodox Easterns dwelling amongst our people,
and without spiritual ministrations of their own, as in many parts
of Canada and of the United States of America, the Bishops more
especially concerned might be advised to communicate with ‘Fhe
Patriarchs or Governing Bodies of the Churches concerned, informing
them of the facts and saying that, in the event of a priest (or priests)
being sent to minister to such Orthodox Easterns, both the Bisl.lop
and his clergy would be glad to extend to him (or them) all possible
help and sympathy. )

« Further, in view of the fact that a National Council of the
Russian Church is about to assemble for the first time for over two
hundred years, your committee are of opinion that it is desirable
that a letter of greeting should be sent from the Lambeth Conference
to this Council, and that the letter should be conveyed to the Council
by two or three Bishops, if possible ; and that His Grace the Presidt?nt

should be requested to cause such a letter to be written and to sign
it on behalf of the Conference, and to nominate Bishops to convey it

to the Council.”

The Sixth I imbeth Conference (1920).
RESOLUTIONS.

[17] “ We desire to express our deep sympathy with the Church
of Russia in the terrible persecution which it has in many places
suffered. We earnestly trust that in the providence of God its
difficulties may be speedily removed, and that it may be enabled in
renewed life and strength so to carry on its work unhindered as to




furth.er, in the life of the Russian people, whatsoever things are true
and just, whatsoever things are lovely and of good report.”

[18] ‘“ The Conference heartily thanks the (Ecumenical Patriarch-
ate for ‘fhe'mission of the Metropolitan of Demotica and others to
confer w1t.h its members on questions concerning the relations between
the Apgl}can and Eastern Churches, and expresses its grateful
appreciation of the great help given to its Committee by the Dele-
gation.”

.[19] “ The Conference welcomes the appointment by t -
bishop of Can!:erl.)ury of an ‘ Eastern Chgfches’ Comm)i'ttt}el: ‘é)l:ha
permanent basis, in pursuance of Resolution 61 of the Conference of
‘1908 ;. and ‘looks. forward hopefully to the work of that Committee
in conjunction with similar Committees appointed in Constantinoplé

and Athens, as helping greatly to forward th -uni i
L e y e cause of re-union with

REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE.

] We'w111 begin by speaking about the Church of Russia. During
thfe earlier years after the last Lambeth Conference our relations with
this Church were probably closer than with any other branch of the
Eastern Church, nor were they interfered with in the first years of
jche ‘War, and after the Revolution in 1917 it was hoped that the
mter.na] reforms which the Russian Church—set free from State
dommance_, and adapting itself to the new conditions of life—was
eqdeavounng. to introduce, might bring about still closer relations
with us. This hope seemed to be confirmed by the fact that one of
the last acts. of the ‘ Great Sobor ’ (Council) summoned by the Holy
Synod was, in September, 1918, to pass a resolution welcoming ‘ the
sincere efforts of the Old Catholics and Anglicans towards union with
the Orthodox Church,’ and calling on the sacred Synod ‘ to organize
a permanent commission with departments in Russia and abroad for
the fqdher study of Old Catholic and Anglican difficulties in the way
of union, and for the furthering, as much as possible, of the speedy
attainment of the final aim.” Scarcely was this resolution passed
before the Church of Russia was subjected to a renewed persecution
the horrors of which have hardly ever been exceeded. This is not’
the p}ace to dwell on the martyrdoms of sixty bishops and hundreds
of priests and other persons. The memory of all these things is in all
our minds ; nor can we forget the way in which the Russian Church
then turned to England, or the pathetic appeals addressed to the
Archb1§hop of Canterbury for help and protection. The Confer-
ence will, we believe, desire to pass a resolution expressing its intense
sympathy with the Russian Church in the terrible trials to which it
has been and apparently still is being subjected. We therefore
append one to this Report. Even now the position in Russia is far
from clear. Information filters through but slowly. But one thing

seems to stand out as certain, viz,, that in the wreck and ruin of all
other institutions, the Church, albeit stripped and despoiled, alone
has survived, though sorely hampered and hindered in the performance
of its work, and we believe that when the opportunity for reconstruct-
ing its proper organization is given to it, it will again look to establish
the friendliest relations with the Anglican Church, relations which we
trust and pray may be more intimate than ever.

« With the Church of Serbia we must also express our deep
sympathy, in view of the calamities and special difficulties which the
War brought upon it. In its hour of trial it turned to England for
help which was readily extended, and it has been a particular privilege
for churchpeople in England to assist in the reconstruction of the
Serbian Church. The entire body of Serbian students for Holy Orders
were at one time receiving their education under the auspices of the
Church of England at Oxford, Cuddesdon, and elsewhere, while
every care was taken to maintain full loyalty to the Serbian Church.
Thus the closest relations were established between members of the
two Churches, largely through the instrumentality of Father Nicholai
Velimirovic, now Bishop of Zicha. At the present moment a number
of Serbian students for Holy Orders are receiving their training in
America, and the same cordial relationships are in existence there.
These things mark a stage in the direction of re-union, the full results
of which will be increasingly manifest in years to come.

“ In Greece also, and indeed in all parts of the East, the War has
profoundly affected our relations with the Orthodox Church. It
has brought the Anglican and Eastern Churches much nearer to each
other. We hear from many different places of remarkable instances
of what we may call informal acts of intercommunion in emergencies
which would have been quite impossible a few years ago, and which
show the close sympathy there is between the two Churches. The
War has changed the attitude of the East to Western Christendom.
We are told that there is a great turning to England and America,
and a desire to know more about us and our Communion, about
which there is still too little known in the East generally. But
partly because of the position of England in the War, and because of
belief in its power, there has been a real stretching out of hands and
a desire shown in more than one quarter to learn and make advances
towards us. It is well understood by this time in the East that we
have no ulterior aims in seeking closer relations with them, and we
are free from the suspicion of any attempt to proselytize, an attempt
which naturally they would bitterly resent. During the last few
years we have had several visits to our shores from distinguished
Eastern prelates, and important Conferences have been held both in
this country and in America for the discussion of doctrinal questions.
We note also the cordial reception accorded to the Bishop of London
and others in their visits to the East, and in particular the position




04 LELLY  WALINEW & RERAY Ak AT &

assigned at the Liturgy to the Bishop of Gibraltar and the Bishop of
Harrisburg, which seems to have gone beyond the extension of
ordinary courtesies. These things will bear fruit in years to come.
Another welcome sign of East and West drawing closer together is
found in the letter from the locum tenens of the (Ecumenical Patriarch-
ate at Constantinople ‘ unto all the Churches of Christ wheresoever
. they be,” which was sent from the Phanar to the Archbishop of
Canterbury. Chief in importance, however, has been the visit of a
special delegation from the (Ecumenical Patriarchate to London, for
purposes of consultation with Bishops attending the Lambeth Con-
ference on relations between the Orthodox and Anglican Com-
munions. This visit was the result of a formal invitation from the
Archbishop of Canterbury to the Locum tenens of the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate at Constantinople. To this visit we have reason to
attach the greatest importance. The delegation, consisting of
Philaretos, the Metropolitan of Demotica, Professor Komninos of
Halki, the Archimandrite Pagonis of London, and the Archpriest
Callinicos of Manchester, was welcomed by the President in full
session of the Conference, and your Committee has had the advantage
of more than one conference with it, at which important questions,
doctrinal and practical, were discussed and full consideration given
to the matters specified in the letter from the Phanar referred to
above, in which letter we would call special attention to the desire
expressed for immediate co-operation in matters of social reform.

“ Along the lines here briefly indicated we believe that we are
steadily moving towards the goal of ultimate re-union. But there is
much still to be done before this is reached, and our progress will not
be less sure because it is slow. We still require to gain greater
knowledge and understanding of each other’s position. Explanations
are needed on both sides, and it is clear that when the day comes for
definite proposals of formal intercommunion to be made, they will
have to be based on a large-hearted tolerance on both sides and a
readiness on the part of each Church to be content with holding its
own uses and practices without attempting to ask for conformity to
them on the part of the other.

“ Meanwhile, we look for much from the Eastern Churches Com-
mittee recently appointed on a permanent basis by the Archbishop of
Canterbury in pursuance of Resolution 61 of the last Lambeth Con-
ference. We are glad to learn that this action has been met by the
appointment of somewhat similar Committees, both at Constant-
inople and at Athens. The American Church has also appointed a
permanent Commission to confer with the Eastern Churches. We
believe that through the action of these Committees further important
steps towards re-union may be taken partly by the free discussion of
doctrinal matters, e.g., the meaning of the Filioque clause, as not
involving any belief on our part in more than one airia in the God-

head, our doctrine of holy orders, the position of the XXXIX Articles,
on all of which matters the Easterns are asking for information, and
partly also by conference on practical matters of moment, such as
the better regulation of mixed marriages, the reciprocal administra-
tion of the Sacraments in cases of emergency, a uniform Kalendar,
possibly involving the appointment of a fixed Easter, and other
questions raised in the Jetter from the Phanar.

“ We need at the present time not only or chiefly to afford to the
Easterns historical evidence of the handing down of our ministry,
but also to explain the doctrinal position held by our Communion.
It is in particular of the first importance, in order to remove Oriental
misconceptions, to make it clear from our formularies that we regard
Ordination as conferring grace, and not only as a mere setting apart
to an ecclesiastical office. It would also (though in a lesser degree)
Dbe a help, as well as a good thing in itself, to restore the true text of
the ¢ Nicene ’ Creed, as it is used in all parts of the East and West,
except in our Communion, by replacing the word ¢ Holy ’ before
“ Catholic and Apostolic Church.’

“ If some of the Eastern Churches’ Committee could visit Athens or
Constantinople for conferences to be held there, such as those already
held in this country and in America, we believe that they would not
only meet with a cordial welcome, but also be able to do much to
remove misconceptions, and to prepare the way for the ultimate
re-union which both Churches alike so earnestly desire, and for which
they make their constant prayer.”

PROTESTANTISM
By the Revp. HUBERT S. Box, B.D.

ROTESTANTISM exists in two main forms, one of which is

consistent with Catholicism, while the other is not. The first
form is a legitimate element in Christianity and has a lawful place
Wwithin Catholicism. Archbishop Laud could insist that the English
Church was Catholic, and yet claim for himself the name of
Protestant. The second form is a perversion of Protestantism, and
is fundamentally incompatible with Catholicism, and, therefore,
with the principles of the Church of England.

According to Dean Inge, Protestantism “is essentially an attempt
to check the tendency to corruption and degradation which attacks
every institutional religion.” It cannot be denied that Christianity,
as it appears in the Acts of the Apostles and in the Epistles is an
institutional religion—that is to say, it is embodied in a visible
society having certain customs and rites and rules which claim to
direct and control the practice and command the allegiance of the
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members. No trace is to be found of any membership of Christ
apart from Baptism; there is no idea of union with Christ apart
from union with the visible community. Christianity made its
appearance in history as an institutional religion. But institutional-
ism may degenerate into a tyranny, and religious authority may
become a despotism. That is what happened in the case of the
Scribes and Pharisees, and Jesus uttered grave warnings against
such ecclesiastical obstinacy. Unfortunately the same spirit of
tyranny reappeared in the Christian Church and was the cause of a
violent reaction.

The movement known as the Reformation was one to which this
country made no original contribution. It was a foreign movement
which did not come to England until it had reached a rather late
stage of its development. ‘

What happened in this country was peculiar. There was not the
same drastic breach with the past that occurred abroad. The
Reformation in England was much more conservative. While,
elsewhere, certain things of the essence of Catholicism were dis-
carded, here these things were retained, so that the Church of
England never lost her Catholic character and remained a true part
of the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church, founded by
Christ. She has preserved the three things which a religious body
must have if it is to be recognized as a part of the Catholic Church.
She holds all the essential truths of the Catholic Faith, she possesses
the sacramental system, and she has kept the Apostolic ministry.
Attempts were made to Protestantize the English Church further
than would have been compatible with her Catholic character, but
they were not successful. Many persons, thinking that everything
traditional and Catholic was popish, wanted to effect a violent breach
with Catholic tradition, and assaulted the historic creed of
the Church. They attacked the Catholic doctrines of Baptism and
the Eucharist and the government of the Church by bishops. But
the English Church clung to her Catholic heritage, and the ultra-
Protestants, realizing at last that their system of religion was quite
irreconcilable with that of the Church, broke away, formed them-
selves into organized bodies and developed their principles in
freedom.

Here we see the second form of Protestantism, the harmful form,
which, not content with attacking abuses which had grown
up round Catholicism, attacked the fundamental principles of
Catholic Faith and practice, and thereby forfeited the right to be
includéd within the pale of the Church of England.

Dr. Lacey declares in the preface to his book, The Reformation
and the People, that “ the one master-mind of the Reformation was
Calvin’s.” Calvinism is the most vigorous form of Protestantism.
Dr. Karl Adam, a Roman Catholic, writes, ““ There is no doubt that

in the Protestant theology of Germany, which a few years ago
appeared to the outside observer as a dry waste over which the hot
wind of a limitless criticism played, wells have suddenly broken
forth; a new sense for the supernatural realities, for God and his
revelation, for faith and miracles, rises up and fights with uncommon
force.” In the writings of Dr. Karl Barth, who has captured the
attention of both Protestants and Catholics in Europe, there is to
be seen “in thoroughly new form but in all its ancient strength—a
resurgence of the Calvinism of Calvin »__to use the words of the
translator of his book, The Word of God and Theology.
What is Calvinism? What is the essence of Calvinism, freed
from what has been accidental in its expression? Calvinism has
been identified in popular thought with something which did not
originate with Calvin at all—the doctrine of predestination.
Calvin was not a pioneer in the assertion of his doctrine. He in-
herited it from previous thinkers. He believed that the Bible taught
that, before they were born—indeed from all eternity—God had
fixed for certain human beings the doom of eternal punishment, and
he did not flinch from declaring reprobation boldly and plainly.
But we are not to see in this doctrine the characteristic features of
Calvinism. As a matter of fact Calvinism is not essentially a
doctrinal system. Calvin’s aim was to bring together religion and
‘morality and to set them up in unbreakable union as directors of
all the activities of human life—to establish firmly the sovereignty
of God. He did not regard religion as a matter of pious emotion,
following on the assurance of being saved. He realized that emotion
was not a trustworthy criterion, and that to allow assurance to vary
with emotion and to permit oneself to be worried by the fluctuations
of one’s feelings meant a waste of energy that might be used for a
better purpose. Here lay the weakness of Luther’s teaching. Calvin
laid the emphasis not on emotion but on dependence upon and
obedience to the will of God. He regarded religion as the acknow-
ledgment of the rule of God over one’s whole life. The important
thing was not whether a man felt that he was one of God’s elect, but
whether his life was such that it proved that he was on the side of
God. Calvin’s doctrine of predestination might have led to a
paralysis of moral endeavour. But it actually did nothing of the
kind. It led to the very reverse of a weakening of moral endeavour.
The consciousness of being accepted by God braced men’s wills and
inspired them to activity. The world was intended to be the king-
dom of God, and it was the duty of those whom God had chosgn_, to
make it so. This shows that the spirit of Calvinism was something
far greater than its letter.

The essence of Calvinism is a magnificent thing. Disentangled
from predestination and reprobation and certain other doctrines that
have clothed it, it lives on wherever God is believed to be supreme,
enthroned as Sovereign over all, “sitting at the loom of time weav-
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ing with wise and loving thought, though it may be with inscrutable
purpose, the web of individual lives.” (A. M. Hunter, The Teach-
ing of Calvin, p. 297.) All that is good and true in Calvinism is
to be found in Catholicism. It was Calvinism in the form of an
anti-Catholic system of religion that strove for the mastery in
England in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and which was
eventually forced out of the English Church.

All that is good and true in Protestantism has its place in
Catholicism. It is perverted Protestantism that is opposed to
Catholicism, and for anti-Catholic Protestantism there is no room
in the Church of England, because the Church of England though
Protestant, is also Catholic, and she is Catholic first and Protestant
afterwards, for her Catholicism is essential while her Protestantism
is only accidental.

THE NEW LAW OF THE SERBIAN ORTHODOX
CHURCH.

By Pror. D. S. MARITCH.

FOR ten years now the Serbian Church has been striving to
secure a law which will regulate the relations between her and
the State. At length, at the end of last year (November) King
Alexander put his signature to a measure called “ The Law regard-
ing the Serbian Orthodox Church ” which put an end to the
uncertain position of the Church in Serbia.

Owing to the lack of such a law in previous years the Serbian
Church has been unable for a decade to regulate either her internal
organization or her relations with the State, and that hindered her
very much in the fulfilment of her mission. Thus from that point
of view alone the great importance of the new law may be estimated.

The new Church law is based on the assumption of the mutual
independence of Church and State. First of all the Church is
recognized by the State as “autocephalous ” (Art. 1). It is further
recognized that she “ will in future independently and freely dispose
of her property ” (Art. 2). All spiritual authority as well as the
exercise of discipline and procedure in the ecclesiastical courts,
belong exclusively to the Hierarchy. The State is to help the
Church only in the sphere of administration.

The expenses of the Church are to be met in several ways :—(1)
by the income from Church estates and funds, (2) by the income
from State comperisation, (3) by Church taxes and (4) by an annual
subsidy from the State. The State has also exempted from all taxes
places dedicated to the service of God, such as churches, monas-

teries, etc. In the same way all church correspondence is carried
post-free.

A very important clause regulates the duties of ecclesl:asftic:
persons towards the State. Art, 15 exempts priests‘and monks Lro
any public work which is incompatible ?nth' existing Canon Fa“:t;
In all State and private schools instruction u.rthe Orthodox datlhe
(in places where the population is Orthodox) is obligatory, a:nht :
teachers are Orthodox priests. The Cht{rch.has also the rﬁg' to
open at her will theological schools, serr‘unanes, etc., and s le is ol
control the teaching of professors in Qrthodox Theo og;::aft
Faculties. Altogether this is an epocp-makmg law, for thrgugb 1 i
lies the way to the future complete independence of the Ser ‘;an
Church. After it was promulgated the Ho!y Synod issued a
manifesto in which it expressed its satlsfacno.n at the pqsntlon
attained. During the discussion of the new law in the Rress it was;
noticeable that a majority of the papers suppo_rted the 'mtere'sts o
the Church. And after its promulgation, the fl'-nendly discussion in
the Press was continued and attention was directed to the futu:ie
important work of the Church in influencing for good the morals

mmunity. ! ;
" ./txhi\::r?ous thinyg to note is that the new law does not_ment;i)n
anything about the relations of the Serbla:} Church with ot ext:
Churches abroad, while in time past all official correspondence o
the Serbian Church was under the control of the State. This 13
undoubtedly a gain, as freeing the Church from State tutelage an
we hope it will enable the Serbian Church to get into closer conta}::t
with other Churches. At any rate a new life now begins for t g
Church of Serbia, and all the indications are that it is a goo

beginning.
OUR BOOKSHELF.

THE BYZANTINE ACHIEVEMENT.
AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE, A.D. 350-1453.
By ROBERT BYRON.

(George Routledge & Sons, Ltd., 15s.)

It is difficult to do justice to this important wor}< in a short review.

The aim of the author can perhaps best be explained by a quotatl;;n
from the first chapter : ““ To assimilflte pefacefully tht? forces of_ the
advancing epoch, as yet but faintly discernible on its dlstant horizon,
the world must revise its conception of the past, distilling f'rom 3
re-co-ordination of essential fact, the elements that hav.e contribute :
to the immensity upon which it is to lay hold. It is ‘Ehe day o
historical stock-taking, when all peoples must bring their achle’\’re-
ment into line with the one universal dev§lopmex}t of the fqtur(;,. .

Mr. Byron then proceeds to give an interesting analysis of the
Byzantine civilization.




The combination of the Pelasgians, the original inhabitants of
Greece, and the Hellenes, laid the foundations of a civilization that
afterwards was to have a world-wide influence. The Pelasgians had
Ppossessed a high order of culture, as is shown by the products of the
Minoan era in Crete, for which they were mainly responsible. On
this race, the Hellenes had imposed their power of reasoning,
principles of form, and language. The Greek is summed up as “A
clever, conceited and enquiring race, intensely political and demo-
cratic, reserved in its friendships, conservative in its beliefs, commerci-
ally gifted, responsive to the emotions of Nature and religion.”

We are told that it is the fusion of the three elements, the
Stable, the Transcendental, and the Cultural that constitutes a civil-
ization ; the vitality of which will vary inversely with deficiency
in any one of them. Each has existed without the others, but the
happy combination has only been found once, and that was in
Byzantium.

The Byzantine affinity with ourselves is shown in terms of the
three elements of civilization. The Stability of the Empire was
based on principles such as our own. In the Transcendental sphere,
what the Byzantine sought through Christ, we may through a
“ mathematical rationalization of the intuitions.” It is suggested
that had Christianity remained as the Byzantines perfected it, and
not been distorted by the common sense of the Latin peoples and the
romantics of the Northern peoples, it might have merged
harmoniously with the present mode of thought. In the Cultural
sphere, the affinity between Constantinople and the early industrial
era of the twentieth century is shown in the vigour of its art and

architecture ; in one case derived from Christianity and in the other
from science.

The achievement of Byzantine civilization is then summed up in
relation to its people and to us. ;

“For its people, politically, the Empire stood, a valid organism
for all but nine centuries ; and a courageous organism still for two
more. Not once during that time did the form of government
change. !

““ Spiritually, it is doubtful whether there has ever existed, over so
long a period of time, so large a proportion of men and women, under
one government, deeply and sincerely anxious to maintain com-
munion with their God at all moments of their lives.

“ Culturally, Byzantine intellect evolved, in painting and mosaic,
a technique of colour and delineation, which envisaged the experiences
of the soul as none has ever done before or since. An essential
auctority developed which a lavish profusion of splendid materials
could never deflect ; and which, combined with largeness of general
conception, produced, in St. Sophia, one of the supreme pinnacles
of architecture. For ourselves, ushers of a universal civilization, the

i inst the
i 1123 years, a solitary bulwark against t
gemog;;: oail?si:tgvﬁclflotrhreatzn};d, if they broke through, to extinguish
tha‘l‘t;;‘:;izr?ﬁglhlegacy, the Byzantine intellect h;s;}lffttthee::?lrtlci :;12
iti f the seven (Ecumenical Counc':ﬂg, whick a”pr
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ORIENTALIA CHRISTIANA.
Vol. XVIII, 1, No. 60. April, 1930.
TeE UnioN oF THE EAST wiTH ROME.

By PI1errE, Monk of the Priory of Amay-sur-Meuse.

One of the monks of the priory of Amay-sur-Meuse publishes, in a
French translation, the correspondence exchanged between His
Beatitude Chrysostom Papadopoulos, Orthodox Archbishop of
Athens, and Mgr. George Calavassy, Catholic bishop of the Greeks
of the Byzantine rite at Constantinople and in Greece. As is, no
doubt, well known to readers of The Christian East, Chrysostom was
elected in March, 1923, by the Holy Synod as Metropolitan of Athens
and all Greece : then his title was replaced by that of Archbishop,
and he was recognized as such by the (Ecumenical Patriarch Meletios
IV. Mgr. George Calavassy was nominated in 1920 by the Holy
See as Bishop of Theodoropolis and administrator of the Greek
Catholics in Turkey and Greece.

The author reviews in his introduction the events which led to
this correspondence. From September, 1923, "Exi\yola warned
the public of the arrival of the Uniats in Athens. In 1924 Michael
Konstantinidis, protosynkellos of the Archbishop of Athens, wrote
a strong article in that journal on Proselytism, and in August the
Holy Synod addressed to the Minister of Public Worship a protest
against the Latin propaganda of the Odvla. On April 10th, 1925,
Archbishop Chrysostom issued a manifesto to his clergy, against the
Greeks united to the Roman See. The head of the Greek Catholics,
Megr. Calavassy, replied to this on April 13th. In the same year the
President of the Union of Clergy, Luke Papanastasiou, wrote a letter
to the Minister of Public Worship, appealing to the State to prevent
the Uniat propaganda. In 1926 "ExkAnola and Zwyn published
other articles on the same subject.

On May 21st, 1927, an assault was made on the Archbishop of
Athens when he was entering the church of St. Constantine in the
Pireus. On the following day Mgr. G. Calavassy wrote to him,
expressing his condolence. This was the opening of the corres-
pondence, which lasted at intervals from May, 1927, to September,
1928. Six letters were written, three on either side, and a seventh
was addressed by Mgr. George Calavassy to the author of this study.

The first letter contains a formal expression of condolence from
Mgr: Calavassy to the Archbishop for the assault committed on him.
The Archbishop thanks him in his reply. At the same time he objects
to his residence in Greece, and asserts that there is no separate
church of the Greek rite and demands that he should declare
himself as a bishop of the Latin Church.

In the third letter Mgr. Calavassy states that the Eastern Catholics
are not bound by the dispositions of the Canon Law of the Latin

i i ts or the observance of
i in the commemoration of sain 8 _
(f:at;gCh’I;f;gums that the Catholic communities of the Greek rite
existed from the beginning. i
ha%i:x::;ngi;;op of Athens deals in the .fourthlge:t'errczltz ':hz
estion of papal jurisdiction. The Pope is the Pa uaa b
%;’]estem Church and nothing more. There was not a Pigd it
disint from the pairarchel povcr L not an adminis-
derant place among the other bis » b ¢ .
{m;i:e juriI;diction outside the limits of his own dlocz,eszels) g 1
ra‘In his reply Mgr. Calavassy treats four q}tllestzo)nsﬂ.le il P
i i hurch ; (2
icti h Popes in the ancient C ch ; : I
?aiﬁgﬁc% (t)f e'zche CII)mrch ; (3) the Greek rite in the Catholic Churc
i d the clerical habit. Tl

" Prﬁzlﬁig :.nhistorical survey of the jurisdiction o: theib il;c;(;:;:
(1I:) the tigrlne of Photios. Thereis no doubt tt%at t.he ];:135 1<(e)rr}cal ik
i o al to the Pope as an impartial umpire in theo tglof i
oo but we need not admit that the developmeﬁl ik u}{d 9
tm‘;f;i'cy was true or legitimate. '(2) The term Iclag}g:( c Mg e
SuI:ierstood in the double sense of unlYersal ?.nd ort o’[her.e e
}cllrxlat is true, though the former sense 1S earlier. (3%x il o
Catholics of’ the Greek rite, a.nyhov.v, fI'OI;l ttﬁle {)c:&tarzg e R(;me, e

i f Thessalonica was Vicar of the o
s 12'11;}:1(;)1)j1(;risdic’cion over the other bishops ofC I{Eas;ergutlliﬁlﬁe
?f)er’[he habit is characteristic not of the gr&l:ol(iioxCh 1lllrrcch : itz

i eneral. The Catholic C lerr
Eizt;;?ﬂ ;1:51;;:3}7"3:mmbu% cannot renounce its claim to instruction in
un )

o i hens
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LIFE AND LETTERS OF W. J. BIRKBECK.
By his Wife. With a Preface by Viscount Halifax.
(Longmans, 2s. 6d.)

A cheap edition of this important book is very greatly to be
welcomed. It has paper covers instead of cloth, and the portrait of
Birkbeck which formed the frontispiece is absent. Otherwise it
appears to be identical with the first edition, which was published in
1922 at 15s., including Lord Halifax’s Preface and Birkbeck’s valuable
papers on Russian Church music and the Offices of the Eastern
Church, which are printed as Appendices. :

The Letters are full of interest and packed with information of
varied sorts, for Birkbeck spoke with authority as a theologian, a
musician and a liturgiologist, and touched life happily and keenly at
many points. He was not an old man at his death, but in one
respect he was happy in the time of it.  He died just before the out-
break of the cataclysm which has overwhelmed the Church and
people of Russia, which he loved so well.

This new edition of his Life and Letters will bring the knowledge
of the expert within the reach of more who share with him that love.

THE EARLY TRACTARIANS AND THE EASTERN CHURCH.
By P. E. Snaw.
(Moorhouse Publishing Co. & Mowbrays, $2.)

Dr. Leighbon Pullan contributes a Foreword to this book, which he
heartily recommends as throwing light upon an important by-path
of practical Church History.

The author sets forth the ““ Tractarian Theory,” with its appeal to
tradition and the (Ecumenical Councils, and examines the theory in
relation to the Notes of the Church. An interesting Appendix to this
chapter displays in tabular form by means of quotations a number of
correspondences between Tractarian and Orthodox teaching on
Tradition and the Councils. Other chapters deal with the Early
Tractarians and Re-union, the Jerusalem Bishopric, and the case of
Palmer.

ORIENTALIA CHRISTIANA.
Vol. XVIII, 2, No. 61. May-June, 1930. ‘
DE ORIENTE STUDIA ET LIBRI

Prof. N. de Baumgarten writes on the last marriage of St. Vladimir
in 1012 to a granddaughter of the Emperor Otto the Great.
In his commentary on Dogmatic theology, Fr. Th. Spacil reviews

Fr. M. Jugie’s third volume on the Sacraments of the Easterp Church,
Prof. F. Segarra’s treatise on the Identity of the Resurrection body,
and other theological studies. ; i

Fr. J. Ledit contributes a Slav bulletin, in whif:h pe reviews th,e
biographical studies of a Polish writer, W. Charkiewicz, H. Koch’s
study of theology in the time of Peter the Great, and other works on
Lithuania and Moscow. ;

Among the reviews, we should like to draw attention to two little
works by Fr. S. Tchetverikov and Prof. V. V. Zyenkovsky on Youth
and the Problems of Sex, published by the Y.M.C.A. Press in 1929.
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HOW TO PREPARE FOR HOLY COMMUNION.
By THE GREAT ARCHIMANDRITE.
The Greek Church, London. (Greek, 3d.)

This admirable little tract forms, we are told, the first of a series
which the author proposes to write for the congregation of the Church
of St. Sophia, Bayswater. :

After dwelling on the paramount importance of Holy Commu.mon
for every Christian soul, the writer proceeds to develop three points :

(1) The need of unquestioning faith on the part of the Communi-
cant in the Real Presence of Our Lord in the sacrament. A
comparison is drawn here between the Mystery of the
Incarnation and the Mystery of the Holy Eucharist.

(2) The need of approaching with due reverence and holy fear.
This should entail very careful preparation, especially by
fasting and confession. .

(3) The need of love ; the Communicant who desires to approach
the Altar must be in charity with all men.

The writer ends his tract with these words :—"“ So then finally,
when you enter the Church and hear the priest call the faithful to
Holy Communion saying : * With the fear of God, with faith and lqve
approach,’ you, too, may draw near with fear and trembling to receive
the Bread of Life, for the remission of your sins and for Everlasting
Life: '

We shall look forward with interest to the further tracts which are
promised on such subjects as “ Confession,” “ How to hear the Holy
Liturgy,” etc., on which there is great need for such simple and

definite teaching as is contained in the tract before us.
M.G.D.




THE WORLD-WIDE SACRIFICE.
By C. F. L. ST. GEORGE.
(Faith Press 1s.)

We very heartily commend this little book of devotion, whmh ha.s
for its sub-title ““ A method of assisting at the Holy Commumon with
intention for the re-union of Christendom.” i

Mr. St. George tells us that he has compiled his book “ with the
object of helping anyone who may use it to remember that he holds 4
a religious faith rather than belongs to a particular religious body or
organization, and to remember that while he is at a celebration of the
Holy Communion he is worshipping at the great Service of the whole
Church Catholic and not simply assisting at the characteristic rite
of his own particular communion.” The plan of the book serves this
purpose admirably. Short notes are inserted on the structure of the
Service and the meaning of its ceremonial as common to the great
Churches of Christendom, while there are prayers culled from the
various Liturgies both Eastern and Western.

A number of prayers expressly for the Unity of the Church are
collected into an appendix. The book is not overloaded, and isof a
convenient size and shape for use in Church. e

THE DIVINE LITURGY OF ST. JOHN CHRYSOSTOM.

Greek Text with a rendering in English. 2nd edition. (Fa.lth Press. @&
5s.)

THE SACRAMENT OF HOLY MATRIMONY.

Greek Text with a rendering in English. (Williams & Norgate.
3s)

Notices of this excellent series of Orthodox services arranged
according to the use of the Greek Cathedral in London have appeared
from time to time in The Christian East. The fact that a new edition
of the Liturgy is called for testifies to its usefulness, and the new
volume containing the Marriage Service maintains the high standard
of the earlier issues in the series.




T

His
g (l}jlif;;EA THE ARCHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY WITH THE POPE
IARCH OF ALEXANDRIA AT LAMBETH PALACE, TUESDAY
JuLy 8tH, 1930. k ;

The Uhristian Gast

THE PURPORT OF THE RECENT ORTHODOX
DELEGATION.

By CanoN J. A. DouGLAsS, Pu.D.

A GOOD deal of water has flowed up and down past Lambeth
Palace since my article on the Orthodox Delegation appeared
in the summer number of The Christian East.

I had to write that article during the first week of the Lambeth
Conference, in minutes snatched from my work as Reception
Secretary for the Delegation. Although I could have wished to have
written it at leisure, it served its purpose which was twofold.

On the one hand, I wished to show that there was nothing sudden
or fortuitousin the Archbishop of Canterbury’s having invited the
(Ecumenical Patriarch to arrange with the authorities of the other
Orthodox autokephalous churches for the dispatch of the Delegation,
but that the time had ripened both for a striking demonstration that,
as the (Bcumenical Patriarch had put it, the relations of the Orthodox
and Anglican Churches had passed beyond the stage of “ friendliness ”’
and had become ¢ fraternal,” and also for the initiation of official
discussions as to the possibility of the union of the two Churches.

On the other hand, my object was to forestall the mischievous
deduction that the Delegation had been sent to negotiate either
their Union or their Intercommunion, and to indicate the maximum
which it could be expected to achieve.

For that end, I sketched the very wonderful approximation which
has taken place between the two Churches in the past 30 years. In
doing so, I was at pains to attract attention to a fact which far too
often escapes notice.

All the solidarity in *“ Life and Work »” movements and all the will
for Union conceivable may exist between two Churches, but to
whatever minimum you reduce the formula of that agreement, their
dogmatic agreement is the necessary and indispensable preliminary
of their Union.

The visit of the Delegation had become desirable and, indeed,
almost inevitable, not so much because their common experiences
and their mutual practical services since I9I4 had drawn Anglicans
and Orthodox together, as because the possibility of their dogmatic
agreement had emerged upon the horizon. f
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Thirty years ago, the general body of Orthodox theologians were
not only ignorant of the history and dogmatic position of the Anglican
Church, but were prejudiced to assume that it preserved its Episcopal
ministry as a souvenir, that its sacraments were simply external
ceremonies or nude commemorations, and that it was comprehensive
in the sense that it disclaimed a dogmatic system and in the region
of dogma authenticated fundamentally conflicting doctrines as
alternative.

To-day, while of necessity it remains the case that only a per-
centage of Orthodox theologians have been able themselves to
investigate the history of the Anglican Church, its doctrinal position
as set forth in its formularies and its present-day life, those who have
been drawn to make opportunity to do so, have pronounced with
practical unanimity that its claim to be in true continuity with the
primitive churches of the British Isles is worthy of serious con-
sideration. In consequence, though it still lingers among the less
well informed, the prejudice which adjudged the Anglican Church
to be an indiscriminately ‘‘ comprehensive ” Protestant sect and
was formerly prevalent among Orthodox theologians thirty years
ago, has been largely dissipated and has been replaced by a general
predisposition to recognize the Anglican Church as a “sister ”
church, 7.e., to find that it presents the necessary criteria for recog-
nizing that its mystic life is akin with their own.

That in their investigation into the nature and history of the
Anglican Church, Orthodox theologians have concentrated their
attention very largely on the single issue of whether the Orthodox
Church can accept Anglican ordinations as valid, is not due to
Pope Leo XIII.’s bull, 4postolice Cure, of 1896. His condemnation
of our Orders certainly did us the inestimable, if unintentional,
service of stimulating Orthodox theologians to make independent
enquiry as to whether his verdict was justified on Orthodox principles.
But, in any case, once they addressed their attention to the possibility
of the Union of the two Churches, their enquiry must have become
focussed upon the possibility of the Orthodox Church accepting our
Ministry as valid.

It may be, though I do not think that it is, that the more logical
method of examining whether Union between two Churches would
be a real Union, is to begin with the great, primary Christological

truths and to work on from dogmatic agreement upon them until
agreement is reached upon the ecclesiastical dogmas set forth in the
third part of the Creed, 4.e., upon the nature of the Church, upon
the mediation of its unique mystic life, upon its Sacraments and upon
its Ministry.

But in the case of Churches of which the system is characteristically

sacramental, the converse method is the more natural, the readier
and the safer. A
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For them Union and Intercommunion are inseparable, if dis-
tinguishable, terms. . i

“The Union of two Churches signifies their recognition 'of the. fact
that whatever their external diversities, their mystic ].ife is medl?.ted
in essentially the same way. Their Intercommunion is the fruit of
that recognition and signifies that the sacrar{lenta.} systems through
which their mystic life is mediated are essentially 1dent1ca1.'

To imagine that you share with others in a sacrament simply by
sharing in its outward and visible sign is to reduce it to the levgl o,f
what the Bishop of Birmingham has styled a * magical practice.
For the Intercommunion of two Churches it is not enough that their
sacramental systems can be equated by th‘eir external feature.s‘
Their conception of what the Sacraments are in t}}emse'lves, of their
purpose, meaning and so on, must be essentially 1dent1ca.1. B

The requirement of the most rigid theory of an Apostolic Mlmgtry
cannot be confined to the presence of an external unbroken succession.
Tt must find place for the power and function conferred through that
succession.

To ask what a Church means by its Ministry is thus tantamount tc
asking it in the first instance what it means by its Sacraments and
ultimately what it means by itself. A

Accordingly, and especially because, excgpt in r.egard to the
Filioque, there appeared to be no dogmatic opposition bet.w?en
Orthodoxy and Anglicanism in regard to the Doctrine of the Trinity,
an investigation of the validity of Anglicap Orders was th(? p?.tural
starting point for an Orthodox examination of the possibility of
Union between the Orthodox and Anglican Churches. At any rate,
though necessarily their investigation has not only cover‘ed the whole
region of the Anglican sacramental system but has mvol\{ed the
enquiry as to whether in the Anglican Chu:rch the functions of
governing the flock, of safeguarding the Falth_and of exercising
discipline rest with the bishops as being, in succession to the Apostles,
its chief pastors, all Orthodox theologians who ha_ve undertaken
the study of the Anglican Church during the past thirty years have
addressed their attention to the validity of our Orders. :

Archbishop Chrysostom of Athens’ lucid and exhaustive narrative
of the Orthodox enquiry into the question of Anglican Orders, of
which I have myself a translation now in the press, shows that no
Orthodox theologian who has studied the matter has fmlefl to concur
with the conclusions published by the Russian Bulgakov in 1898 and
the Greek Androutsos in 19o4. Those conclusions were (1) t}_la‘t on
the external side the Apostolic Succession of the Anglican Ministry
has been unbroken, and (2) that, prima facie, and on the evidence
of the Prayer Book and the Thirty-Nine A{‘ti(}les,_except for what
appears to be ambiguous and for their conflicting interpretation by
Anglicans themselves, the meaning, purpose and function assigned
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by the Anglican Church to its Ministry would warrant thy
of Anglican Orders by the Orthodoxr(};hurch. For the r:n?;\c;?toafn:ﬁ
g;ug:, hohw¢lavejl;,n Bl;ﬂgak]?:v and Androutsos held an explicit answer
e whole can Episco i i i
) g necesgsary' piscopate to certain questions which they
Very much has happened since 1904. In general, a stead -
sensus has been developed among Orthodox g1:heologians whg’ lf:\Irle
ga.meq close first-hand knowledge of the Anglican Church that if lex
ovandsi le{c credends be taken as a governing principle, and if Anglican
fonqulanes be allowed to speak for themselves, the Anglican con-
ceptions and the Orthodox conceptions of the Apostolic Succession
and of the Episcopal office, of Grace conferred in Holy Orders, of the
Real Presence in the Eucharist and of the Eucharistic Sacrif’ice are
closely cognate, if not identical. Russians of such weight as the
Metropolitan Antony of Kiev and Professor Glubokovsky, and Greeks
of such weight as the martyred Metropolitan Chrysostom of Smyrna
and fche late Professor Komnenos, have declared themselves to be
convinced personally that the facts warrant the acceptance by the
Qrthodox Church of Anglican Orders as valid. The last named held
indeed, that the case for their acceptance was so overwhelming thaé
there was no occasion for further enquiry and urged, in 1921, that the
i(Esl}imi;lllcalﬂfl’atﬂarcli?tehshould declare its acceptance of them and
nvite the other autokephalous i
o oot ) Orthodox Churches to concur with
In 1922 the Holy Synod of the (Ecumenical Patriarchate brought
to an (_end the. long and intermittent investigation of Anglican
Ordm.atlons which it had begun in 1902 at the instigation of some
American Anglicans. Influenced, no doubt, by the cogency of
Profes§01: Komnenos’ writings—he was the Secretary of its ad hoc
Commission which included, however, theologians of such authorit
as the latg (Ecumenical Patriarch Basil III.—but none the less of it}s’
own unanimous and matured judgment, the Holy Synod of the Great
Church of Constantinople resolved that it accepted Anglican Orders
as no }ess valid than Roman Catholic and other Orders the validit
of Whlf:h together with the whole Orthodox Church it had alwa }SI
recognized as being capable of acceptance. His All Holiness tl)lle
Patn?.rch Meletios, now of Alexandria and at that time of Con-
stantinople, at once notified that decision to Lord Davidson, the
then Archbishop of Canterbury, and issued an Encyclical to his
brother Patriarchs and the other chief bishops of the Orthodox
autokepl}alous churches, inviting them to associate themselves with
that notification. It is true that of the other Seven Churches, which
were then autokephalous and to which that encyclical was amddr,essed,1
1 Tt was i i i i
s cacie g L S e et i

receive or answer the Encyclical which also, the Bulgarian Church beingi i i
the (Ecumenical Patriarchate, was not addressed tgo the Syt:ad of m;g;&h:gn ik
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only two, the Churches of Jerusalem and Cyprus, replied in the
affirmative and that up to the present with the Patriarchates of
Alexandria and Antioch, the Patriarchate of Rumania, the Serb
Patriarchate and the Church of Greece have refrained from replying
to it.

Except Antioch, the four ancient Patriarchates are Greek
institutions, as is also Cyprus. They have great prestige as well as
dignity. But even including those in the diocese of the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate, which are now in Greece, their flocks together total
no more than 2,000,000. On the other hand, the flock of the
Rumanian Patriarchate totals thirteen and a half millions, that of
the Serb Patriarchate six millions, and that of the Church of Greece
five and half millions. So that, to say nothing of the Patriarchate of
Russia (one hundred and twenty millions), or the Churches of Bulgaria
(five millions) and of Poland (five millions) which has since been
recognized as autokephalous, only a small fraction of the Orthodox
Church and that itself a fraction of the Greek element in it, has
formally accepted the validity of Anglican Orders.

The reticence, however, of the Orthodox autokephalous Churches
which did not reply to the Patriarch Meletios is to be construed as a
suspension of decision upon the (Ecumenical Patriarchate’s judgment
and not as its rejection.

The theory of (Ecumenicity points to the requirement of the
unanimous and collective agreement of all the Orthodox auto-
kephalous Churches before action is taken by any Church even in a
matter of otherwise domestic concern to itself which involves dogma.

If, as an outsider, I may trench on so delicate a matter, I have
concluded that for this reason a strong current of opinion exists in
the Churches which are characteristically Greek, no less than in the
Rumanian and in the Slav Churches that, though the prescriptive
function of the (Ecumenical Patriarchate warranted its informing
the other autokephalous Churches of the decision at which it had
arrived, its action in notifying that decision publicly to the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury was mistaken.

The (Ecumenical Patriarchate, or Great Church of Constantinople,
is the primatial Orthodox autokephalous Church, but it is so only
as the first among equal sister Churches and cannot speak
for them without their consent. A decision of the question of the
validity of Anglican Orders cannot be domestic to any single Orthodox
autokephalous Church. Its practical consequences involve the
relations of the whole Orthodox Church with the whole Anglican
Church.

In view of the political circumstances of the Near East, an open
opposition upon such a matter between two Orthodox autokephalous
Churches of contrasted nationalities must have had divisive reper-
cussions upon the supranational complex of Orthodoxy. If, for
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by affusion and not by immersion which is prevalent among the
Orthodox of Croatia, Slovenia and Dalmatia. Good instances of its
exercise by them in regard to their relations with non-Orthodox
Churches are supplied by the permission accorded to the Orthodox
who are in isolation in those lands which, before the War, belonged
to Austria-Hungary and now belong to Rumania and Yugo-Slavia,
to receive the Marriage Blessing from non-Orthodox ministers and
to have their children baptized by them. Indeed, strictly speaking,
since the Orthodox Church cannot recognize any sacrament
administered outside itself as valid per se, its uniform acceptance of
all Trinitarian Baptism and of the Orders of the Roman and of the
so-called Nestorian and Monophysite Churches is by economy.

Economic Intercommunion, .e., the mutual resort of the Orthodox

and of the members of a non-Orthodox Church to each other’s clergy
for the Sacraments and particularly to Holy Communion, presents
itself logically as a possible extension of such economy. But ex-
pediency and not logic controls the exercise of economy. To the
Orthodox mind, the Eucharist is the supreme bond of Church Unity,
because it is the supreme medium of that unique mystic life which is
shared by the members of the Church and which can be intelligible
only by experience of it. On their own principles, the Orthodox
cannot admit the interchangeability of their Eucharist with the
Eucharist of other Churches which have conceptions both of the
One Holy Church and of the Eucharist that conflict fundamentally
with their own. )

Thirty years ago, the most that could be said was that the Orthodox
authorities had not pronounced upon the permissibility of Economic
Intercommunion in any case,! and that in general Orthodox theo-
logians were inclined to rule it out as a practical, if not theoretical,
impossibility.

By 1922, however, instances of Anglican-Orthodox Economic
Intercommunion had become so numerous and widespread that a
decision on the matter had become pressing if not imperative.

It was not only that during and after the War it had become
frequent for Orthodox bishops to authorize the Communion of
Anglicans by their clergy when in emergency and isolation, or
as in the case of Canon Garland, whom the late Patriarch Gregory
of Antioch himself invited to receive Communion on the Orthodox
Christmas Day of 1919.2 Certainly the widespread authorization of

1 In practice, though on rare occasions, it appears that Armenians have for
many years been admitted when in isolation and emergency to the Orthodox

Eucharist.

2 “ Two priests now came, placed upon me vestments similar to their own, and
led me to the altar, putting me next to the Bishop who was assisting the Patriarch,
and above the other priests. At the proper times I received the kiss of peace and
was censed, and in the Great Procession was given a small hand cross to carry,
following the priests bearing paten and chalice. After the Patriarch had com-
municated himself he retired toa corner and knelt downin devotion. It waswonderful




Anglican-Orthodox Economic Intercommunion during the War
period presupposed that those who authorized it held it to be
theoretically permissible. But it did not presuppose indefinite
continuance.

The real urgency for a decision was the presence in all the English-
speaking lands of very considerable Orthodox dispersions, a large
proportion of which is in permanent destitution of the Sacraments.
Thus, of the three and a half million Orthodox in the United States,
Dr. Emhardt, the American Episcopal Church’s Field Secretary
for the Foreign Born, informs me that one and a half millions are so
scattered all over that vast country that even if the number of
Orthodox clergy was multiplied by ten it would be practically
impossible for them to receive Communion even once in a year.

What is to become of these people, of the single families and of the
small groups of families which live in particular overseas towns and
villages 7 How are they to obtain even the Marriage Blessing or
Baptism and religious instruction for their children ?

If Anglican and Orthodox Economic Intercommunion is per-
missible in their case, the problem is solved. They can remain
Orthodox and the Anglican Church can undertake their pastoral care
for so long, though only for so long, as they are isolated from their
own clergy. But if its permissibility is impossible, they must
remain in complete isolation from all church life at the risk of lapsing
into practical atheism, must attach themselves without authorization
to their local Anglican congregation or pass over either to the Roman
Catholic Church, which is active to proselytize them, or to the non-
Episcopal Churches which invite them to accede to them.

The * fraternal relations ” of the two Churches forbid the Anglican
clergy not only from offering them spiritual hospitality without the
approval of the Orthodox authorities of whom some give it, others
withhold it and others again are silent, but even from extending it
to them without approval when they beg for it.

Accordingly the uncertainty as to whether Anglican-Orthodox
Economic Intercommunion is permissible has produced the almost
intolerable position that, on the one hand, Orthodox persons in
genuine isolation and real destitution of sacramental life ask the
Anglican clergy to minister to them and, when refused, quote cases
of their fellow Orthodox whose request in like circumstances is
granted, and on the other hand, the Anglican clergy have to stand
by with folded hands while their Orthodox fellow citizens lapse into
atheism or are absorbed into Romanism and Protestantism.

watching him; priests came and lovingly kissed his robe and hand, but he
remained absorbed in prayer. The Bishop took his place to give the Holy Com-
munion to the priests. I stood back, but a priest came and led me forward with the
others, and I had the privilege of receiving the Holy Communion, being addressed
by my Christian name as I was communicated separately in each kind.” The
Christian East, Vol. 1, p. 117.
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The overseas need for a decision one way or the other, which was
there before the War,* and has been rendered insistent by the fre-
quency of instances of Anglican-Orthodox Economic Intercommunion
in Europe, has perhaps not been fully perceived even to-day by
the home authorities of all Orthodox autokephalous Churches. But
in 1922 its urgency was already being brought home to them.

Indeed, the conversations which he held with the overseas Anglican
bishops during his visit to London in 1920 as a member of the
(Ecumenical Patriarchate’s delegation to the Sixth Lambeth Con-
ference, so convinced Professor Komnenos that the urgency of the
question was pressing that, as he himself informed me, it was
in order to hasten a decision that once the Commission of the Holy
Synod had arrived at the conclusion that Anglican Orders were
capable of acceptance as valid by the Orthodox Church, he persuaded
it to recommend that the (Ecumenical Patriarchate should forthwith
declare its acceptance and should invite the other Orthodox Churches
to do the same. To that recommendation, and as its practical
consequence, he secured the addition of another which he supported
by adducing the precedent that, in century XII, Latin prisoners
in Egypt were admitted by the Patriarch of Alexandria to Com-
munion, to the effect that the (Ecumenical Patriarchate should at
once authorize its own people and should recommend the other
Orthodox autokephalous Churches to authorize theirs, to resort when
in long isolation or genuine emergency to the Anglican clergy not
only for the Marriage Blessing and Baptism but also for Holy Com-
munion. i

It is true that the (Ecumenical Patriarchate acted only on the
former recommendation, but Professor Komnenos had published his
report. Everyone knew that the Holy Synod of the Patriarchate
had accepted his second recommendation and that, if all the Orthodox
autokephalous Churches replied in the affirmative to the invitation
to accept Anglican Orders as valid, a second Encyclical inviting
them to concur in the establishment of a restricted and regulated
Anglican-Orthodox Economic Intercommunion would follow.

Under the circumstances, of which I have given a brief conspexus
above, it is not surprising that all but two of the Orthodox auto-
kephalous Churches which received the (Ecumenical Patriarch’s
Encyclical refrained from replying to it. Looking back, I venture
to be glad that they did refrain. In spite of the urgency, the time
was not ripe for a decision. The solution of questions of such
dogmatic importance as the validity of Anglican Orders and of such
practical and far-reaching importance as the establishment of
Anglican-Orthodox Economic Intercommunion overseas cannot be

1 The (Ecumenical Patriarchate was stirred to begin its investigation of Anglican
Orders as far back as 1902, by an enquiry on the subject addressed to it by six
American priests.
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satisfactorily and finally arrived at on second-hand information.
Over and above the risk of the conclusions of the Rumanian, Serb
and Greek Churches not being identical with those of the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate, and over and above the fact that decisions from neither
the Russian Church nor the Bulgarian could be expected, theological
opinion in Rumania, Serbia and Greece required to be matured as
to the validity of Anglican Orders and the general public in those
countries was not prepared for so startling a departure as the
authorization of Communio in Sacris in any form whatever with a
non-Orthodox Church.

Thus the most obvious, wise and rightful course was taken and the
final solution of both questions was deferred until as it were the two
Churches could meet face to face, and after the doubts had been
stated by its accredited representatives and had been answered by
the accredited representatives of all the Anglican Churches, the
whole Orthodox Church either rejected the validity of our Orders,
and with it the permissibility of Anglican-Orthodox Economic
Intercommunion or accepted the former and proceeded to decide
upon the latter.

Nevertheless, even if the (Ecumenical Patriarchate’s initiative
was not conclusive, it was effective.

If it left the acceptance of Anglican Orders by the Orthodox a
still open question, it left it in the position of a case which has been
declared good in a lower court and the ratification of which is pending
in a higher court. So far as I am aware, no Orthodox writer of
authority has appealed against it as a wrong judgment. Since 1922
the position has been that its general endorsement is deferred until
the certainty of its premises shall have been put beyond doubt
by an answer of the whole Anglican Episcopate to certain questions.

To estimate the trend of opinion on a matter which is waiting
for final and judicial decision and is not of open controversy, is very
difficult, but so far as I have been able to observe, though not uni-
formly in all Orthodox countries, the increased attention to the
question of Anglican Orders aroused among the Orthodox generally
on account of their acceptance by the (Ecumenical Patriarchate has
greatly strengthened and largely extended the predisposition® to
expect that when the final Orthodox verdict is given upon them it
will be favourable. At the same time, it has done much to familiarize
the more conservative Orthodox clergy and laity to whom the
possibility of being in any form of Communion whatever with a
Western Church after nine centuries of schism is inevitably startling,
with the possibility of Anglican-Orthodox Economic Inter-
communion.

In regard to Anglican-Orthodox Economic Intercommunion, the

* For reasons glanced at above, less attention has been given to the matterin
Rumania than in Serbia, in Serbia than in Bulgaria and in Bulgaria than in Greece.

great increase of its authorization which, as was to have been
expected, resulted from the acceptance of Anglican Orders as valid
by the (Ecumenical Patriarch, must in no way be interpreted as
indicating a common mind among the Orthodox, even as to its
theoretical permissibility.

All that can be said is that while few or any Orthodox theologians
would rule Economic Intercommunion as being per se altogether
not permissible, their opinion is divided between those who hold
that until the Orthodox Church has decided that it is permissible
with the Anglican Church, it may be authorized with great reserve
in individual cases and those who hold that until then it eught not
to be authorized at all.

From all this—and that is why I have let my pen run on—it will
be apparent that, although it was well that the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate’s Encyclical of 1922 did not receive an answer from all
the Orthodox autokephalous Churches, the position created by it
could not drag on indefinitely. None the less, though during the
past seven years the delay has caused them anxiety, and indeed
many have chafed at it, those Anglicans and Orthodox who are
most intimately concerned in the movement have remained agreed
that it was altogether necessary.

If, and when it is made, the acceptance of Anglican Orders by the
Orthodox will be no isolated, abstract pronouncement. By establish-
ing that the Orthodox and Anglicans are very near to dogmatic
agreement in the region in which dogmatic agreement is most difficult,
it will bring their full Union and Intercommunion definitely on to the
horizon, and, even if it does not open the door to their Economic
Intercommunion as a modus vivends pending their Union, it will bring
their world-wide and vast Communions into the closest solidarity.

There is nothing exclusive in the approximation of the Anglican
and Orthodox Churches. Their Union would both prepare the
ground for the general Union of the Christian Churches and would
be the greatest practical contribution to the cause of international
goodwill and brotherhood that has been made in modern times.
That inability to wait patiently for a few years should have
jeopardized a project fraught with such momentous consequences, not
only to the two Churches immediately concerned, but to all Christen-
dom, and to humanity would have been no less a crime than a
folly.

Xs I have said above, a final and incontestable decision upon
Anglican Orders can be made only by the whole Orthodox Church,
and a large section of Orthodox theologians are of opinion that such
a decision ought not to be made unless and until by a declaration
of its whole episcopate the whole Anglican Church has elucidated
its dogmatic teaching in regard to its Ministry and its Sacraments.




Assuming that without such an elucidation the Holy Synods of the

Rumanian, Serb and other Orthodox autokephalous Churches |
which have not replied to the Constantinople Encyclical of 1922,
after proceeding to review the grounds on which that Encyclical
was issued, had intimated their assent to its invitation, the whole of
the Orthodox Church would have been formally unanimous in its
acceptance of Anglican Orders, but the decision would have been

open to the challenge that it had been given without due knowledge,

and nobody who is aware of the vigour, efficiency and persistency |
of Roman Catholic propaganda in Orthodox countries can doubt but

that it would so have been challenged.

The terrain for Christian Re-union cannot be prepared by the ':
secret methods of the old diplomacy, and there are a hundred over-

whelming reasons why the suggestion of their employment in this
matter should be made as absurd is groundless.

The single and no less obvious way by which real progress could
be made was that a Delegation, truly representative of the whole
Orthodox Church, should attend the recent Lambeth Conference,
and should indicate precisely, and by the most searching questions,
the exact points on which answers made by it as a Conference of the
whole Anglican Episcopate would enable the whole Orthodox Church
to reach a final and common mind on the crucial question as to
whether it can pronounce the validity of the Anglican Ministry to be
capable of acceptance by it.

That was the reason why the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Com-
mittee on the Lausanne Reports recommended him to give the
invitation for such a Delegation to attend the Conference, and that
was the reason why over and above their desire to demonstrate the
fraternal character of the relations between the two Churches his
Grace’s invitation was accepted with alacrity by the Orthodox
autokephalous Churches and why its personnel was of great authority
and of real theological distinction.

From the nature of the case the Delegation was not plenipotentiary.
By its invitation and by its mandate, its function was limited to
enquiry and discussion with a view to discovering whether it could
state a case for the acceptance of the Anglican Ministry for the
collective consideration of the whole Orthodox Church. That such
collective consideration could be given at an early date would have
seemed highly improbable two years ago. The project of an
Orthodox General Council had been mooted immediately after the
War, but had been relegated to an indefinite future, not only on
account of the general state of Russia and of the Near East, but
because the position of the (Ecumenical Patriarchate which must
convene it had become extremely precarious after the re-occupation

of Constantinople by the Turks. In 1923 the Treaty of Lausanne
had guaranteed the (Ecumenical Patriarch’s security. None the less,

the Turkish Government eyed it with a jealous suspicion which
its liberty of action.
pr?l‘cllxlxl'ed: (;Iea:s ago,%xowever, an Orthodox General Council being out
of the question, the (Ecumenical Patriarchate propgsed the holding
of a Pro-Synod of the whole Orthodox Church, .., of a Synod
consisting of representatives of all the Orthodox autokephalous
Churches, the decisions of which, if accepted by their home authorities,
would become decisions of the whole Orthodox Church. The
Orthodox autokephalous Churches which are conscious of the need
of collective consultation and action upon many questions welcomed
the proposal. The Turkish Government, however, forb:%de the
(Bcumenical Patriarchate’s convening such a Pro-Synod in Con-
stantinople or sending representatives to it anywhere and it was only
ear that that veto was lifted.
laS’}ﬁ’e path being at last free for the holding of the Pro-Synod, a
Commission, consisting of delegates from each of the Orthodox
autokephalous Churches, had met in Mt: Athos last lune, made
preliminary arrangements for its convention apd fixed its agenda,
among which the question of Orthodox and Anglican relations occupy
a chief place. The date of its assembly is not fixed, but is planned
ear. .
foi&r::i};igngly, though it would be unsafe to regard the holdmg‘ of
the Orthodox Pro-Synod next year as certain, when the Delegation
came to London last July, there was a good prospect that any agree-
ment it achieved with our bishops might, if endorsed by the plenum
of the Lambeth Conference, be submitted next year to the Pro-
Sy;lfmll may be pardoned a personal opinion, I had expected much
from the Delegation’s visit, but, to be frank, I .had har‘dly dared to
hope that, after posing practically all th(? questions which Orthodox
theologians had indicated as necessary, it would be able to declare
its unanimous satisfaction with the statements made to it by the
sub-committee of the Conference’s Committee on the Unity of the
Church, and that the plenum of the Conference would endorsp those
statements as containing *“ a sufficient account of the. teaching a.nd
practice of the Church of England and of the Churches in communion
with it.”! My saying that does not mean th:dt I did not beh(?ve
that the great body of centrally-minded Ax}ghcans'could not give
clear and unambiguous answers to the questions Wth:!Il I knew that
the Delegation must put. On the contrary. It is true, as I
wrote in the last issue of the Christian East, that twenty-five years
ago, with W. J. Birkbeck, Bishop Collins and 'others, who then led
our movement, I held the opinion that dogmatic agreement betvyeen
the two Churches was rendered unthinkable by our own Anglican
conflicts over the interpretation of the nature, history and teaching

1 Resolution 33(c) of the Seventh Lambeth Conference.




of our €hurch. But it is also true that, while I have always believed

that an authentic interpretation of the dogmatic position of the

Anglican Church would show it to be identical with that of the

Orthodox Church, it is only in the last decade that I have perceived |

that, if only the whole Orthodox Church could discuss its dogmatic

teaching with the whole Anglican Church in a clear atmosphere of
goodwill and in terms of * things of themselves ”” and not of con-
troversy, they would be found to be in dogmatic agreement upon
every point necessary for their Union. In other words, if the
extremely sectionally-minded Anglicans of any and every school
of thought be ignored, as they ought to be ignored, I had come to be
sanguine that a Central Anglicanism would emerge which would be
a genuine expression of the beliefs of all centrally-minded Anglicans,
whether of High Church, Anglo-Catholic, Evangelical or Modernist
tendencies, and would at once be recognized by all Orthodox theo-
logians not only as compatible, but as essentially identical, with the
broad current of Orthodox life and tradition. i

My personal anxiety, therefore, in knowing that the dogmatic
agreement which I believe to exist substantially between the Anglican
and Orthodox Churches was to be put to the test by the visit of the
Delegation, consisted in my fear that our sharp domestic Anglican
controversies might prevent the bishops, with whom they would
confer, from framing answers to the questions which were to be put
then, in satisfactory terms, or if such answers were given, that the
plenum of the Conference might not endorse them. g

As I understand them, the doubts of the Orthodox are to be
attributed wholly to the impression that the Anglican Church is so
divided by its comprehensiveness as to be incapable of stating a
central Anglican position at all. So that what I feared was not only
that the golden opportunity afforded by the probable following of
this Lambeth Conference by an Orthodox Pro-Synod might be let
slip, but also—a disaster which would have meant a set-back for
many years to Anglican and Orthodox solidarity, and would have
entailed lamentable consequences to the cause of Christian solidarity
and with it to those of progress and of international goodwill—that
the apparent confirmation of the doubt as to whether a Central
Anglicanism exists at all would make the Orthodox turn away from
envisaging Anglican-Orthodox Union even as a theoretical pos-
sibility.

“In the event my double-minded faintheartedness proved ground-
less. As will be seen from the 7ésumé of the statements made by the
Bishop of Gloucester and his sub-committee and the summary of the
discussions given in the Report of the Conference’s Committee on
Unity,* the Patriarch Meletios phrased the questions which the

! The Lambeth Conference, pp. 131-140.

Delegation had come to put, in their most aeax:ching form, the state-
ments made in reply were received as plain, unambiguous and
satisfactory, and were endorsed by the plenum of the Conference in
the resolution from which I have quoted above:

The achievement of the visit of the Delegation is, t?xerefore, that
the whole Orthodox Church has formally expresse.d its doubts on
the question of Anglican Orders to the whole Anglican Church and
has been given a reply which its accredited delegates have pronounced
to be satisfactory. !

For the advance towards that full dogmatic agreement of the two
Churches which would achieve their Union, it remains only for the
whole Orthodox Church to open the door by implementmg tl‘le agree-
ment reached by the Delegation, either at its forthcoming tho-
Synod or by the interchange of synodical letters on the part of its
autokephalous Churches. . ' i

In the field of Re-union we must sow in specie @ternitatis and not
expect to see the harvest ;)urselves.

ares miracles. L

1]?:)1: r?l;%\la)vl: gart, 1 am confident that if the fruit of the Delegation’s
work at Lambeth be garnered at Mt. Athos next year, there will be a
great drawing together of all the Christiag Churches and that by
1940 not only will the Union of the Anglican and the Qrthgdox
Churches with the non-episcopal Evangelical Churches be in sight,
but that, as Cardinal Mercier told me, the Union of the Anghca_n a.nd
Orthodox Churches will have been a dynamic for that décentralization
of the Roman Catholic Church, which is to be desired most eagefly
because the change of outlook which must come w1t_h it will bring

that great Church into solidarity with the rest of .Chnstendom, |
If those hopes are borne out even in part, the visit of the Delegation
will prove more than comparable for its frmtfu.lness with any
similar event in the history of Christendom since the Great
ism of 1054. L
Scl11111S any case,s'?he wisdom and courage of our Archbishop in risking
its invitation have been amply justified.

The readers of The Christian East will probably be of the opinion,
however, that it is time that I proceeded to describe the personnel of
the Delegation and its doings in London. I will, therefore, postpone
the detailed consideration of the 7ésumé of those statements w?uch,
after being made to it by the Bishop of Gloucester’s su.b—comm1.ttee,
were endorsed by the plenum of the Conference, until the Winter
Christian East. ; b1

As T have said, the personnel of the Delegation was extraordinarily




authoritative and of great distinction. The Patriarch Meletios, who,

by the dignity of his office, necessarily acted as its head and mouth-
piece, is the most outstanding, as he is the most romantic figure
among Orthodox ecclesiastics of to-day. Myself, I have watched his
career with admiration since those far-off days when I first knew him
in Jerusalem as a monk of the Holy Sepulchre. To sketch the details
of its many stormy and dramatic vicissitudes and of its lasting and
striking achievements would occupy several pages of The Christian
East. Inasmuch as he has served in each of the five autokephalous
churches which are Greek, it falls naturally into five chapters. The
first takes in the years of his service in the Jerusalem Patriarchate
and beginning with his being received as a noviceinto the Confraternity
of the Holy Sepulchre, covers a period of great disturbance and
controversy®in the Patriarchate, in the affairs of which he played a
fine part, and ends with his resignation of its chief secretaryship in
1906. From 1906 to 1917, he is gaining a great reputation, both by
his pastoral work as Bishop of Kition in Cyprus, and by the sagacious
ability with which he takes a chief hand in settling the schism which
for several years had distracted the little Church of that island.
The third chapter opens with his being called to the Archbishopric
of Athens in 1917, when, under King Alexander, Greece was preparing
to enter the War on the side of the Allies, and closes with his resig-
nation on the restoration of King Constantine in 1920. An interim
follows, during which he is in America for a year with an adminis-
trative commission from the (Ecumenical Patriarchate and, as it is
important for our purpose to notice, is learning by first hand acquain-
tance the pressing necessities of the Orthodox dispersion in the
U.S.A. The period covered by the fourth chapter lasts only from
December, 1921, when he is elected (Ecumenical Patriarch, until
November, 1923, when he lays down that great responsibility. In
every day of those two years which witnessed the débacle of the
Greek Army, the terrible holocaust of Smyrna, the extirpation of
Christianity from Asia Minor and the triumphant occupation of
Constantinople by the Kemalists, he was in personal peril. Indeed,
as will be remembered, he was once actually seized in his own house
by Turkish gens d’armes, in order to be kidnapped over the Bos-
phorus and hanged at Ismidt. Nevertheless, in his brief occupancy
of the (Ecumenical Throne, he made more history for the whole
Orthodox Church than had any of his predecessors since Cyril Lukar.
Thus, he held a Pan-Orthodox Conference? in 1923—it initiated
the now almost generally accepted reform of the Kalendar and
recommended other reforms which will come up at the Pro-Synod

! See my Introduction to Archbishop Chrysostom’s Validity of Anglican Orders,
now in the Press.

% T do not presume to express an opinion on the question of its authority which
is disputed in certain other Orthodox autokephalous Churches.
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for decision—recognized Anglican Orders, established the Orthodox
Exarchate of Western Europe, and so on. As it happened, T was
travelling in the Balkans with my friend Mr. Riley, in October, 1923,
~ and we were able to visit him in Salonika just before his abdication
of the (Ecumenical Throne. Man of action that he is and therefore
ambitious in the fine sense that being a practical dreamer of dreams
he desires the means to carry them out, those must have been dark
and bitter days for him. Seemingly the work he had done was
shattered and it looked as if his career was finally closed. Neverthe-
less, his only thought seemed to be for his people, who had been
handed over to the Turks, and for the shadow of threatened extinction
which hung over the (Ecumenical Patriarchate. His readiness to
sacrifice himself and his own career gave us a flashlight conviction of
his singleness of mind and freedom from self-seeking. It was the same
when I visited him at Kephissia, near Athens, in 1925. An ex-
(Ecumenical Patriarch can occupy few posts, and his retirement must
be complete, so that it seemed as if his inactivity must be permanent.
But I found the Patriarch Meletios as delightful and cheerful a host
as could be and without a word of regret or of complaint to utter.
The fifth chapter of his career opened, of course, with his call, in
1927, to the Patriarchal Throne of Alexandria, where he has already
done no small spadework?! and is greatly beloved.

It goes without saying, I suppose, that a reformer will always have
ill-founded criticism passed upon him, but the thing which amazes
me is that many of the critics of the Patriarch Meletios allege that
he is ready to compromise upon the principles of Orthodoxy.

That he is inspired with a genuine passion for Reunion and spares
nothing in his power to further its cause in every direction is in-
dubitable. But I am bound to say that, in my conversations with
Orthodox bishops and theologians—and I have had many such
conversations in the past thirty years—I have found no one so
unbending in presenting the Orthodox basis of Union. Certainly,
with all his extraordinary charm and with all his eagerness to reach
an agreement, our bishops found him altogether uncompromising and
outspoken in the discussions of this summer. May be, the achieve-
ment of the Delegation’s visit was so great because he was so.

That “ admirable prelate,” as the Archbishop of Canterbury has
styled him, Archbishop Germanos of Thyatira, who was the
(Ecumenical Patriarchate’s delegate, can need no introduction to the
readers of The Christian East. They may not know, however, that
10 less than three of his colleagues in the Delegation were his pupils
at the famous Constantinople Theological College of Halki, of which,
as Metropolitan of Seleukia, he was head from 1911-1922, and which

1 E.g. he has gone far to solve the difficult arabaphone Syrian question which is

cognate to the same vexed question in Palestine, has developed the Alexandria
Theological Academy and is now busy getting ready to build a Patriarchal Church.




since so many Orthodox bishops have been its alumni, might well be
known as an Episcopal Training College.

The Metropolitan of Epiphaneia, Mgr. Ignatios, who represented
the Patriarchate of Antioch and is a relatively young man, is a
scientific theologian of no small erudition and great breadth of out-
loolt:. As are all the bishops of that Patriarchate, he is an arabophone
Syrian. On his way to London, he had taken part at Mt. Athos in
the preparatory work for the Pro-Synod. This was his first visit
to Europe.

.Again, since his undergraduate days at Oxford, Archbishop
Timotheos of the Jordan has been as familiar to English Church folk
as English Church life has been familiar to him. No other delegate
of the Jerusalem Patriarchate was thinkable or could have been so
thoroughly a persona gratissima.

Though it is no exaggeration to say that every member of the
Delegation was a notable personality, none was more notable than the
delegate of the Rumanian Patriarchate, Archbishop Nektarie. In
tl}e ancient Orthodox autokephalous Churches, the styles of Arch-
bishop and of Metropolitan are nowadays generally titular or, if not,
are held by prelates comparable to our diocesan bishops. It is
different in all the Orthodox Churches of modern foundation in
which, if they do not invariably connote extra-diocesan jurisdiction,
the titles archbishop and metropolitan are at least attached only to
sees of major importance or dignity. As the man in the street would
say, Archbishop Nektarie is a real Archbishop. The history of his
style of Archbishop of the Bukowina, Metropolitan of Czernautz and
Patriarch, is this. Before the War, the Bukowina which is a
Rumanian land, was among the Austro-Hungarian dominions, and
had an Orthodox Patriarchate of its own, sc. the Patriarchate of
Czernautz, or Czernowitz, as the Germans write it. There was a
similar Orthodox Patriarchate in Transylvania, sc. that of Herman-

stadt (Sibiu). All the Rumanian lands are now happily united in
a single Kingdom, and those two Rumanian Patriarchates are now
welfied into the single Rumanian Patriarchate. Though he is sub-
ordinate to #he Rumanian Patriarchate, the Archbishops of Sibiu
(Hermanstadt) and Czernautz retain their jurisdictions and theirstyles.

The fact that, unless the Patriarch Miron Cristea had come himself,
the Rumanian Church could not have sent a more distinguished
delegate, was perhaps not generally appreciated in London. But
Archbishop Nektarie who is not only a major personage in the
Rumanian Church but in Rumanian life, is as noteworthy for his
urbanity and savoir faire as for his distinction, and brought home to
everyone with whom he came in contact—and very few of our bishops

had previously had contact with a Rumanian dignitary—not only
the importance of the Rumanian Church, but the culture and
tenue of Rumanian life.

The Archbishop of Canterbury received him with marked atten-
tion.

It had been my own good fortune to be admitted to his friendship
at the Stockholm and Lausanne Conferences, and I have called on
him at his palace in Czernautz, which is well worth seeing. Heis a
man of rare human sympathy and a strenuous worker for Christian
Reunion. But he is also a cautious and strict theologian. His
presence in the Delegation guaranteed that it would press the
questions it came to ask and his satisfaction with the answers it
received, is an assurance that they were clear and convincing.

My old friend, Bishop Ireniy of Novi Sad, the delegate of the
Serb Patriarchate, is well known to English Church folk through his
frequent visits to England at the end of the War. Conjoined with
that indescribable mystic characteristic which belongs to the Serb
race, he has rare ecclesiastical ability, is no mean historian and
theologian, and possesses a very adequate knowledge of the history
and life of the English Church. Like Archbishop Nektarie, he took
part in the Stockholm and Lausanne Conferences and serves on their
Continuation Committees. While an Apostle of Christian Unity, he
is never willing to compromise on an Orthodox principle.

During the visit of the Delegation—he speaks English fluently
and with an almost perfect accent—he was much sought after as a
speaker and a preacher. Those who heard it, tell me that the
sermon which he preached to a great congregation in Derby Cathedral
on Sunday, July 2oth, held them spellbound. We found him as ever
an examplar of Christian fervour, of the simplicity of Christian
humility and of Christian firmness—and loved him for it.

Bishop Athenagoras of Corcyra, i.e., Corfu, who represented the
Church of Greece, is still in the early forties, is one of the younger
Greek bishops from whom great things are expected and studied
under Archbishop Germanos at Halki. He is generally beloved in
his beautiful island diocese, where I saw him a few years ago—his
commanding height and presence make him a picturesque figure
—pontificating in the annual ceremonies of St. Spiridion, the pos-
session of whose body is its pride. His own mind as to the theoretical
permissibility of Economic Intercommunion is indicated by his
having ordered that the remnant of the colony of Armenian refugees
in Corfu, which is no longer large enough to support a priest of its
own Church, should receive Holy Communion and other sacramental
ministrations from his clergy—an economy which has been authorized
by the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece.

With him was associated as perforce the Great Archimandrite
Michael Constantinides, who since he came to London to be Dean
of the Greek Cathedral of St. Sophia, Bayswater, has become a very
familiar figure in our religious life. He also is a pupil of Archbishop
Germanos and a relatively young man, and is clearly marked




outkby his devotion, scholarship and ability for important
work.

Since his return to Greece, Bishop Athenagoras has been elected
by the Greek Synod of America to be their Archbishop and has
accepted that very important responsibility. In the U.S.A. he will
have the immediate handling of the difficult position of which I
have spoken above.

To everyone’s deep regret, the Archbishop of Poland, Mgr.
Dyonizy, who had intimated his intention to take part in the Dele-
gation, was prevented at the last moment by a vital conference with
the Polish Government. The Archimandrite Sabbas Sovietoff, who
came in his place, is the head of the Orthodox Theological Academy
of Warsaw, a youngish man and a very brilliant theologian. Like
most of the Orthodox of Poland, he is Russian by race, and is pos-
sessed by all the Slav mystic abandon. His contribution to the
Delegation in some measure made up for the absence of Russian
delegates in it.

The Bulgarian Church being in schism with the Greek Church, the
(Ecumenical Patriarch had been precluded from asking it to accede
to the Delegation. On learning, however, that a Bulgarian delegate
had been at Mt. Athos for the Commission held last June to prepare
for the Orthodox Pro-Synod and that the Greek Churches would
approve the presence at Lambeth of a separate Bulgarian delegate,
the Archbishop of Canterbury telegraphed an independent invitation
to Sofia a few days before the opening of the Conference. If that
invitation had been earlier, I gather, the Metropolitan Stepan of
Sofia would have been the Bulgarian delegate. As it was, his
coadjutor, Bishop Paissie of Znepole—the suffragan, as we should
call him, of the Metropolitan of Sofia always bears that title—was
nominated and reached London just too late for the Canterbury
ceremony on Saturday, July 5th, but in time for the Eucharist at
St. Paul’s, on July 6th. Being charged with the duties of Reception
Secretary to the Delegation, I had a mawvais quart d’heure when
Bishop Paissie protested at not being seated with the Delegation.
He and I are old friends, and he knew that I was powerless
to do anything, but he had to protest. Happily the next day, the
Patriarch Meletios informed me that though Bishop Paissie could
not be included in it technically, the Delegation had decided
unanimously to ask him to accompany it on all occasions and to
take part in its deliberations. Unless the hope is frustrated, a bye-
product of the Delegation’s visit is likely to be the speeding up of
the reconciliation of the Bulgarian Church with the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate. Bishop Paissie who, like the Metropolitan Ignatios,
Bishop Athenagoras and the Archimandrites Michael Constantinides
and Sabbas Sovietoff, is relatively a young man, is a very competent,
and withal progressive and scientifically-trained theologian, and
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made a considerable contribution to the work of the Delegation.
Six weeks after his return to Bulgaria, he was elected to the important
see of Vratsa, which had been rendered vacant by the death of the
Metropolitan Clement, the Presiding Bishop! of the Holy Synod of
Bulgaria.

It is an open secret that the Archbishop of Canterbury had wished
both the Metropolitan Anthony of Kiev and the Metropolitan
Evlogie, or their nominees, to be included in the Delegation. On
canonical grounds, the (Ecumenical Patriarchate considered itself
unable to invite them and invited the Metropolitan Sergios, whom it
recognizes as Acting Locum Tenens of the Russian Patriarchate, to
send delegates. I understand that he replied that he would do so.
But none being forthcoming, to his Grace’s avowed regret and to the
general disappointment, the Russian Church was entirely un-
represented in the Delegation.

It was only in February this year that the Archbishop of Canter-
bury had received his Lausanne Committee’s recommendation, and
time had run on before the (Ecumenical Patriarch was in a position
to notify him of the acceptance of his invitation. So that it was well
on in May when his Grace gave me what I regard as one of the
greatest privileges of my life by appointing me Reception Secretary
to the Delegation, and by bidding me make arrangements under his
direction for its entertainment, care and comfort during the period,
viz., July 4th to 18th, for which its members would be his guests.

At the same time, he entrusted me with a similar function in
regard to the Old Catholic Delegation and of any delegations which
might come from the so-called Monophysite Churches.

In my article, in the last issue of The Christian East, 1 explained
the great importance which the Orthodox have always attached to
the opinion of the Old Catholics in general, and of the Dutch Old
Catholic Church in particular. As things fell out, Bishop Kiiry of
Berne was prevented by sickness from coming to London and the
0ld Catholic Delegation consisted of Archbishop Kenninck of Utrecht
and the Bishops of Haarlem and Deventer.

In fact, the Dutch Old Catholic Church is the lineal representative
of the ancient Church of Holland, which our Anglo-Saxon St. Willi-
brord planted in the seventh century, the Roman Catholic Church of
Holland with its bishops being a modern creation.

The importance of the Old Catholics is not to be estimated by their
numbers. Their significance is that they have refused to be ex-
tinguished and in defiance of the inexorable propaganda and of the

1 The President of the Holy Synod of Bulgaria is elected by its members from
among themselves. It was the death of Mgr. Clement which had made it impossible
for Mgr. Stepan to leave Bulgaria on a sudden invitation.
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many forces directed against them, continue to exist. If they peri
they will go down with their flag flying. In the face of agygfesrslis\}rlé
Protgstantlsm, they stand fast by every ancient Catholic tradition
gnd, in t.he face of the formidable power of the Vatican, they persist
in re]'ectmg the innovations of Papal Supremacy and Infallibility.
Qu‘.lte apart from the approximation between the Orthodox and
Apghcan Churches, the time has ripened since the failure of the
premature and unofficial Bonn Conferences of 1874 and 1875 for
the opening of the official discussion of full and formal Inter-
communion of the Old Catholic Churches with the Anglican Church.
Their unanimous recognition of the Validity of Anglican Orders was
complt?ted by a formal letter addressed in June, 1925 by the present
Archb1§hop of Utrecht to Archbishop Davidson, with synodical
author_lty on the part of the Church of Holland, which in its con-
servatism had waited until it had reached an incontestable judgment
on the matter. Economic Intercommunion with the Anglican
Church hgs t.)een authorized by all the Old Catholic Churches.
The coincidence of the Orthodox and Old Catholic Delegations
however, proved most opportune. ,
Eacp being able to follow the progress of the other with the sub-
committee of the Conference’s Committee on the Unity of the Church
th?rh were able to confer with one another upon it. ’
he question of the Validity of Anglican Orders bei
decided from the Old Catholic standpoing’; and Anglican—gllg (?al,;leli(liiz
E.conoxmc Intercommunion being established, the Anglican discussions
with the Qld Catholic were concerned with formal Intercommunion
and Reumox.x. In result the plenum of the Conference declared
that there is nothing inconsistent with the teaching of the
Churc?l of‘ England! in the Declaration of Utrecht, the affirmation
of which is a condition of Union among the Old Catholic Churches
and on the other hand, the Old Catholic Delegation expressed its
comple?e satisfaction with the teaching of the Church of England
Accordmgly, as it remains only for the Orthodox Pro-Synod tc;
1mp1em<?nt the dogmatic agreements reached by the Orthodox
D.elegatlon,. so it remains only for the whole body of the Old Catholic
blSh(?pS to implement the work of its Delegation at their next quad-
T;;I;lal assembly, which is due to take place at Vienna, in September,
A.lthough the Old Catholic Delegation did not arrive in London
until July. 11th, and stayed only eight days, it held several con-
ference‘s with the Orthodox Delegation, with the result that there isa
good_ likelihood of the discussion of Orthodox, Old Catholic and
Anglican Reunion, which broke down at Bonn fifty-five years ago,

1 Resolution 35(c) of the Seventh Lambeth C
i Res f ¢ onference. A
dlstéillsswn; and the official English version of the Declaration are gi\srggl ilxr;%cxl—x}; lgi 1(:)1;2
on the Unity of the Church, Lambeth Conference, 1930, pp. 140-144. %

being renewed under favourable conditions next year first at Vienna
and then at Mt. Athos.

Space precludes my saying more about the Old Catholic Delegation,
but what I have said will indicate the interconnection of its visit
with that of the Orthodox Delegation.

I cannot resist the inclination, though, to record the general
impression made by the simple dignity and learning of Archbishop
Kenninck, For myself, I believe that the ancient Church of Holland
cannot be doomed to extinction, but rather that it is destined to make
a great contribution to the reconciliation of Roman Catholicism and
Continental Protestantism on a basis of essential Catholicity. But
if itis to go down under the ceaseless assaults of Dutch Calvinism
and Roman ultramontanism, it will go down like a grand seigneur,
and to the end will appeal to the Faith and practice of the Church
of the Fathers and will refuse to accept the innovations of Rome.

The outlook and the pose of Archbishop Kenninck are those of
quiet confident resignation, which has no doubt of itself, but carries
through against the greatest odds just because it is prepared for
any issue.

Anyone who desires to know more about the Old Catholics should
get particulars of the Society of St. Willibrord.* ;

Etchmiadzin, the seat of the Armenian Supreme Catholicos, being
in the Republic of Erivan, which is a unit of the Soviet system of
Republics,? the Armenian Church could not send a delegate. In the
condition of Egypt, a Copt delegation could not be sent. The
invitation addressed to Mar Ignatios Elias I11., the Patriarch of the
Syrian-Orthodox (Jacobite) Church appears not to have reached
him.?

In consequence, the only representative of the Monophysite
Churches who attended the Conference was the Armenian Bishop
Tourian, now in charge of the Armenian congregation in Manchester,
who came on a personal invitation and not as a delegate of his
Church.

Like his uncle, the scholar and poet Patriarch Tourian of Jeru-
salem,* who died last summer, Bishop Tourian is a man of wide
culture. He was Armenian Bishop in Smyrna, and is held in general

1 Tts Secretary, the Rev. C. B. Moss, of Highfield Park, Oxford, is the author of a
useful brochure, The Old Catholics and Re-union, S.P.C.K., 1927.

2 Although Communist and controlled from Moscow, Erivan is a wholly Armenian
State, is governed through Armenians and is in a measure able to give expression
to the intense patriotism of the Armenian Nation.

3 Mar Severus Barsawm, Bishop of Homs, writes me to that effect. Mar Ignatios
has moved frequently from place to place since he was obliged to take refuge in Iraq

Church was a vestigial dispersion scattered through Syria and Mesopotamia, number-
ing not much more than 100,000. To-day it is in extreme disorganization.

4 By general consent Armenians recognize him as the most outstanding literary
figure of their nation during the past century.




respect by all Christians of the Near East for the courage with which
he risked his life for his people during the Smyrniate holocaust.

Of course, he could not be associated with the Delegation, but
with its cordial goodwill he accompanied it on ceremonial occasions
and shared in most of its social engagements.

I had myself served as Reception Secretary to the Orthodox
delegates who were in London for the English Nikean Com-
memoration of 1925. We got through then adequately, I think,
but with some difficulty and occasional hitches. If the work with
which I was again entrusted this year was carried out, so as in some
small way to merit the more than generous letter of thanks with which
his Grace has honoured my colleagues and myself, it was because in
the Nikzan Club? the machinery to provide men for staff work and
other resources was ready to hand.

In consequence, a strong Committee was easily formed at once,
and, thanks to the very ready response to the Club’s financial appeal
by the E.C.U., the A.C.P., the Society of the Faith and many private
individuals, was able both to exercise hospitality and to arrange a
programme of entertainment which were not wholly inadequate.

A flat at Whitehall Mansions was provided for the Patriarch
Meletios and his entourage, which included the Deacon Anthimos
Rosmaris, a young ecclesiastic of great promise, who also acted as
secretary to the Delegation and whose record of his Patriarch’s visit
to London, published in Pantaenos, the official weekly of the
Patriarchate of Alexandria, is a most interesting and valuable
document.

Archbishop Nektarie was accommodated at the Hotel Belgravia.
Archbishop Timotheos, the Metropolitan Ignatios, Bishops Ireniy,
Athenagoras and Paissie, with the Archimandrites Leontios and
Sabbas and Bishop Tourian were provided with hospitality in King’s
College Hostel, at which several of our Overseas bishops were stay-
ing.

! The Nikaan Club, which was founded to perpetuate the memory of the presence
of the Orthodox Delegation at the Eucharist celebrated in Westminster Abbey on
July 29th, 1925, as the official Church of England Commemoration of the Sixteenth
Centenary of the Great Council of Nikza, has only two functions, viz., (1) to arrange
a suitable lecture and a public dinner for June 29th, the anniversary of the opening
of the First (Ecumenical Council, and (2), to arrange hospitality for official guests
of the Church of England. Its honorary secretary, Mr. G. Gay, of 22, Buckingham
Street, W.C.2., would gladly add all the readers of The Christian East to its roll which,
instead of 200, ought to be 2,000 strong. Itssubscription for life membership is only
half a guinea.
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Happily the good staff work which is essential for such a visit
was also amply available. The Rev. R. M. Borough who, as Chaplain
of the Crimean Church, Constantinople from 1910-1926, and the
Rev. Philip Usher, who had just resigned the British Legation’s
Chaplaincy, made attendance on the Delegation a whole-time job.
All Greek ecclesiastics are conscious of the debt their Churches owe
Mr. Borough for his services to the (Ecumenical Patriarchate in the
post-war days. Mr. Usher, who is expert in modern Greek theology,
is also a persona gratissima to them, and acted as Greek into English
interpreter at the Delegation’s discussions in Lambeth Palace. My
old colleague, Dr. Emhardt, who was officially attached to the
U.S.A. members of the Conference, and has a rare experience of the
Orthodox complex and its leading personalities, was good enough
also to join Messrs. Borough and Usher at King’s College Hostel.
The value of his ceaseless attendance on the Delegation was beyond
estimate. Unfortunately, the Rev. H. J. Fynes Clinton was abroad,
but so far as they could get free for the purpose, Canon Wigram, the
Rev. R. M. French and the Rev. F. N. Heazell, each of whom is a
prominent expert in our movement, were assiduous in their help.
The services rendered by the Rev. C. Gage Brown and Dr. L. Patter-
son, who speak Serbian and Rumanian, were invaluable and
unremitting, as were those of the Rev. C. B. Moss, who, as Secretary
of the Society of St. Willibrord, was in special attendance on the Old
Catholic Delegation. The Rev. Roy Ellis acted as our secretary.

Though some of the Orthodox delegates did not reach England
until July 4th, the eve of the opening of the Lambeth Conference,
the programme arranged for the Orthodox Delegation actually
commenced on June 27th, with an informal reception of the Patriarch
Meletios at the West Door of Westminster Abbey, which he had
expressed a wish to visit immediately on his arrival in London, by
the Dean and Chapter of Westminster Abbey, the Prolocutor and
other representatives of the Canterbury Convocation, Canon
McCormick, the Vicar of St. Martin-in-the-Fields, in which parish
he was to reside, and a large body of clergy. After stopping for
silent prayer at the Grave of the Unknown Warrior, his All-Holiness*
proceeded to the Shrine of St. Edward, where he rendered his

1 The Archbishop’s invitation specified July 4th to 18th as the period of the
visit.

2 As an ex-(Ecumenical Patriarch he keeps the style, Panagiotes. The other
Patriarchs are styled Makariotes, Beatitude.
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The next three days were spent quietly, the Patriarch Meletios
lunching with me at the Athenzum on the Friday to meet Mr. Arthur
Henderson and Lord Passfield, and also attending the Garden Party
of the A.C. Pilgrimage Association in Kensington Gardens.

On Saturday, July 5th, the whole Delegation drove to Canterbury
for the inauguration ceremony of the Conference, and having been
received at the Cathedral by the Bishop of Dover and Canon Jenkins,
proceeded at once to place a wreath on Archbishop Davidson’s grave.
At the luncheon given by the Warden of St. Augustine’s College in
honour of the 309 members of the Conference, the Patriarch Meletios
was assigned the principal seat on the right hand of the Archbishop
of Canterbury, and replied for the Delegation—except that of the
Warden of St. Augustine’s there were no other speeches—to the
warm references made to him and to Archbishops Germanos and
Nektarie and the other members of the Delegation by his Grace in
his speech.

The reception of the Delegation in the Cathedral at the
inauguration service of the Conference was marked with every
conceivable distinction. TIts procession immediately preceded that
of the Anglican bishops, the whole space behind the Chair of St.
Augustine being reserved for its occupation during the Archbishop’s
allocution. Its members did not fail to perceive the unsparing pains
with which the details of their reception had been worked out in
order to emphasize the fraternal relations ~ of the two Churches,
and appreciated its balanced dignity and warmth no less than they
were impressed by the simple but wonderful service itself.

Tt was the same in St. Paul’s the next day at the Eucharist which
was celebrated by the Archbishop of Canterbury, with the Arch-
bishops of Armagh and Wales as Gospeller and Epistoler, and during
which the Archbishop of York preached and all the bishops of the
Conference communicated. The Delegation was received at the
West Door by the Dean and Chapter and was conducted in procession
up through the packed congregation which crowded the vast building,
to the choir, the whole of which, the Archbishop’s own throne being
assigned by his direction to the Patriarch, had been reserved for its

occupation.




With its historic symbolism, its glorious music and its simple but
splendid ceremonial, St. Paul’s afforded a worthy setting for an
act so solemn as the corporate communion of the whole Anglican
Episcopate on the eve of its entering into its decennial Conference
which, to judge by the words of its members, gave the Delegation,
as it were, a coup d’oeil insight into the life of the world-wide Anglican
Communion, the recollection of which will be permanent and in-
effaceable.

On Monday, July 7th, after dining at the Athenzeum Club with the
Bishop of Gloucester and some of its chaplains, the Delegation
attended a reception given in its honour by Earl Beauchamp, at 13,
Belgrave Square. Among the 200 guests to meet them were the
Archbishop of York, with other Anglican archbishops and metro-
politans, Lords Allenby, Brentwood, Dickinson, Glasgow and
Jellicoe.

Though simplicity itself, the scene in the Library of Lambeth

Palace at 5 p.m. on Tuesday, July 8th, when the Delegation was
formally received by the Archbishop of Canterbury in the plenum
of the Conference, was as notable as it was historic. One could wish
that a picture of it could have been preserved. In his own name
and in that of his brother chief bishops of the Anglican Churches,
who had vacated their seats in front of the dais in favour of the
Delegation and stood round him, his Grace, who was wearing the
Ecumienical Patriarch Joachim’s stavropegion, welcomed the
Delegation corporately as establishing contact between the whole
Anglican and the whole Orthodox Church and individually both for
the distinction of its personnel and for the sake of the particular
Churches which were represented in it. That done, he sketched the
beginnings of Anglican and Orthodox friendship a hundred years ago
and its growth into brotherly solidarity, and expressed the common
desire that the discussions to be held in the following week would,
by God’s guidance, be fruitful in furthering the Union of the two
Churches. The Patriarch Meletios answered with a few warm and
well-chosen words, which Archbishop Germanos interpreted. His
Grace extended a welcome to Bishop Tourian, who had accompanied
the Delegation and, in reply, spoke with plain emotion of the grateful
affection with which his nation remembers his Grace’s acts of sym-
pathy and those of the whole Anglican Church towards it. The
Delegation withdrew, the whole Conference standing up as it had
stood on its entry. And all was over.

Our photographs of his Grace alone with the Patriarch and with
all the delegates and the chaplains who had attended them, were
taken at the door of Lambeth Palace on the Delegation’s leaving
after it had taken tea with him and the leading members of the
Conference.

On Wednesday, July gth, the Delegation attended Matins in the
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only two remaining engagements in its official pr

ceremonial dinner at Lambeth Palace on Wedr?egg;;mxﬁflywir;tha
and the luncheon given by the Society of St. Willibrord c;n Thursda; ;
July 17th, to the Old Catholic Delegation, the former taking plaz’é
in the famous Guard Room, the guests including the Old Catholics
and .the latter which was given in the Holborn Restaurant and Wa;
p_re.51de.d over by the Bishop of London, being the occasion—the
dlsc}1551ons of both Delegations with the Conference’s sub-committe
ha.tvmg reached a satisfactory issue—of speeches foreshad .
triple bond of friendship between the three Churches.

Nevertheless, the Delegation attended the Reception given
Lady Salisbury on July 14th, and other social ﬁrl)nctiongs1 of tll)lsé
?onference ; Mr. Athelstan Riley gave a dinner at the Athenzum
in honour of the Patriarch and the Archbishop of Utrecht: Mr
Laptew, the Rl}manjan chargé d’affaires, and Mr. Douritc}; thé
Yugo-S-lav Minister, gave luncheons in honour of Archbi’ hy
Nektarie and Bishop Irendy. And so on. st

His Majesty the King also gave audience to i
;s th i
in the forenoon of Thursday, July 24th. gl i

owing a

I have thought it desirable to give a summ
of .the Delegation’s visit the ofﬁgzl period ofaglu'(::fhﬂtl:ngfi;gz;rtfgme
P.‘nd.ay, July 18th, not only because it served to emphasize t(})xn
significance of the reception the Delegation was accorded in Londo i
but to shon that it had ample contacts whereby to estimate th 1'?,
of the English Church and its place in the nation. e

In the winter number of The Christian E
: ‘ ast, I hope to consid,
in detail the Orthodox and Anglican statements contained in 1t}‘:g

résumé of its discussions with the sub i
st g ub-committee of the Lambeth
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THE GENERAL POSITION OF THE EASTERN
ORTHODOX CHURCHES AT THE PRESENT TIME.

By DR. STEFAN ZANKOV.

THE consequences of the Great War and of the Russian
Revolution have led to changes in the outward and inward
life of the Orthodox Churches surpassing in importance and
significance all other changes that occurred in earlier ages. They
can be compared with those which took place after the rise of
Islam and the subjugation of the south-eastern countries by the
Mohammedan forces.

In the north-eastern countries there took place enormous
religious and clerical displacements in the sphere of the Great
Russian Church. Owing to the new political formations different
sections, great or small, detached themselves from the Russian
Church and formed new independent Orthodox Churches. These
are: (1) the Orthodox Church of Poland (with 5 million adherents,
all Russians); (2) the Orthodox Church of Lithuania, with 50,000
adherents approximately, nearly all Russians; (3) the Orthodox
Church in Lettland with 200,000 adherents approximately (3rds
Russians and ird Letts); (4) the Orthodox Church of Esthonia
(over 200,000 adherents, 150,000 Esthonians and 50,000 Russians);
(5) the Orthodox Church of Finland (with 70,000 adherents
approximately, 50,000 Karelians and Finns, and 17,000 Russians);
and, finally, (6) the Orthodox Church of Georgia (in Russia itself,
with over two million adherents, Georgians for the greatest part).

In the inner life of the Russian Church there arose two important
questions leading similarly to new ecclesiastical formations : the
first of them dealt with the position of the Russian Church, in-
cluding both clergy and laity, in relation to Bolshevism in general
ithe latter following an atheistical and anti-religious ideology that
forms the main principle of the Bolshevist state), and the second
dealt with the position of the Church in relation to the Russian
Bolshevist State as a social and political system of government.
The first question led to an enormous struggle between the Church
as a whole and the system of the Bolshevists and their religious
policy, a struggle that still continues and which, though issuing
in the outward destruction of the ecclesiastical organization has, on
the other hand, called forth an intrinsic transformation, a purifica-
tion, an independence and a strengthening of Orthodoxy and the
Orthodox Russian Church.




128 THE CHRISTIAN EAST

The second question has called forth vehement controversy in
the domain of the Church itself, one contesting party wishing to
ac}mqwledge the Soviet State as a social system and the other
rejecting it. At the present time nearly everybody is inclined to
acknow.ledge this system combined with the principle of complete
neutrality on the part of the Church. There still remain differences
about the following points of controversy, i.e., whether the churches

ecclesiastical administration, These contests and struggles are the
cause of the schism in the Russian Church, i.e., the division into

church, the so-called Synodical Regenerated Church, formerly
known under the name of the “Living Church.” Owing to the

that large classes of religious people defended the old traditions
tl.lree-quarters of all believers, i.e., 70-80 millions approximately,
side with the Patriarchal Church of Tykhon. ’

The second important question dealt with the national problem
of the Ukraine, i.e., with the question of constituting an indepen-
dt?nt Orthodox Church on the territory of the Bolshevist State of
Little Russia. In view of the fact that the Tykhonian Church
tolera.ted at the most the autonomy of the Orthodox Church in the
Ukra.une, there appe.ared three new Orthodox formations : the o]d

“self-consecrated ”—Samosviaty)- and, finall

¢ 4 ¥, the Independent
Autonomotfs Church of the Ukraine, which is in fact a cregtion :f
the SynO(.ilc'al Regenerated Church of Russia (from which this
church originated ax.ld by which its independence was granted).

1tz\oth in the national and in the ecclesiastical sense : the Tykhonian
.utorfomous Church is conservative in the ecclesiastical sense ; the

as follows: the Synodical Orthodox Church seems to hold the
first place; the church mentioned first occupies the second place
and the second mentioned holds the third place, - ;

THE EASTERN ORTHODOX CHURCHES 129

All the other Orthodox churches (outside Russia) acknowledge
unconditionally the authority of the Patriarchal Tykhonian Church ;
they observe neutrality with regard to the Synodical Regenerated
Church and consider as schismatical the Ukrainian Church which
consecrated by its own authority.

New political conditions and alterations in frontiers which
followed the Great War produced the following new formations
in ecclesiastical life :

The national unification of the Rumanians led to a unification
of all Orthodox Rumanians into a single Rumanian Orthodox
Church (on the territory of the kingdom of Rumania) which was
raised to a Patriarchate in 192 5. As a result, different independent
churches lost their independence, as for instance, the Rumanian
Orthodox Church of Transylvania (belonging formerly to Hungary)
and the Orthodox Church of the Bucovina (formerly Austrian). As
well as these, there were added to the Rumanian Patriarchate the
provinces of Bessarabia (formerly belonging to the Russian
Orthodox Church) and of Southern Dobrudja (formerly adhering
to the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. At the present time the
Rumanian Church holds the second place among the Orthodox
churches, with regard to:the number of its adherents, which
number amounts to 13 million approximately (9,000,000 Russians
and 4,000,000 Bulgarians).

The union of the Orthodox Serbs was accompanied by their
ecclesiastical unification on the Yugo-Slavia territory. The United
Church of Serbia was raised to a Patriarchate in 1920. In view
of this fact the churches mentioned hereafter have lost their
independence : the Orthodox Churches of Bosnia, Herzegovina
and Dalmatia (formerly Austrian), and the Orthodox Church of
Carlowitz (formerly in Hungary). The province of Northern
Macedonia was likewise added to the Serbian Patriarchate. The
Serbian Church possesses at present 6 million followers (of whom

nearly all are Serbs).

A fairly complete union of the Greek Orthodox Church of Hellas
(Republic of Greece) has been effected owing in the first place to
the incorporating of Southern Macedonia and of Western Thrace
with Greece (these provinces belonged formerly to Turkey and,
ecclesiastically, were directly subject to the Patriarchate of
Constantinople); and, secondly, to the complete expulsion of the
Orthodox Greeks from Asia Minor and Eastern Thrace (and partly
from Constantinople and the Turkish islands).

The unification of the Orthodox Greeks in Greece has not yet
been constitutionally completed, the provinces newly added to
Greece still acknowledging, though more or less nominally, the
authority of the Patriarchate of Constantinople; but the unification
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exists already in fact, and will, as it seems, be realized constitu~
tionally in the near future. The Orthodox Church of Greece has
five million adherents approximately (nearly all of them Greeks).
Owing to the above events and to the ultra-national Turkish
government, the ancient, venerable Mother-church of the Orthodox

.population in Europe, the Patriarchate of Constantinople, has lost

much of its former significance and territory. There are hardly
more than 250,000 souls adhering to it.

In Western Asia may be noted the Patriarchates of Antioch and
Jerusalem, standing under the protectorate of France and England
respectively. What will be the effect of the alteration of political
jurisdiction in the Mohammedan-Turkish State and what influence
these Christian (but not Orthodox) States will have on the Orthodox
life of both Patriarchates is not evident yet.

In the domain of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church (or its
jurisdiction) there may be noted its loss of adherents which took
place with the cession of the provinces of Macedonia, Southern
Dobrudja and Thrace. The Bulgarian Orthodox Church possesses
five million adherents approximately (nearly all Bulgarians).

After the Great War many of the Ruthenians living in Czecho-
slovakia (Little Russians from the Russian Carpathian Mountains)
belonging to the Roman Catholic Uniat Church (i.e., to the Greek
Catholic or the Roman Catholic Church of the Eastern rite) as
well as Roman Catholic Czechs, left their church for the Orthodox
and formed an Autonomous Orthodox Church in Czechoslovakia
with over 200,000 adherents. The conversion of the Ruthenians
and the Czechs to the Orthodox Church, as well as the consolidating
of the latter is still proceeding.

Finally, the Orthodox people of Albania (almost all Albanians)
left the Patriarchate of Constantinople in the beginning of the last
year and proclaimed an Independent Orthodox Church of Albania
(against the will, and notwithstanding the protest, of the above-
mentioned Patriarchate). The Orthodox Church of Albania
possesses nearly 200,000 followers.

In the external condition of the Orthodox Patriarchate of
Alexandria, of the Church of Cyprus, and the Orthodox Missionary
Churches of North America and Japan, no changes are to be
noted.

THE FUNERAL OF THE SERBIAN PATRIARCH,
DMITRI.

) IT is the last hour. It is the end.”

The priest who spoke the words was standing at the head
of a flight of stairs at the Patriarchia, his bearded face working
with emotion. A curious stillness lay upon the building: the
enquirers climbed upwards with hushed steps, and read the verdict
in the bearing of the few people who stood on the landing.
Occasionally a closed door opened, and a bishop came out to speak
with some new arrival, and then slipped back again into the room
where the Patriarch Dmitri, fearless and unperplexed like the fine
old warrior he was, lay dying with his bishops and priests
gathered round him.

“It is the last hour,” sighed the priest, and he spoke the truth.
Exactly an hour later the soul passed out from the weary body,
and began that mysterious journey on which the bishops and
priests would fain have followed it, as children like to go with
their father, at least for a little bit of the way, when he leaves home.
The body was carried across the road into the cathedral, and they
went with it. They stood around it to sing and read about the
mansions of the Blest, they kissed the Ikon lying on the coffin, they
folded their hands on the lid and prayed to the God of the Spirits
of all flesh. Antony, the aged Metropolitan of Russian, leaned
on the arm of a monk and made his way to that sacred spot:
bowed his venerable white head, and mourned that there must be
this parting—perhaps only a short one—between himself and his
old friend.

The Patriarch Dmitri died on Sunday, April 6th. Throughout
Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday, the people came to say
good-bye to the quiet figure that lay in the centre of the church.
All sorts of people came—crippled soldiers, and Cabinet Ministers,
foreigners and generals, peasants and diplomats—walking in
under the black draperies and treading softly because of the dead :
and yet reminded always, by the solemn chanting and outbursts
of song, of the living soul, winging its way hopefully towards the
celestial regions, met by choirs of angels, welcomed by the
company of the saints.

Something remained to be done, however, for the body that had
through eighty-four long years obeyed the behests of that active
and unselfish soul. Its resting-place must be prepared, and it must
be escorted thither with the pomp that is required for a Patriarch
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of the Orthodox Church, and with the respect that is due to a
good man. Bishops and clergy came hurrying up from the far
dioceses of Yugo-Slavia, students gathered from the seminaries,
heads of societies and institutions from their various centres.
When Thursday dawned in the uncertain mood of April, a great
assembly was waiting.

Only a small part of them could be received into the cathedral,
for it had been wisely decided that there should be no crowding,
and the arrangements were admirably carried out. The air was
full of soft chanting until the moment when the King and Queen
entered, with the Prince Paul and the Princess Olga : then it died
away, and gave place to “ Our Father,” and to responses exquisitely
sung by the choir. The service was very short, and there were
only two speeches to remind the congregation of the faithfulness
and devotion of God’s servant Dmitri: one was by the Bishop
of Cetinje, and the other by the Minister of Justice.

Slowly they passed out of the cathedral, slowly they walked
round its grey walls before they went down into the street—the
Royal Family, the Prime Minister, the Cabinet and Diplomatic
Ministers, the bishops and priests, the representatives of other
‘churches, Roman Catholic, Old Catholic, Anglican, Lutheran, and
of other creeds, Jewish and Moslem. These joined with the ordered
throng outside to make up the great procession that filed through
the waiting people along the streets of the capital city and out to
the hills beyond.

A pageant of life and colour it was, led by the black cross that
bore the words Dmitri, Serbian Patriarch, and the dish of boiled
wheat that symbolizes resurrection. Next came the wreaths of
laurel and of flowers, and the decorations, borne on cushions by
a band of black-robed men : so many brilliant orders and glowing
ribbons—far more than a man . could wear—now left behind for
ever! There were choirboys in red robes, with cathedral banners,
and in sharp contrast, a group of tiny boys, poorly dressed, from
some Home or Orphanage: there were Scouts and Guides, and
members of the Soko and the Y.M.C.A.: there was the military
band, with muffled drum, the Choral society who sang their
haunting anthems at different points of the route : the black-clad
Russian nuns and seminary students, and the little group of family
mourners. All these last looked sombre enough, but they prepared
the way for a glorious feast of colour that lit up the grey streets
like a sun. The priests and deacons were in red and violet and
blue, the bishops were in gold and silver and white, with rich
embroideries and glittering crosses, and golden staffs: and these
divided into two long lines and paced along with stately mien,
dignified with flowing beards, like the priests of Solomon’s Temple.
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Behind them came the black coffin on its black carriage : and then
the King and the Prince, the ministers and the statesmen, the
diplomats and the representatives. They came on and on, a cloud
of black-coated figures, with a brilliant ribbon peeping out here and
there from a dark overcoat: and then women representing the
many women’s societies of Yugo-Slavia, and the long line of cavalry
and gun carriages that closed the scene.

So it passed through the city, with here and there a pause for
another speech of remembrance, and down the steep hill towards
Topchider and out to the country : for it was not in Belgrade that
the people of Yugo-Slavia buried their Patriarch.

Five or six miles beyond the city there is a narrow valley, by
name Rakovica, lying sheltered and green among the hills: and
here in a quiet enclosure is a little church and simple monastery.
Close to the white walls of the church a grave had been dug, and
here the last prayers were said, and the last farewells spoken.

Overhead the jackdaws flew amongst the trees with straw and
wool for nests in their busy beaks: underfoot the dandelions
spangled the grass with gold: and when the cortége arrived at
the monastery gate the bells clashed out, and Metropolitan Antony,
a beautiful figure in his white robes, met it and turned slowly back
with it to the open grave.

The solemn service was said and sung. The Minister for the
Russian Emigrés paid his last tribute of thankfulness for all the
kindness and protection which the Patriarch Dmitri had shown
to the Russians: the Arch-priest of Belgrade spoke, and the
President of the Officers’ Reserve Association, and the Orthodox
Bishop from Czechoslovakia: and a woman, whose clear voice
dwelt on the fact that the Serbian Church was ever the strength
and the soul of the Serbian nation. And then the coffin was lowered
into the grave : the bishops, the Prime Minister, and the mourners
scattered the earth upon it. The ceremony was over: the tired
body had come home to rest.

Slowly the bishops turned away : Metropolitan Antony was
helped into the Monastery : the Ministers went out from the en-
closure to their waiting cars: and as they left the gates the first of
the pilgrims entered them—that long succession of peasants and
country-folk and gipsies and townspeople who wished to see the
Patriarch’s grave. They came up quietly and thoughtfully to the
spot where the Serbian Bishop from America, with another Bishop
at his side, still stood at the foot of the grave, as if they were loth
to leave the peaceful garden of Rakovica and Dmitri’s place of rest.

Many feet will turn thither in the next few weeks, and many
thoughts too. Not only the grateful thoughts and memories of
the people of Yugo-Slavia, but the salutations of other lands. For
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the Patriarch Dmitri was not one who thought only of his own
duty and his own church: his heart was large enough to be
‘c‘oncerned for the joys and sorrows of Christians of other races.
“The barrlt?rs between us are only man-made,” he used to say

Jesus Christ knows no frontiers.” §

A portrait and biography of the new Serb Patria
] ; rch, Mgr. B
will appear in the winter CHRISTIAN EAST. &, TR

RUSSIANS CONFER ON CHRISTIAN CULTURE.
By DR. DoNALD A. LOWRIE.

THE place is one of the dozen or more crude barracks in a French
camp de vacance, an hour from Paris, furnished with a few
bencl.les and a speakers’ table. There are present thirty or fort
Ru551.an folk, men and women, mostly in the forties. To the uniniti):
ated it seems a rather commonplace group. But when it is remarked
that among these people, gathered for a three-day conference, there
are leaders of the most radically opposed political and social ,grou

ings, a phenomenon almost unheard of in Russian life intereIs:
la)wa:kens.h And as th.e topic is announced and the first c’liscussion
e;glcxllls-,m ta kein x;eetmg is recognized as so unusual as almost to be

The problem under discussion is that of Orthodox culture—culture
as it should be, if informed and inspired by Christianity as expressed
in t}}e Orthodox Church. The committee which has caJlEd the
meeting contains names prominent in Russian philosophy : Father
BulgakoY, once a Marxist professor, now a fiery mystic prc;fessor in
the Russxaq Theological Academy; Nicolai Berdiaeff, un,questionabl
the most significant religious philosopher Russia has produced ig
the lgst forty years ; Professor Fedotoff, former professor in Soviet
Russian universities ; Elizabeth Skobtzova, one-time secretary of
Trots.ky, authqress and journalist ; Professor Zenkovsky lezglrin
Ru§51a}n authority in pedagogy, and president of the RussiaI{ Studen%
C_hnstlan .Movement. This group have invited those present to
discuss W{th them ““ some problems of Russian Orthodox culture
apd q_uestlons of organization connected with creative effort in th"
direction.” It sounds almost impossibly simple. "

A.nother phrase in the invitation explains part of the reasons
behind ,the present meeting : ““ In view of all that is happening in
Russia.” “If we could spent one minute in Russia to-day,” g;)ne

speaker said, “ the necessity for united effort would be so plain to us
that all our difficulties and differences would appear insignificant.”
When in Russia the most complete and determined attempt is being
made to implant a new, materialistic culture, an-effort which involves
the complete eradication of all cultures previously existent, it lays
upon all those still free to do so, the obligation of preserving what
was good in the old, or at least studying the question whether there is
anything worth preservation. These leaders of Russian thought
have come together to consider whether the Christianity of Russia
has any message for the world of to-day and to-morrow.

But it is not alone the organized effort to “ smother ” religion in

' Russia which actuates the present group. As one leader pointed out,

most of modern life, within Russia or outside it, is secularized—
religious life is limited to the individual and even in this stage often
confined to one day or a few hours on Sunday. Religion as such has
little bearing on life as a whole. This fact has been noted a hundred
times before, by all sorts of Christian thinkers in the west : noted
and tacitly accepted, if not de jure, at least de facto. The Russians
note, but organize to protest against it.

Even a pig will look up if flat on his back, the old proverb says.
The same remark has been passed about those centres of deepened
spiritual life for which the Russian emigration is so remarkable.
Another reason for calling the present meeting was the intention to
prove to the world that this allegation does not apply to Russians in
exile. The desire to offer, in a new intelligentsia ”’ truly and prac-
tically Christian, a demonstration that in evil fortune or in good,
Christianity can inform the whole of Russian life, has motivated this
meeting.

In a sense this is a very new movement : Christianity in Russia
has always viewed with some distrust the creative efforts of modern
«“gocial 7 Christianity. The reason for this attitude is simply the
consciousness that in the last analysis the Kingdom of God will not

_ be completed here, by human hands alone. The events of the last

fifteen years in Russia, however, and contact during ten years of
emigration with the Christianity of the west, have demanded a new
attitude—what is the place of cultural effort in a life which is to be
truly and completely Christian ? How define this attitude, for those
whose Christianity is expressed in the Eastern Orthodox Church ?
Characteristically, the discussion opened without a preliminary
definition of culture. But the various illuminations this question
received in the course of the first day, demanded a summary of the
opinions expressed. Here are some of them, said a prominent young
poet : * For me the gospel must express love, man’s interest in other
people. The world is not evil, it is merely enmeshed in evil. For me
Christian culture is the process of making the whole world Christian.”
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““ Christian culture is that which helps me live in a Christian way,”
another said. He is a leading physician in Paris. “ Culture,” said
one of the philosophers present, ““is the necessary bridge between
nature and the Grace of God. You cannot assert that simple faith
in Christ will guarantee a Christian culture. Christianity, for instance,
would never guarantee the permanent existence of a nation. Culture
must concern itself creatively with this world’s problems.” This
last'seemed as good a definition as was necessary at the moment, and
the group left it there. It is hard to imagine an Anglo-Saxon meeting
contenting itself with a phrase like *“ the bridge between nature and
the Grace of God.”

This was one characteristic note in the meeting. But the severest
realism and self-criticism was also evident. Even a mystic like
Bulgakov was relentless in his demand for Christian creative activity
in the world. * Civilization is forced upon us,” he urged, ““we
cannot escape it if we would. Our lives are bound up with it, and
formed by it. Even a monastery often depends for its light on
current generated outside, and for the monks to say  that does not
concern us, we merely use it,” would be like ourselves trying to avoid
responsibility for creative activity in the world we live in.”

Professor Fedotoff was even more severe. ‘ The trouble with
Orthodox Christianity in the past,” he asserted, ‘“has been its
devotion to the monastic ideal, with laymen vainly trying to live by
rule-books written for monks on Mt. Athos. And the trouble with
us in the present is simply laziness ; it is so much easier to spend
time in theoretical discussions like this, or shut up in our small pious
study circles, than it is to face the hard, grey work of making society
more Christian. We must enter the world as it is, its science, its
social and @sthetic life, and struggle to infuse them with Christianity,
if we are to be worthy of our calling. There is Christian work to be
done in the cafés and laboratories and the Press-rooms of the world.

‘We need to go forth from our monastery into the world.”

The western reader who thinks of this as merely another instance
of the ““ social gospel ”” will be mistaken. It is true that one speaker
after another demanded “ work in the world,” “ the creation of a
wholly Christian society,” but this is not so simple. It involves the
definite effort to make a completely new beginning, to institute a
culture which shall be consciously and intentionally orthodox. And
in the Russian phrase that is merely another way of saying “ com-
pletely Christian.”

How different this is from what is so easily called the social gospel,
may be seen from some of the proposals for immediate practical
action. First a series of small organizations, each confined to one
profession, doctors, engineers, journalists. These groups are to be
not merely study circles—they are a sort of fraternity, whose purpose

is to investigate and attempt to put into practice the implication for
1(?htr(i,s'cia.nityg in their professions, Imagine a group of C}mfsi;a.n
physicians in London or Chicago banded together in a sort ol : y-
order, undertaking to realize the fullness o.f the Christian fait 1hm
their professional life. The word lay-order is used to indicate w. at
for the Orthodox is a self-evident feature of the 'or.gamza.tlon pro-
posed : life in the Church. To the average Christian of the west
outside Roman Catholic and Anglican groups such a pljactlcila.l
Christian organization might have little or no connection with t 1e
Church as organized in Protestantism. To the Qrthodox the wh(c:h e
of Christian effort must be savoured w1jch tl}e life of the Churc h
These study-practice groups will be organized in closest contact wit
the Church and under its spiritual leadership. This is surely an
approach to the problem of Christian culture, quite new for the \}n:?st.
The plan proposed includes other groups beside these fellowships,
some of them more like the study-groups familiar to western Chnstlz;n
life, especially in universities. Some of the topics propose.d are :h e
interpretation of Orthodox Church dogma for modern times, i
Christian solution of pressing social problems, and.the study o
Protestantism and Catholicism in line with the-oecumemcal_ tendencies
of our age. For all of these, parallels are to be f(?und in England
and America, although one has heard of only ex_ceptlonal cases (‘)‘f tille
last named, such as those initiated in the United States by “ The
Inquiry.” It should be noted that these study circles are not pro}
posed for university students, as part of a whole atmosphere o
theoretical education ; they are to be org?,mzed by men and women
in the thick of life’s battles, faithful to their own Church, and striving
to make their own life truly Christian in all its phases. T.Ius ;f a
group profoundly convinced of the completeness of truth in t %u
own Church, yet they are humbly seeking fuller gcqua.mtance with tde
other great divisions of Christendom. Acquaintance must precede
fni:lldtsl}llilsp i)articular point, by the way, action hag preceded theory.
The remarkable relationship built up between.Russmns and Angh&:asns
in the past four years, of which the Fellowship of St. Albans a.nif t1.:
Sergius is an organized example, is almost equalled in quantity, nod
in organized form, by the friendly liaison between Orthodox an'c
Catholics in France and Belgium. Suppose Christians of the w?s
were to take seriously the task of acquaintance laid upon them by
our modern cecumenical spirit. Suppose 1 2 hundred centres or a
thousand—there could be groups of earnest men and women seeking
to know more deeply the implications of f:helr own Church con-
nection for their daily lives and at the same time actively gngaged in
a better acquaintance with their neighbogr; of otl}er Christian con-
fessions. How would it affect the chauvinsm which so often mars
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least, under the aroma of the Christian faith, As the peasant proverb
has it : “ Poverty we have, and obedience we have : if only we did

not swear, we should be gaints.”
The other factor in recent experience which made this meeting

necessary was, as the invitation stated, events in Russia, not merely
the effort to crush religion there, but the supreme emphasis on social-
ism and all its allied theories. The Church in Russia, where the
machinery of the Church has been completely shattered and where
tion is permitted, where religious

not even a diocesan organiza
literature and religious discussion are forbidden, is powerless to

attack the theoretical side of these problems. Here in emigration

there is freedom for thought and organized discussion. And it is

dlear to all that the Church in Russia must have a message for the
social problems of humanity as well as for its purely devotional
interests. ¢ In the Russia of the future we must have a form of life,
of modern technical civilization penetrated through and through
with Christianity which will command the respect and win the loyalty
of the people,” was the way one man expressed a general conviction.
While not all present would agree with one speaker who insisted
that “ the future fate of the Orthodox Church depends on how she
al problems," the general tone of the

teaches people to solve soci,

meeting proves how consciously the Orthodox Church as represented
in this group of prominent thinkers faces the need for new consider-
ation of what is for the Eastern Church a newly presented problem ;

Christian culture or quite secular civilization ? But again the
distinction between the typical Anglo-Saxon approach to this
problem and that of Orthodoxy must be emphasized. To the
“ practical ” west the solution is seli-evidently to be sought in the
empirical. The Orthodox world will find the answer first of all in

the spiritual, which must give its characteristic flavour to the whole

of life. The incense is only a small part of the Church service, but it
so penetrates vestments, furniture, the walls of the Church itself,
that even after years of disuse, the characteristic fragrance is still
discernible. So the spirit of the Church must penetrate all the phases
of human life, to make a culture truly Christian.

One other note of interest to western observers was the fact that

this meeting, burdened with the modern needs of the Orthodox

Church, consisted almost entirely of laymen. Only one clergyman
was present, although the Archbishop was only accidentally pre-
vented from taking part. It has always been typical of Russian
Orthodoxy that its greatest thinkers, even in the realm of pure
theology, have been laymen. The present movement is true to
tradition. Although it has the approval and co-operation of the

hierarchy, it remains essentially a lay group, independent of eccles-

iastical authority. Nothing could better illustrate how the essential
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THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE AND
NATIONALITY.

By Canon J. A. DoucLas, Ph.D.
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But how was it to be done?

The country was only a province of the (eumenical Patriarchate
as the Patriarchate of Constantinople has been designated since
century VI. With the other three Kastern Patriarchates and Cyprus
in helotage to the Turk, no (Ecumenical Council could be called
together.

If Jeremias II, the then (Fcumenical Patriarch, had wished,
nothing could have been easier than for him to have turned a blind
eye on the needs of the Church and to have postponed the Russian
question to the Greek Kalends by saying that until an (Ecumenical
Council authorized the removal of Russia from his jurisdiction,
it must remain in it. But he himself devised the way to meet
the emergency. At the risk of angering the suspicious Turk, he
went to Moscow and issued there a tomos or bull as we Westerners
call it, renouncing jurisdiction over his Russian province and pro-
claiming that it had been transformed into a Russian Patriarchate.
The other four autokephalous churches concurred and nmem. con.
Orthodox canonists have since held that pending the meeting of
an (Ecumenical Council, if and when the autokephalous church
from which it is to be formed consent and the other autokephalous
churches recognize the act, a new autokephalous church can be
brought into being.

The principle, however, remains that except by a canon of the
(Ecumenical Council, no autokephalous church can be deprived
of any of its territory without its own consent. All readjustments
made since the Council of Chalcedon are, therefore, held to have
been made by Economy and will come up for revision, if and when
the eighth (Ecumenical Council meets.

As to whether Jeremias I1’s fait accompli had had valid precedents
in the setting up the Patriarchates of Ipek, Ochrida and Trnovo
for the medizval Serb, Bulgar and Rumanian Tsardoms is
doubtful ; for, though the (Ecumenical Patriarchate set them up,
it is certain neither that it renounced jurisdiction over them nor
that the other Patriarchates explicitly recognized their autokephaly.

‘But in any case, the (Ecumenical Patriarchate has followed the
precedent which it set in 1587 consistently.

Thus in 1765 it issued a tomos for the setting up of that
Patriarchate of Karlowicz which was merged in 1918 with the
Church of Serbia and which it judged to be desirable for the well-
being of the Serbs who had trekked over the Austrian border to
escape from Turkish tyranny. In the same year it issued a tomos
for the autokephaly of the Serbs of Montenegro who had vindicated
their independence of the Sultans and who are now also merged
in the Serbian Patriarchate.

No other opportunity for its self-effacement presented itself to




i 1L UnKIST

S THE ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE 143
in the post-War period, it has acted with consistency in declaring
provisionally—even though the chaos in Russia has prevented the
issue of a tomos by the Russian Patriarch—that the Churches of
Poland 1923 and Georgia 1922, are autokephalous and that the
churches of other succession states in which the Orthodox are in
small minorities and the Governments of which are less to be relied
upon, are autonomous, i.e., subject to an appeal to itself for pro-
tection and for final jurisdiction, are self-governing. For these
latter reasons also it has recently refused to issue a tomos itself
for that autokephaly of an Albanian Church by which Ahmed
Zogu had planned to get control of the spirituality and the property
of the Orthodox Church in Albania where two-thirds of the people
are Moslems or Latins.

The breach between the (Ecumenical Patriarchate and the
Bulgar Church which is so often quoted as evidence of the former’s
hostility to nationality took place thirty-four years before Bulgaria
became an independent sovereign state in 1906 and indeed before
the Bulgars had won any form of independence at all from the
Turks.

From its interspersion of Greeks, Bulgars, Serbs and
Rumanians, Macedonia had furnished French cookery with the
culinary term macédoine for a mixed compot of fruits. In the
twenty years between the Crimean War and the Russo-Turkish
Wars it had been the theatre of Panslavist preparation for the
next Russian push towards Constantinople. In the ’seventies the

Bulgars who were ripe to throw off their Turkish helotage, were
the special protégés of the Tsar Alexander II. Now by the millet
system which before the War had prevailed from time immemorial
in all Moslem lands, each Christian Church in Turkey formed a
self-contained, if altogether subject, community with rights of
internal self-government which, when it was protected by a strong
foreign power, was very substantial. Accordingly, the directors
of the Russian forward policy in the Balkans, stirred up the
Bulgars to demand that they should be made an independent millet,
that is to say, an autokephalous Church. The Sublime Porte was
thoroughly frightened at the idea of providing the Panslavists with
an effective instrument of permeation in the Balkans, but gave way
under the threats of the Russian ambassador and in 1870 reluctantly
issued the necessary iradé for the establishment of a Bulgar
Exarchate, i.e., for the erection of a new millet in which all who
declared themselves Bulgars were to be included. Although the
conditions for the erection of a new autokephalous church as set
forth above had not been satisfied, the (Ecumenical Patriarchate
was ready to stretch a point and issue a tomos renouncing its
jurisdiction over the lands which by history and population were
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truly Bulgar, but it could not accept the demand put forward by

the Bulgars at the Tsar’s bidding that wherever there were Bulgars

they should be transferred to the jurisdiction of the new Bulgar
Exarch.

That demand meant the negation of the (Ecumenical canonical
principle that in one place there can only be one bishop and to
concede it would have been a treachery. The (Ecumenical
Patriarchate offered, indeed, to secure that wherever there were
Bulgars, what we should call a suffragan Bulgar bishop should
be appointed to have care of them and that they should thereby
be secured the use of their Slav language, the observance of their
racial customs and so on.

The Bulgar Exarch, however, set up bishops in Macedonia and
Thrace and the Panslavist agents got busy applying the reverse
of peaceful methods to persuade the Greek and Serb peasants of
the Balkan macédoine to register in the new Bulgar millet or
church. 1If a village did not declare itself ‘Bulgar, a comitadji
visited and converfed it with fire and sword. The Greeks and Serbs
whose views as to what was to ‘happen when the” Sick' Man of
Europe died, were different from the Panslavists, retaliatéd and
reconverted them. The hapless country became a chaos. The
Turk took fright, indulged in the famous Bulgar atrocities and the
Russo-Turkish War followed in 1875. Meanwhile in 1872 after’
waiting two years for a happier solution, the Sacred Synod of .
Constantinople, ‘under the Patriarch Anthimos, pronounced the
Bulgar claim that wherever' Bulgars live they are under the

jurisdiction of a Bulgar bishop, fo be the error of Phyletism—from
phyle, a race—or racialism. Since then the Bulgars have been in
schism with the Greeks. ‘

The tragic extirpation of all Christians except the Greeks from
Constantinople and from what remains of Turkey and the re-
adjustments of the map which have followed the Great War, have
settled the question of jurisdiction in the Balkans, and the Bulgar
Church may be expected to repudiate phyletism and to petition
the (Ecumenical Patriarchate for a fomos in the near future.

That done the schism will be healed to the great gain of the
Orthodox Church and the peace of Europe.

VY RAY A awan) @Y PTG _
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{ ED BY THE
THE LIMITS OF AGREEMENTS REACH
ORTHODOX DELEGATES TO THE LAMBETH
CONFERENCE.

By Canoxn J. A. DoucLas, Pa.D.

: y ; oo by
ince this article was sent to Press, authority has been given
Ef:nlgjshfp of Gloucester, on behalf of the Archbzshophof éante%gi
and by the Archbishop of Thyatira, on I?ehalf of the Dclumti(m’s
Patriarch, for the publication of the Minutes of t’hec eegf:te‘5 H
Discussions with the Sub-Commitiee of thf: Coqferen.ce s Commi s
Unity. This imporiant document, which is prm'ted in extens;). m e
issue of THE CHRISTIAN EAsT, shou{d be studied in connection w

ihis article, which it illustrates and reinforces.]

N my two preceding articles I have sketched the provenance of the
I Orthodox Delegation to the recent Larpbetl} . Conference, havg
described the public and ceremonial side of its visit to .London', an.t
have indicated the purport and the issue of the dlgcu551ons which i
held with the bishops who formed the sub-committee of the Con-
' ’s Committee on Unity. { :
16:I.Ierxll (ﬁliss final article, it remains for me to deal with the resumé of
the statements interchanged between it and that .sub—comquttclee,
which, after being adopted by the Committee on Unity, werelxmp“e-
mente’d by Resolution 33 (c) of the plenum of the Conference! as at:
sufficient account of the teaching of the Church of England ;_md of
the Churches in communion with it in relation to those subjects,
sc. to the subjects discussed by the Dele%at.lon and the sub-com-

' i i ty.

ittee of the Conference’s Committee on Unity |
n-nAse ei&nglica.n Secretary for the Orthodox and Old Cat.hohc Qele—
gations, I was privileged to be on duty throughoyt their meetings
with th’e sub-committee. But in what I shall wn_te below, I shall
not make use of any special information at my disposal, but shall

fine myself to four published documents. !
001(11) TheySumma.ry of the Discussions given in the Committee of
Unity’s Report to the Conference,* and the res.umé of the Anglican
Orthodox statements which is appenfled toit ;
an?z) The Statement made by the Patriarch to the ‘Ho_ly Synod of
Alexandria, a translation of which is given in this issue of the
Christian East ;

1 Lambeth Conference, 1930, p. 49, S.P.C.K. 2 Ibid., pp. 131-140.
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(3) The Report of Archbishop Nectarie to the Holy Synod of
Roumania,! a translation of which is given in this issue of the
Christian East ;
and (4) the Narrative of the Patriarch Meletios’ Visit to London by
his Deacon Anthemios Rosmares which appeared in the official weekly
of the Alexandrian Patriarchate, Pant@nos, week by week throughout
July, August and September.

The second and third of these are historic documents of first
importance, and both demand and repay very careful study, not only
on account of the distinction and weight of their authors but because
each in its way is peculiarly a revealing document.

Read together with the Summary of the Discussions in the Report
of the Lambeth Conference’s Committee on Unity, they not only
illustrate the difficulties which had to be overcome before the Anglican
and Orthodox Churches could speak to each other collectively in a
clear atmosphere, but also demonstrate how illusory those difficulties
proved to be once, in the persons of their accredited representatives,
the two Churches were face to face and opened their minds to each
other.

THE PATRIARCH MELETIOS’ STATEMENT.

The Statement of the Patriarch Meletios is an arresting document
and of capital importance for future reference. It surveys and
estimates the difficulties and obstacles which impede the approach
of the two Churches towards Union. In doing so it is even more
frank and outspoken in regard to disabilities on the Orthodox side
than in regard to disabilities on the Anglican side. Thus it is with
reticence and reserve that the Patriarch warns? the Orthodox that if
thehistoricconflicts of the diversified Anglican ““schools of thought”’ not
only makeit hard for the corporate mind of the Anglican Communion
to discover itself in agreement with Orthodoxy, they make it even
harder for them to express that agreement in terms which are com-
prehensible and conclusive to the corporate mind of the Orthodox
Church. Butitisalsowith plainwordsthat he reminds them that while
they claim that the Orthodox Church “‘ possesses a doctrine that has
been formulated by the precisions of the (Ecumenical Councils,?® they
possess no official and precise statement to offer the Anglican Church
in regard to those very matters, agreement on which they predicate
to be the necessary preliminary of Union. Nor does he make any
bones about telling them roundly that the way in which the Orthodox
national autokephalous Churches reflect and subserve the quarrels
and rivalries of the national Orthodox States, presents Orthodoxy in
a guise which is calculated to cool the desire of Anglicans for the
Union of the two Churches.

 Congresul Lambeth, 1930, Raport catra Sf. Sinod, Cernauti, 1930.
* Statement of the Patriarch, §21, p. 188.
2 Ibid., §22, p. 189.
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Doubtless those Roman Catholics and other propagandists' who
regard the idea of Anglican and Orthodox solidarity as threatening
their plans with disaster, will seize on what the Patriarch says as a
useful admission. But in all this, he has presented them with no
controversial ammunition which they have not used to the full for
years and of which they had not exhausted the use before the Delega-
tion was conceived and his Statement was made.

On the other hand, he has rendered signal service to the progress
of the Anglican-Orthodox movement by his courageous exposition of
hard facts which are rarely envisaged either in England or among
the Orthodox, and the general understanding of which would clear
the air of those prevalent misunderstandings that impede the co@ng
to grips with the essential problems of Anglican-Orthodox Reunion.

Of those misunderstandings none is more hurtful and none is
harder to dissipate than the widespread, generalizing presupposition
which exists among Anglicans that there is a fundamental opposition
between the central, traditional Orthodox dogmatic position and the
Anglican dogmatic position as the latter is interpreted by the historic
Anglican Evangelical and Liberal Schools of Thought.

A SpEeCIOUS Peririo Princrerr.

The obvious deduction from that petitio principii is that any and
every dogmatic agreement formulated between the two Churches
must conceal that fundamental opposition by the skilful use of
ambiguous and evasive words and phrases.

As T ventured to state in the first of my articles, I am myself con-
fident that that presupposition is altogether baseless and that, in faf:t,
however contrasted may be the expressions in worship and practice
which the Orthodox and the centrally minded Anglican Evangelical
and Liberal give to their beliefs, their fundamental, historic and
central dogmatic positions are approximately identical.

None the Jess, that presupposition has remained so long unchall-
enged that it has grown to be one of those indurated and prevalent
prejudices of the effective dissipation of which one is tempted to
despair.

In result, on the one hand Anglican Evangelicals and Liberals have
come to take it for granted that a dogmatic agreement between the
two Churches can be reached only by shifting the Anglican balance
at their expense, and on the other hand, the Orthodox have come to
take it for granted that no dogmatic agreement between the two
Churches can be accepted by our Evangelicals and Liberals which does
not compromise the Orthodox dogmatic position. g

That misconception is peculiarly elusive because it originates in a
generalizing assumption which in their mutual ignorance of each

1 Statement of the Patrsarch, §§27-29.
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other when their contacts began eighty years ago presented itself as
inevitable both to the Orthodox and to the Anglican, and which
Roman Catholics and other propagandists have found a very effective
instrument for their zeal to prevent the Union of the two Churches.*

CAN ““ REFORMED *’ AND “ UNREFORMED ~’ CHURCHES UNITE ?

That the Orthodox Churches being Unreformed and the Anglican
Churches being Reformed, Union between them is unthinkable
has been generally accepted a valid deduction. But the validity of
the specious syllogism was not tested.

The persistent claim of the Orthodox Church is that it has never
departed from the essential scriptural integrity of the Faith of the
Gospel, but has rejected the Papal usurpations of Supremacy and
Infallibility from the time that they began to appear and has stood
fast against Romish error and innovation.

If that claim is good, it is Unreformed because it did not need a
Reformation such as that which the Anglican Communion needed in
the sixteenth century.

The persistent claim of the Anglican Church is that when it
reformed itself, it threw off the Papal usurpation, purged itself of
medi@val innovations and errors and returned to the essential
Scriptural integrity of the Faith of the Gospel.

Both those claims cannot be good, unless the dogmatic positions of
the Orthodox and Anglican Churches are essentially identical. But
if those positions are identical, then for the very reason that the
Orthodox Church is “ Unreformed ” and the Anglican Church is
“ Reformed,” the Union of the two Churches must be possible.

Of course, the Orthodox can no more be satisfied with a mere
assertion that at its Reformation the Anglican Church returned to
the essential integrity of the Faith of the Gospel, than the Anglican

can be satisfied by the mere assertion that the Orthodox has main-
tained it.

To pronounce that their dogmatic positions are essentially identical,
they must be satisfied that their conceptions of that which is integral
to the Faith of the Gospel are essentially identical.

TuE Two CHURCHES IN CHRISTOLOGICAL AGREEMENT.

As was pointed out in the first of these articles, in regard to the
doctrine of the Blessed Trinity and in regard to Christology, there can
be no doubt as to the two Churches being essentially in dogmatic

1 The otherwise valuable books of that able and sedulous Roman Catholic scholar,
Dr. Adrian Fortescue, must be read with the greatest discrimination, because from
title page to colophon they present Orthodoxy as hardly differing from Roman
Catholicism except in regard to the Papacy. As such they might rightly be described
as having been written to convince Anglicans that they ought to have nothing to
do with the Orthodox.

agreement. It is true that the Orthodox sustain their objection to
the Anglican retention of the Filiogue clause. But they doso because
the insertion of that clause having been an arbitrary innovation upon
the Beymenical Creed, its retention is a sustaiped contra.vgnt'lon of
the principle that the authority of an (Ecumenical Council is incon-
trovertible and that the spirit of Unity forbids a departure from its
decrees except with the consent of the whole (Ecumenical Church. As
to the Filioque in itself, Orthodox theologians are now agrefad that,
though the words are capable of being interpreted as signifying that
there are two ** principles ~—apyai—in the Godhead, t}.u?y are used
by the Anglican Churches as signifying that the Holy Spirit proceeds
from the Father through the Son, a doctrine, which, as the (Ecumen-
ical Patriarch Tarrasios testified in the eighth century, is Orthodox.

Though some Orthodox theologians have thought that for exam.ple
our Article VI is excessive in its precisions, no Orthodox theologian
has criticized our Thirty-nine Articles as falling short of the Orthodox
dogmatic standard in the matters of the Doctrine of. God and of
Christology. On the contrary, in the paramountcy w.hxch Ortho.dox
Dogmatic Teaching assigns to Holy Scripture and in its cogceptlons
of Redemption, Salvation and Justification, it is in opwous a'nd
unmistakable essential agreement with Anglican Dogmatic Teaching
as expressed in the Thirty-nine Articles. 4

That extremely sectionally minded Anglican I',lberazls who. are
impatient of the dogmatic Christology of our Tthty—nme Articles
should  distrust ”’ the Anglican-Orthodox Movement 1s very n?.tural.
But to say nothing of the historic Anglican E.vange].ical \fvho w111 find
strong reinforcement in it, the centrally .mmded P.mghcan L¥ber?.1
Evangelical cannot find anything essentially lacking or amiss In
Orthodox dogmatic Teaching in regard to these matters.

Tue RANGE AND OBJECTIVE OF THE DISCUSSIONS.

Accordingly it is in the region of that dogmatic "I‘eaching whlqh is
expressed in the ecclesiastical articles of the Creed, in the conceptlons
of the Church, of its nature and mystic life, of the Communion of
Saints, of the Sacred Ministry, of the Sacraments and so on, that a
clear and thorough mutual elucidation of the Anglican and Orthodox
dogmatic position is demanded before a decision can be r.nade by .them
as to whether what is the Faith of the Gospel to the one is the Faith of
the Gospel to the other. )

Now, the objective of the discussions of the Orthodox.c Dglegatlon
with the Anglican Bishops at Lambeth was such an e11_1c1da.tlon—nc.>t
of course, a general elucidation of the whole Ang1.1can. dogmatic
position, but such a particular and thorough elucld.a'glon of t'he
Anglican dogmatic position in regard to the Sacred Ministry which
might enable the Orthodox Church to decide once and for all whether
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without compromise of its own dogmatic position, it could accept the
Anglican Ministry as valid.

In those discussions, the Orthodox Delegation tore the heart out
of the business. The four written questions! which they posed and
the subsidiary verbal questions with which they pressed them, pre-
cluded the possibility of evasive answers. Inasmuch as they
embodied the extreme hesitations of the more conservative Orthodox
theologians, those questions maximized the central Orthodox
position. And inasmuch as they safeguarded the tendential position
of the more extreme centrally minded Anglican Evangelicals and
Liberals, the answers given them minimized the Anglican approxima-
tion to the Orthodox position. It is, therefore, the more notable and
remarkable that after the Delegation had done its work thoroughly
and remorselessly, by announcing that it had no more questions to
ask and that it was satisfied with the answers given it, it should have
declared itself in effect as unanimous in agreeing that, in everything
essential to the Orthodox viewpoint, the Anglican conception of the
Sacred Ministry is identical with the Orthodox conception.

The resumé of the Statements made on either side by the Delega-
tion and the Anglican Bishops together with the Report delivered to
it by its sub-committee, was first adopted by the Committee on Unity
of the Lambeth Conference and in due course was implemented by
the plenum of the Conference as a “ sufficient account’ of the
Teaching of the Church of England and the Churches in Communion
with it.

On the Orthodox side, it would appear to have covered every point
that deep and wise thought could have put forward and certainly
gives full and unambiguous satisfaction upon the points which—as
witness his admirable and attractive Report to its Holy Synod—
Archbishop Nectarie had been definitely instructed by the Patriarch
and Holy Synod of Roumania to press in their name.

In result, even if in their suspicions of the Orthodox Church as
Unreformed the more sectionally minded of our Anglican Evangel-
icals and Liberals are tempted to cast about in order to find ground
for denouncing the statements made by the Anglican Bishops, they
will find it hard to instance any one of those statements either as
evasive or as inconsistent with their own beliefs. And on the other
hand—I write with every modest deference—if in their indurated
prejudice that because it is Reformed the Anglican Church must be in
dogmatic opposition to Orthodoxy, the most recalcitrant of Orthodox
conservatives will find it hard to put his finger upon the most minute
of minutie within the range of the Discussions, upon which the
Orthodox Delegation did not assume an uncompromising attitude and

upon which it did not receive satisfaction upon its fullest requirements.

1 Statement of the Patriarch §13, p. 184.

THE SUCCESSFUL ISSUE OF THE DISCUSSIONS.

As things were left last August the situation regi.stered was that, in
the persogs of delegates officially accredited by its autokepha_lous
churches, the Whole Orthodox Church had asked the Whole Ar.lghcan
Church in the persons of the Anglican Bishops, whp were deta.l‘l'ed by
the Conference’s Committee on Unity, for an e!u‘c1da.t10n——a sufﬁ-
cient account ’—of the Anglican dogmatic position in regard to its
Sacred Ministry. The purpose for which that elucidation was asked
had been stated by the Orthodox Delegation to be the enabling tholsle
Orthodox autokephalous Churches which had not adhered to t ?
acceptance of the validity of Anglican Orders by the (Ecumenica
Patriarchate in 1922, to satisfy themselYes t.hat that acceptance wa;
warranted. The process of that eluc1c_lat10n had })een governe
entirely by the Orthodox Delegation which hz.a,d specified the pO}ntS
to be elucidated in the form of searching questions. Tl}ose ql}estloéls
had been determined not only by the precise instructions given by
the Church of Roumania to its delegate, Archbishop Nectarie, that
he should withdraw from the Delegation unlt?ss thgy were made tille
chief\agenda of its discussions with the :Anghf:an bishops but by‘_c e
common judgment of the Delegation which stiffened the Roumanian

. requirements. They had been put to the Anglican Bishops who met

legation, with singular and engaging charm ’put with t}le
:Iﬁ?)r(l)?i%hlgless of a skilledgcross—examine.r, by the Patriarch Mele:cilo;
and—if I may commit a single indiscretion—as I sat and. hsteneﬂ, :
wondered why his directness did not challenge a reaction unt
realized that his questions were almost exactly the very questions
which mutatis mutandis the Anglican Bishops would have aslfed him.

The answers given and elaborated by supplementary questions h?d
been exhctly those which the most sceptlf:al members of the De;f(—l
gation had not expected to receive but v./hlch they had ?Lgreed éVO
satisfy the maximal requirements of their ho¥ne authorities. ~Conse-
quently, after four discussions, the Delegation had dec1df5d u_nam;
mously that it had nothing further to ask and that the elu'clfiauuor}xl od
the Anglican dogmatic position in regard to the Sacred Ml‘n}stry a
demonstrated its essential identity with the Ox.'thodox position.

The Delegation, however, had decided? that it could not be cqntent
with the statements of individual Ang]ica.n.s or groups of Angh‘cansi
It had needed to report to its home authorities that the eluc.lda.tloill 0d
the Anglican dogmatic position made it by the sub-committee, ha
been implemented by the plenum of the Lambeth Conference,ﬁ@.e.,
by the totality of the Anglican Episcopate. T}{e fourteen Ang ctan
Bishops who had answered their questions had included represerll a-
tives of every Anglican school of thought. They had themselves
formed a sub-committee of the Conference’s Committee on the Unity

1 Statement of the Patriarch §6, p. 183.
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of the Church, a large bod i
( § y, the personnel of which, under the Chair-
Ix:'xanfhlp of the Archbishop of York numbered no less than 73 :}l:
eatr 1}1’ a fourth qf the plenum of the Conference, and included 'su.ci;
iv;':xn chful am‘i active lefiders of Anglican Liberalism and Evangelical-
Thais the Blshop of Ripon and the Bishops of Bradford and Croydon
o hcomrmttefa hafi not only adopted the resumé of the statements 1n
i 1cf t.he elucidation had been summarized but had also identified
Di wth the su‘b—committee’s Report of its discussions with the
eF gga:llon_ of which that resumé was an epitome
inally in its Resolution 33 (c) the plenum of tile C
{ utios onfer
1_mplemented th'e elucidation as a ‘‘ sufficient account ”’ ofet;:: iz::;g
mgI of the Anglican Churches in regard to the matters discussed.
e n sum, when.the Delegation dissolved, its members were able to
anpolrt, 'Zad'l to his hon}e authorities, that it had tabled the request for
i hf II.:CI ation of Anglican dogmatic teaching upon those points on
o w t.some of '_che Orthodox Churches required satisfaction before
cepting Anglican Ord_ers as valid, that that elucidation had
chilpl.ed the ﬁgld of its discussion with the Anglican bishops
n}fc lzswely, tha}t it haq probed the answers given it by every supple-
mg:ln ;;y q}111e§t10n which occurred to it and that one and all of its
rs ha i i
rornrinlh madf.(pressed themselves as fully satisfied with the
All that being so, it can hardl i
} ; y be otherwise than that on thei
i;:s ghrihOfitho%ox gutokephalous churches will proceed eitﬁ':r ate 1;
odox Pro Synod, or by indivi i i
de‘(;]arations £ s i y ividual action to implement the
s I pointed out in my first article, the ke ient i
t ¢ y salient in the ad
:f. tw'o ‘Churches towards Union is the mutual acceptance of 1‘171?:111(:
v;'1ees ; if, therefore, as und(?r the circumstances we are entithd to do
X dmay expect the collective acceptance of the validity of nglicar;
mr etrs by the Whole Qrthodox Church in the near future, the achieve-
di%? ;)f the Delegation will have been to have cleared away that
o (;1;’ (t)yce}llxllld }tlo hal\lrfe opened the road to the solidarity between
i rches which must precede the final discussion of their
Two GOVERNING PRINCIPLES OF DISCUSSION.

But far-reaching and historic though that achieve i
to prove, I venture to be sure that the Delegation i‘r;ilé’iaizzn;snheliz
gre:l}i;er and more r?markable service to the cause of Reunion by the
:an? 1'?dIby which it got past t.he prejudices and misconceptions of
ic ha\ie spoken, and bringing the Anglican and Orthodox
Churches as it were face to face in a clear atmosphere, demonstrated
that on all dogmatic points essential for the purpo;e in hand, :c

essential for the mutual inistri i '
iy ual acceptance of Ministries, they are in adequate

In particular, in that method it proceeded on two principles which,
if they be adopted as governing precedents, will, one way or the
other, make future discussions unambiguous and decisive.

When stated, both those principles are obvious and it is apparent
that discussions which are not governed by them must be futile, if
not mischievous.

None the less, it is the case that the indurated prejudice as to
Anglican and Orthodox dogmatic agreement being impossible, has
been reinforced no less among the Orthodox than among Anglicans,
just because without being aware of the fact, they have not applied
those two principles in the past. .

Both of them are described by the Patriarch Meletios with his
usual downrightness in sections 21 and 23 of his Report. They are:
() To usetechnical English theological terms as equivalents for technical
Greek theological terms is to invite misunderstanding and, therefore,
attempts to reach dogmatic agreements must be made in other than
techwical language and (2) that the dogmatic position of both churches

must be stated in terms of their central dogmatic traditions and that, over
and above the precisions of the Eeumenical Councils, nothing should be
put forward by the representatives of either church which is not supported
by the general consensus of its theologians.

Strictly, no doubt the latter of these principles ought to be stated
first but in my own experience, at least in the initial stages of
discussion, the ignoring the former is the more mischievous.

No Exact EncLisH EQUIVALENTS FOR MopERN GREEK THEO-
LOGICAL TERMS.

If the General Reunion discussions which have happily been to the
fore since the Great War, have not taught us the danger of using
terms which cover conflicting conceptions, nothing will ever teach it
us. Torealize how great a setback can be inflicted upon the drawing
together of the Churches by the attempt to rush matters by drafting
formule of agreement which admittedly conceal unreconciled con-
tradictions, it is necessary only to read the Declaration which the
Orthodox made at Lausanne in 1927.! Plainly, such formulae can
lead nowhither. The paragraphs? in the Report of the Archbishops’
Committee on the Lausanne Reports, which urge that no progress
can be made in Reunion discussions until the significance of primary
terms such as Church, churches, Union and so forth be fixed are
unchallengeable.

Every Scylla has its Charybdis.

If technical terms can be so used as by covering disagreement to

1 Fgith and Order, Lausanne, 1927, pp. 382-5, SiCM. 102y,
2 Report of the Archbishops’ Commitiee on the Lausanne Reports, p. 17, Church

Assembly Press and Publications Board, 1930.




suggest agreement where there is no real agreement, they can also
be s0 used as by conceals

wng agreement lo suggest that disagreement exists
where there is no real disagreement.

Happily, both the Orthodox Delegation and the Anglican Bishops
with whom it held discussions, were well aware that they had to
safeguard themselves against that danger.

There is need here neither to dwell upon the difference of categories

.in which Greek Theology and Latin Theology developed nor to show
that even in the first centuries the Greek and Latin theological terms
which were commonly used in translation of each other, by no means
always possessed identity of content.

If it be conceded for our present purpose—and it is a great con-
cession—that so long as the Church was undivided, those stock
Greek and Latin theological terms which had become specialized as
equivalents for each other, were broadly and adequately so equiva-
lent, there can be no question but that in the past nine hundred years
they have ceased to be so.

Though Greek Theology has acquired many new terms since the
death of St. John Damascene, the backbone
remains that which it was in the ninth century.
stereotyped new nuances into the contents of many
that it is remarkably unsafe for an English patristi
late medizval or modern Greek theological books simply on the
strength of his familiarity with the writings of the Greek fathers. For
whereas many theological terms were used by the Greek fathers with

varying shades of meaning, in modern Greek Theology those terms
are used with simpler and more precised meaning.  So that, if an
Anglican translator who, rendering a term used in modern Greek
Theology, does not know the precise shade of meaning in which that
term is now used, selects that particular shade of meaning from its
many possible shades of meaning which suits his theological out-
look, he risks making a very misleading translation.

None the less—for neither in form nor content has Orthodox
theology undergone a period of marked change or development—and
broadly speaking, as the Orthodox use them, the patristic terms
which have been passed into medizval and modern Greek Theology
Possess much the same contents as they had in the days of the
Ecumenical Councils.

On the other hand, whatever may be judged of it, Western Theo-
logy has been the reverse of static for the past nine hundred years.
In consequence, just as a composite photograph presents a single
picture, but a picture which is the result of many exposures, so
particular Latin terms which, in the age of the fathers, were broadly
equivalent to particular Greek terms, have come to possess a signi-
ficance which, as it were, is the resultant composite expression of all
the phases, medizval, scholastic, post Tridentine and so on, through

of its terminology

Certainly, it has
patristic terms, so
¢ scholar to trans-

which Western Theology has ev.o}ved and which have produced
Gyt lgent:;yCi?gllai‘zs ,C vav;l;?ll;:::;sed authentically, those t;rm:
ooy lo:;d fixed significance. When used popularly, theyt : ::/s
hav'e o smgdei s determinate significance. Construed _by Protes a; !
aw1derfan hz.sve a significance which Roman Catholics repud}cadz.
thg : vtv(;}:h whatever significance they are used at tl&e pl:s:; e {é
uh e ceased to be actually equivalent to the Fezl it A
gllfi}(’:h :‘::housand years ago they were adegtllatelyeeuqslégme?n ediae‘,’al
s as they ar \
poine ngwadgietslz t’;;zzlligy‘fhs etflznlrz:ast the;’ risk .misrepresentmg
(:lrlartm’)l‘li:réllogy and on occasion compel it to negate itself.

] '@
THE SCHOLASTIC INFILTRATION 1NTO ORTHODOX

ipi tern
The Fall of Constantinople and the final wiping ou’lc 2: :E‘f)jﬁgztion
Holy Roman Empire in 1453 consumma}ted the comp ](; s i
e d those parts of Greece which were hel.d V : ; e
_Russﬁ anf Eastern Christendom to Islam. Russian Theo og}; ot
excepte]l _b?a in until the seventeenth century, al'.ld. under thebgrrtlh Odmg(
s 15 ngoslem helotage, even a meagre training of the e
COﬂdltlgnS ome difficult, so that anything like active Ortho ox
Cler_gy w3 ment beca’me paralysed for at least two centunesi: L
i s 0 ce, throughout the sixteenth and seventeen cerll1 01.(1i i
w conseci?enwi{h Roumanian, Serb, Bulgar and other (])Ert :a;;
i griieisl,' theological studies in Italian and other uroofp o
o ities. Moreover, the opportunity of the weaknesz S
lé)m;ergz):ce(ihurch was not unnaturally utilized at ;he ena S
rtt znth century by the Jesuits and by other 1?apgt Pro%l go et
2;1 persistent and uncompromismg fro:ﬁiytslczﬁ(’itglsll. e g
resorted to
numbl?rlsl Zf ircx) ré};:)lg?:;;t}i’r?:;i itself and in qtl}er Orthodox centres
eS_tal? iy }f Turkish dominions by Papalist religious orders. o
e ; glt tion of scholastic influences into the current i e
iy hr'ah resulted in the seventeenth century was conill er ocu:
the()logth th number of Orthodox writers who were actua ¥ 1tn g
Alﬂ:iougthtsc}elolastic conceptions was relati‘{ely few, a vogue r(: s greelg(
lateh vglox teaching in scholastic categories set 111 a;n;)o ri gl
i 10 ians. and—a distinctive Russian theology only be i, gl
e (')gl:II: ’latter half of the seventeenth century——for.a i ; gl i
arlr}l);:t::i tﬁe writings of Slav theologians. The region o
i j not only the prestige
ofltlﬁog}ao]:egszgogfltpiggafguaﬁ“gf;i)(l)tx:ttgfe g:faf ats}feell(li]r(g:%f which received and

i i of the Papacy
ised the right and function of a Protectorate in the interests
exercise

n Turkish dominions Incidentally, it is noteworthy that, in spite of French
€ ism, Republican France remains as tenacious of that prized and POhtha-“’
anticlericalism, Re: blic P

valuable Protectorate as was ever Royalist France.
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infiltration was confined very largely to the doctrine of the Sacraments,
and even in that region its process was neither complete nor universal.
None the less, it came about that a more or less settled Greek termin-
ology was gradually improvised whereby to express Latin scholastic
sacramental concepts, such as substance, accidents, matter, form
and so on.

So foreign to each other, however, were the logical deductions of
scholasticism and the free categories of Orthodoxy, that, with few
exceptions, terms which could be wrested for use as equivalents to the
Latin terms adopted by scholasticism, were absent from Greek
terminology and had to be borrowed from the Real philosophers.
Of the few terms which were available, none that were of importance
was current in Greek Theology before the Great Schism.

In consequence, on first reading Orthodox theological documents of
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and, indeed, many Orthodox
dogmatic treatises of the present day,! the impression is given that
Orthodox dogmatic teaching is cognate to Scholasticism—an
impression of which Roman Catholic writers such as Dr. Adrian
Fortescue, doubtless in all good faith, make great use in their con-

tention that dogmatic agreement between the Anglican and Orthodox
Churches is out of the question.

THE AVOIDANCE OF ScCHOLASTIC TERMS IN THE DISCUSSIONS.

As has been remarked above, the usage, without careful definition,
of technical terms which have different significances to the partiesin a
dogmatic discussion, can produce the appearance of disagreement
where agreement exists no less than of agreement where disagreement
exists.

The avoidance of such confusion in the Delegation’s discussions at
Lambeth was peculiarly necessary not only in order to reach an issue
but to make that issue understandable by the general Anglican and
Orthodox public.

The play of Western theological development during the past
thousand years has deprived many Greek and Latin theological terms
of the equivalence which they possessed approximately in patristic
times. None the less, those Greek and Latin terms still continue to
be used as reciprocally equivalent, and ignoring the shifting of the
significance of the Latin terms, most English translators of modern
Greek theological works continue to render the Greek terms by the

stock English equivalents of those Latin terms which were formerly
their equivalents.

! This is particularly the case with modern Greek theologians (see the ‘ Lectures
on the Sacraments,” in Gavin's Modern Greek Orthodox Thought). Since the initiative
of Philaret of Moscow in the middle of the last century, the Slav Churches have been
persistent in their effort to rid themselves not only of Latin scholastic terms which

have come into their languages as loan words, but also of Greek loan words which
have acquired scholastic associations.

The result, of course, is that Orthodoxy ia' pr.esen!.ed to ihe. Enﬁ:{:
reader in a quasi-Latin verbal dress which ]:nwl'cie:l x:s co:x }\:::)enoiten
ici i ince the English term:
Roman Catholicism and which, since | 'ms pre
i i lastic associations, sa
ired predominantly medieval and scho . tion
a(fr%ﬁggoxl;l with the very categories and conceptions which in general
i ously rejects and repudiates. \
% ifxr:r;mingyits ]questions, the Delegation, thougl} not with .?;(lzluti
success in the second of them, was at pains to avoid the possibility o
isunderstanding. i G ;
Su{itrll :Illljrt the Delegation got at the mmd; olf) the Anghzﬁnsfilzh‘?vzz
ngli i i i ause ea
d the Anglican Bishops got at its mind, bec e wa
g.lreful to eiplain exactly what it meant by the terms which it
d. . .
emé)i(zy:he task before the Delegation and the Anglican I‘i;ls}}ops g;n;aés
t had to express their agree-
than to reach agreements. They b .
2::1?55 in statements which could not be misconstrued by the ordinary
reader. And, in particular, they had to remember that if a suggestion
of scht;lastici’sm could be read into those statements, extreme sections
of Anglican Evangelicals and Liberals would be stampedefi into an
unreasonableness which might be deaf to any subsequent disclaimer.

THE ALEXANDRIAN SynoD’s RESOLUTION.

essfully they obviated that danger is ev1der.1ced not only

byHt(;rfv: Sfl:;i that }';he s}‘:atements of the resumé remained Av;rlltﬁ:;(t:xt1
public challenge or serious criticism from .the .most extrexle gdrian
Evangelicals and Liberals until the publication of t‘he exan g
Synod’s Resolution accepting Anghf:an Ordinations in Jalréuarly tion‘

When I sat down to make the official translathn of_ tha;tI feslfc) rh : 1'
which in due course was authenticalted ior ‘I')cual::az(:;a i d;iaan 1-;101},

inadequate to my task. In 1 :

g;;oglﬁglg declar;ld that in the statements made by t}1e B1sgog u;)f
Gloucester and other Anglican Bishops to the Delegat‘lf)n anfﬁcie 3;
implemented by the plenum of the (.Zonference as adSlfl ndna
account of the teaching "’ of the Ar},ghca;l iﬁ:rfc(g;;; :’1; ok zlrlltil &
i te and satisfying assurance = up! ' |
re((‘:,:i::g(lie an elucidatigxlln of which, in common with tt;e Rgltm]:ir:ar;
and other Orthodox autokephalous Churches, it had deferre 08:1 rsgas
decision upon the possibility of the gcceptance of Anglican Orde
valid from the Orthodox point of view.

1 For the Greek original and my translation see p. 184. The Archbishop of
i ith me. ) ; !
leyatlm‘son:ﬁ;:t:gc:\;nt » of my translation instances the perils whxch;:;:a:l;:
'Ii::or geIn his account of the Delegation’s visit in Pantenos the D::fx:gn o
tm?is ":mfficism" by dxpiphs. Now dkpifis, which is a very ¢ s o
ot Greek with many nuances, has for its centr,:f.l meaning getr:eezg % wrropmnd
:l(fce{%s j;:: what 1 takeit the * sufficient account i olfl th;elazxg v toorender 4
i order to escape misconstruction, we decl
5;2(;1::}:: n’?: lllxzt:veltitme so by precise would have violated its significance.




But it had epitomized those four points by terms three of which,
while in Greek they are devoid of mediaval scholastic associations,
have stock English equivalents which suggest those associations.

As I rendered them, those four terms are —

(1) The Apostolic Succession. -

(2) The Real Reception of the Lord’s Body and Blood (in the

Eucharist).
(3) The Eucharist being a thusia hilasterios.
(4) Ordination being a Mystery.

Of course, the two last of those renderings are transliterations and
not translations.

THE APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION.

Certainly Apostolic Succession is as etymologically exact an
equivalent for groorou) dwadoxs as it is by traditional usage a
conventional equivalent. But Apostolic Succession is also both the
etymological and the conventional equivalent for Successio A postolica.
As such it not only covers, but is very liable to be taken as present-
ing, that medizval and scholastic theory which is popularly conceived
as postulating that any man upon whom under any circumstances
three bishops—or even one bishop—so consecrated themselves, have
laid hands with the intention to make him a bishop, eo ipso receives
indelibly the character of a successor of the Apostles, and with that
character powers which under no circumstances can lapse or be
forfeited.

The case, however, is not only that the medizval and scholastic
theories of the Successio Apostolica have no place in the stream of
Orthodox tradition but that they are incompatible with the General
Orthodox conception of the amooTohuy dadox.

Of course, the Orthodox possess external or canonical criteria
deciding whether the Orders of an'individual ministry or the Ministry
of a particular non-Orthodox Church, can be pronounced to be in the
Apostolic Succession. Whether or not, theoretically, those criteria
could be dispensed with ; for practical purposes no Orthodox theolog-
ianis prepared to consider the possibility of dispensing with them. But
to the Orthodox mind, the external or canonical side of the Apostolic
Succession is quite secondary to its internal or spiritual side. The
Orthodox know nothing of an Ecclesia Docens and an E cclesia Discens.
To them the Ministry is an organ of the body of the Church but is in
no way to be treated as an institution that can be contrasted with it.
At his consecration a Bishop does not receive an indelible character.
He receives a charisma, but he receives it for an office and for the

functions of that office. When there arises the question of accepting
in his orders a bishop or other minister who accedes to Orthodoxy,
the decision turns upon the conception of the office and function of a

Bishop in the Church from which he derives his Orders far mo_fc than
upon whether the necessary canonical and external criteria were
isfied in his consecration. ! _
SatAstry large, if not a preponderant, stream.of Orthodox the_ologxca}
opinion holds traditionally that however indlsputablg .tll:e cntex(‘)l:mhgr
i g i LS i
1 or canonical side of his ordination, a bishop
g:iiliz}t(::r:ca;:eding to Orthodoxy may be treated at discretion as not
being in Orders and the reconsecration of ?lshops of the Roman
i i t unknown among the Ort.ho OX. ! ;
Oin?:lalI;cri ltshrcicz)rthodox Apostolic Succession has npthml)g mechan'lca;
i i i ith the Apostles, it is so because sinc
about it. If Orders is a link with t i
i i to whom under the One Shepher:
the Bishops are the chief pastors to t i
i Flock is committed, and by whom
the feeding and the rule of the : ot il i
ith i be safeguarded and precised by the Holy Spirit :
11:13:;1; Sht(;)le ‘sody ogf the Church, their office and function are identical
with the office and function which Christ (;ommltted to the _Apo;;lels.
The four questions the answers to which the Ale?candrlan oly
Synod describe as having been *“ a complete and satisfying assurance
ag’n to the amoorohusy dadoxy were directed to ascertain whet‘her
(1) its Episcopate is the organ by which the Ar}ghcan Church pre;lses
and safeguards the Faith and whether Orders is helddbty the Ar;g ICf!,I;
i t of the Ordinand to a particula
Church not to be the appointmen . } s
i harisma upon him for the office
t but the conferring of a special ¢ na him
23(51 quction to which he is called by the Spnfiltcworkmgtl'n th‘zi ?}}:\glz}llr,
i i Ordination and Consecration
and (2) the Anglican rites of : o i
i i d the Laying on of Hands by can
strict requirement of Prayer and th ) o
i i d in order to preserve an
lly consecrated Bishops are devise .
1(;::‘mzl)ncstra.te the unbroken succession the Anglican Chur‘(:,h c;f' t{llos.(z
three Orders of ministers, Bishops, Priests and Deacpns‘, \’a\,r ich, i
is evident, have been in Christ’s Church from t‘he b(:,gmnmg. s,
Accordi,ngly to translate on the equation amosTolusy 3“‘, X1
-equals Successio Apostolica, which in turn equ.als Apostolic Successpn,
isq to risk making the ordinary Anglican ima.gm;al tl;;:t tll.xe Al%(}zlmc(l:ga;
ut
& d was satisfied and assured thz?.t the Anglican
gcljxllsr’nist}:elg to the quasi-mechanical, medizval scholastlcttchézotiy oé
i cessi to which it was satisfied an
tolic Succession. Whereas that as ‘ ' 1
;:I;?lie(zl was that the Anglican Church is essentially 11(1i afgreeicr_nent ;thg;
i i i ffice and function o
dox dogmatic teaching, by which the o '
?hl;t;(;of(;{ Mir%istry of Bishop, Priest and Deacon have bgen sustained
by the operation of the Holy Spirit in Chris'f's Church since the .da}lrs
ofythe Apostles and that that sustentation is truly and cpncluswe y
symbolized by the Laying on of Hands with. Prayers t.)y b}shops who,
ir}l’That they have received the special charisma and in hke- ma;mer
have been set apart for the episcopal office themselves, are rightly to
i Apostles.
be recognized as Successors of the Ap ; ) ;
eIf, tl?cnn, I translated droorohws duadxn by Apostolic Succession,
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I felt that I ought not to have translated that which can only

be rendered by a periphrasis, but in transliterating it ought to have
- appendgd a long note which would have shown that the essential

dogmat}c requisite of the Orthodox Church for the recognition of our

Orders is one which only an extremely sectionally minded Anglican

Evangelical or Liberal could refuse to meet and which minimizes the

de.mand that mutatis mutandis a very large section of Anglo-Catholics

might put forward.

It was the same when I came to translate the Greek ter i
I rendered by (1) *‘ a Real Reception of the Lord’s Body anmﬂ}'
and (2) ‘ as to Ordination being a Mystery.”

ORDINATION A ‘“ MYSTERY.”

In regard to the latter, the Latin Sacramentum bei

equivalent for the Greek Mysterion, the equation seen:;girtgsitsat.gf:

Mysterion equals Sacramentum equals Sacrament. f
But two considerations forbade me to translate on that equation

Op thg one hand, the medieval and scholastic analysis of a Sacramen£
with its categories of form, matter, minister, recipient, etc., has
always .been repudiated and rejected by a great body of Ort};odox
theological opinion as an unscriptural and unprimitive innovation and
almost certainly is to be reckoned not as among the theologoumena*
of Orthodox dogmatic tradition, but at most as a personal opinion
Therefore, if I had translated Mysterion by Sacramentum, I must have;
appended a long note explaining that the Orthodox Delegation had
been so far from asking whether the Anglican Church accepted the
categories of the Latin medizval and scholastic theory of the Sacra-
ments, that if the Anglican Bishops had stated that theory as embody-
ing tye Anglican dogmatic tradition, the Delegation would almost
certainly have declared that agreement was out of the question and
that further discussion would be purposeless.

On the other hand, in considerations of this kind, the point of
departure often determines the plane of thought. ’

.]j:ven 1.:he Anglican definition of a Sacrament as the outward and
visible sign of an inward and spiritual Grace tends to give over-
emph3.51_s to the necessity of the fixed externals which are ordained as
ne‘ce'ssarxly concomitant symbols of the imparting of inward and
igm}ua.l Grace by the Holy Spirit in the Sacraments. Ifno Orthodox

1eologians envisage even the theoretical possibility of di i
with thf)se externals, all Orthodox theologiags begin %y thinlsili)lfgf)lfn E
Mysterion as the imparting of Grace—of a charisma—Dby the working
of the Holy Spirit, to the faithful who seek it from the Saviour. If
they look for the externals, they look for them as canonical sym.bols
of the covenanted mercies of God, 7.e., as symbols which are necessary

1 See below p, 169.

because being found in Holy Scripture they have always been observed
and required in the Church.

In consequence, if the deduction that where and when the outward
and visible signs of a Mysterion—i.e., of a Sacrament—are to be found
fully and faithfully completed, there and then the covenanted grace
or charisma must eo ipso be imparted, were pressed upon them, they
would almost certainly reject the logic and would extricate them-
selves from the discussion as having led them into planes of thought
and reasoning foreign to the traditional categories of Orthodoxy.

Thus for the great body of Orthodox theologians the point of
departure in regard to Orders—mutatis mutandis it is the same in
regard to Baptism and the other five ordinances which they cover
with the particular term M ysteria—is that a special Grace or
Charisma is given and is received therein, Their concern is as to the
whence and the wherefore of that charisma. As to its whereby, its
how and its when, they possess neither dogmatic precisions nor
aprecising tradition. That there never was a time since the days of the
Apostles when the characteristic external features of an Ordination
were not the Laying on of Hands with Prayer and its minister a
bishop, is agreed by them all, and nothing short of a decision by an
(Ecumenical Council could induce them to treat its being other than
integral and necessary to the external side of the Mysterion as an
open question.

But while they are practically unanimous in regarding the canon-
ical, external side of Ordination as indispensable, their vital concern
is rather its internal, spiritual side, sc. with the giving and receiving
of the special charisma for the work and office of a Bishop, Priest or
Deacon.

How greatly the categories of Orthodox sacramental thought are
in contrast with Scholasticism is well illustrated, indeed, by the words
which in the Orthodox rite accompany the Laying on of Hands:
“ The Grace of God, which ever maketh the weak strong and filleth the
empty, chooses and calls N. the most religious sub-deacon to be deacon.
Therefore let us pray on his behalf that the Holy Spirit may come to him.”

In that “ form ”’ no words such as our Receive the Holy Ghost can
be interpreted as fixing the moment of the giving and receiving the
charisma and, certainly, the main stream of Orthodox dogmatic
teaching makes no such precision.

« Tge REAL RECEPTION.”

Just because Real Reception is not a stock Anglican term, the mere
utterance of which challenges party prejudice, the translation of

1 The opinion of Professor Dyovouniotes of Athens that the acceptance of non-
episcopally ordained ministers is not outside the range of economy (Ta Hepta Mystura,
p. 162—3, Athens), appears to demand the premise that the necessity of the Laying
on of Hands is not a dogmatic necessity.




pragmatike metalepsis was less difficult than the translation of
apostolike diadoche and of mysterion.

In modern Greek, pragmatikos is used in ordinary speech for real in
the sense of actual, factual. But the modern usage of metalepsis is
absolutely confined to sacramental Communion in the Eucharist
and—the meta carries the same mystical significance as the cum in
communion—would have better been rendered by an act of com-
munion than by reception or participation, its nearer linguistic
equivalents.

I translated, however, not by “‘ Real Act of Communion,” but by
““ Real reception,” for this reason. g

The assurance which the Delegation needed for the purpose in hand
was that the Anglican Church does not hold that the Eucharist, being
a mere commemoration by figurative representation of the Last
Supper, the Bread and Wine ‘‘ become unto us the Body and Blood
of Christ ” only in an emblematic sense but that it holds that, the
Eucharist being an actual extension of the Last Supper by perpetual
representation, the Bread and Wine ‘ become unto us ” the true
Body and the true Blood of Christ in a mystic or sacramental
sense.

Thanks to the excellent first hand knowledge of the Anglican
complex possessed by several of its members, the Delegation was
well aware of the quicksands between which in putting its question
it had to steer.

If it could not be satisfied with an answer which could be construed
as covering a Memorialist or purely subjective Receptionist con-
ception of Christ’s Body and Blood, it had to make its enquiry in a
fashion which the Anglican Bishops could not misconstrue as asking
them to accept medieval and scholastic conceptions.

As the Patriarch Meletios records in his 21st section, it knew that
‘ Anglicans have no hesitation in accepting St. John Chrysostom’s
statement that the Bread and Wine are made to be? Christ’s Body and
Blood by the operation of the Holy Ghost, but they reject the term,
Transubstantiation (metousiosis) as being bound up in Scholastic
Theology with materialistic conceptions.”

Now, it is true both that the infiltration of Scholasticism to which
reference has been made above, produced a certain adoption of
Scholastic terminology and of Scholastic logic by Orthodox theolo-
gians in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and that both
continue to have vogue in a measure among present day, and especi-
ally among Greek Orthodox theologians. In consequence, as has
been observed, it would be easy by a careful selection of terms and
phrases to formulate the traditional dogmatic teaching of the
Orthodox Church in language which would give the impression

1 The poiountai of the Alexandrian Resolution equals fiant. See also Archb
Nectarie’s Roumania rendering of it, devin equals gecom'et: aliiia

~

that, to all effects, it is identical with that of modern Roman
Catholicism.

In fact in a transliterated form the word Transubstantiation
actually crept into Orthodox Theology in the Middle Ages and is still
used by many Greek theologians as equivalent to the term metous-
10sis which first appears in Greek Theology in the last decade of the
thirteenth century.? In general as Roman Catholics use the term
Transubstantiation and as the Orthodox use the term Melousiosis
they are the reverse of equivalent but rather belong to different
categories which are in antinomy.

The Patriarch Meletios, of course, wrote his statement for Orthodox
readers, and if he coupled the terms Transubstantiation and
Metousiosis as alike unacceptable to Anglicans, it was to show that
in spite of the difference between the Roman Catholic conception of
Transubstantiation and the Orthodox conception of Metousiosts,
the ordinary Anglican identifies them.

Alike by its linguistic value and by its theological usage Tran-
substantiation predicates an elemental change in the Bread and Wine
which the Orthodox regard as repugnant both to Holy Scripture and
to the dogmatic teaching of the Fathers.

On the other hand, metousiosis predicates a mystical change of
the Bread and Wine, a change which, to use the language of our 28th
Article, is ““ only after an heavenly and spiritual manner.”

Thus, as is well known, extraliturgical services of devotion and
adoration of the Reserved Sacrament are altogether foreign to Ortho-
dox tradition and practice and, though I have myself contended®
that in principle the Orthodox could neither condemn them nor
require their abandonment by Rome as a condition of Reunion, I am
bound to admit that I have been taken sharply to task, therefore,
by Orthodox theologians of authority.?

It is thus that no less for those Greek Orthodox theologians who
employ Transubstantiation as an equivalent for Mefousiosis,* than

1 Since the above was written, I have received a letter, dated March 1rth, 1931,
in which Archbishop Chrysostom of Athens says, *“ I do not omit to repeat what has
been repeatedly said, that the Orthodox Church may use certain terms which are
also in use in the Latin Church. That, however, in no way means that there is also a
corresponding agreement of Orthodox doctrine with the scholastic interpretations
of the Middle Ages. The Orthodox mind, for instance, though it uses the term
* Metoussiosis,” employs it in the meaning of the terms  metapoiisis,’ * metarrythmisi. o
which are used by the old Church, and does not ascribe to it the known Latin inter-
pretation.” The meta in metapoiisis and metarrythmisis denotes that the * becoming’
or “ change ” is after a spiritual and heavenly manner.

2 The Orthodox and Reservation, Faith Press, 1928.

3 During the visit of the Delegation, the Patriarch Meletios gave frequent
emphatic and incisive expression to his regret that such services obtain in some
Anglican Churches. I record this not because I agree with the general Orthodox
opinion, but as illustrating their outlook in the matter.

4 The Greek Dyovouniotes says the “ Western Church uses it to expound ‘its
theory of the mode of the change,’ but the Eastern Church * simply to state the fact
of the change.’ ”’
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for those who have followed Philaret of Moscow! in ruling it out of
Russian theology, the purpose of Reseryation is for the Communion
of the Sick. :

So far as I know no Orthodox theologian has demurred to the
generalization of our 28th Article that, ““ The Sacrament of the Lord’s
Supper was not by Christ’s ordinance reserved, carried about, lifted
up or worshipped.”

Accordingly, in regard to the Bread and Wine becoming Christ’s
Body and Blood, the maximum requirement which the most stringent
of Orthodox Theologians could require is far more than met by section
8 in the Declaration? which was made by some of us in 1922 to the
(Ecumenical Patriarch. That section runs :

“ We affirm that, by consecration in the Eucharist, the bread
“ and wine, being blessed by the life-giving power of the Holy
“* Spirit, are changed and become the true body and the true blood
“ of Christ, and assuchare given toand received by the faithful. . . .
“ As to the actual manner of the change, and of the mode of the
“ presence, no doctrine on this point is laid down by any (Ecumen-
“ical Council, and therefore, while believing the fact, we do not
« venture to define the mode. There is here a divine mystery
“ which passes human understanding.”*

The Delegation was aware, however, that to speak of the Bread and
Wine being ‘‘ changed "’ suggests to many Anglicans the medizval
scholastic theory that by the utterances of the priest of the words,
Take eat, This is My Body, etc.,* a change is effected i the Bread
and Wine, their *“ substance ”” becoming Christ’s Body and Blood and
only their ““ accidents " of extension, colour, taste, etc., remaining.

Accordingly, it refrained from the use of terms such as metathesis,
metabole, metapoiesis, which we translate change and which signify
that the Bread and Wine are made to be the Body and Blood of Christ
by the operation of the Holy Spirit. Nor because of the association
of the phrase in Anglican domestic controversy did they use pragma-
tike parousia, i.e., actual or real Presence.

All that they required to ascertain for their immediate purpose was

1 His almost dramatic deletion of the transliteration of Transubstantiation from
the Russian version of Mogila’s Catechism, which as (see p. 189) among seven-
teenth Orthodox documents is peculiarly tinged with scholastic phraseology, should
reassure those Anglicans who imagine that the Orthodox Church has adopted the
“ materialistic conception, bound up in Scholastic Theology " with the term Transub-
stantiation.

= Avowedly that Declaration gave no more than the interpretation of the Anglican
position held by those who signed it and did not claim to speak for the whole Church
of England.

s G. K. A. Bell, Documents on Christian Unity, 1920-24, p. 92.

¢ As is well known, the Orthodox hold dogmatically that the Bread and Wine
become the Lord’s Body and Blood not at the utterance of these words, but on the
Invocation of the Holy Spirit, which in their Prayer of Consecration precedes ours,
the Words of Institution.

that Anglicans speak of the Bread and Wine becoming Christ's Body
and Blood, not in a figurative but in a real, if mystical, sense.

Therefore, they avoided raising the question of a change 1n the
Bread and Wine and reached their end by asking whether in the
Anglican Church the Consecrated Bread and Wine are regarded as
still remaining Christ’s Body and Blood after Communion.

The answer that they continue to be ‘‘regarded sacrament-
ally,”? satisfied them that the Anglican dogmatic position leaves no
room for Memorialist or purely subjective Receptionist theories.

That is why in its Resolution the Alexandrian Synod spe?.ks of ?he
Orthodox requirement as to Christ’s Presence in the Eucharist having
been met by a satisfactory statement not as to the change of the
Bread and Wine but as to their Real Reception.

« Tgusia HILASTERIOS.”

1f the renderings which I gave to diadoche apostolike and pragmati!ee
metalepsis in the Alexandrian Synod’s Resolution are patient of mis-
construction, it was impossible to find a rendering for thusia hilas-
terios which would not raise a hornet’s nest.

After all, Apostolic Succession is familiar enough to English ears
to which it carries no necessarily controversial significance. If
unfamiliar, Real Reception is self explanatory and could challenge
no one except the extreme Memorialist. R

Tt was very different with thusia hilasterios, for which a dictionary
translation gives only propitiatory sacrifice or expiatory sacrt fice.

To use either was out of the question.

Expiatory Sacrifice being novel to the ordinary reader would have
frightened them even if accompanied by a lengthy excursus on
Expiation. :

Propitiatory Sacrifice certainly belongs to ordinary English speec:h L
But it would be hardly possible to apply a term to the Eucharist
which would be more provocative to extremely sectionally minded
Anglican Evangelicals and Liberals. With even careful safeguards
as to its meaning, few Anglicans of any school of thought would be
happy in using it. O

TFor if, as the Patriarch Meletios was warranted in saying in the
21st section of his report, *“ The Anglican Church agrees with the
Orthodox doctrine that the Eucharist is a thusia hilasterios,” it is
also true that “ it refuses to use the term propitiatory in stating that
doctrine inasmuch as its association suggests the errors of Purgatory
and of the transition, at the Pope’s pleasure, of souls from Purgatory
to Paradise.”

Of course, I do not take responsibility for the attribution of such

1 Of course, the Lambeth Conference used, and the Orthodox understood, regarded
in the sense of ** held to be.”
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conceptions even to the popular mediaval and scholastic doctrines
of the Eucharist and of Purgatory. Nor is it my business to demon-
strate here that the Tridentine precisions of the doctrine of the
Eucharistic Sacrifice are incompatible with the main body of
Orthodox dogmatic teaching upon it.

My present concern is limited to showing that thusia hilasterios
carries with it none of those materialistic conceptions which, rightly
or wrongly, sacrificium propitiatorium calls up to English minds and
that if instead of transliterating it in my translation of the Alexand-
rian Synod’s Resolution, I had rendered it by propitiatory sacrifice
I should have made that Synod misrepresent itself, no less than the
Delegation and the Lambeth Conference.

As has been emphasized above, the Delegation’s question on the
Eucharist was not drafted to ascertain whether Anglican dogmatic
teaching is fully in agreement with Orthodox dogmatic teaching, but
was drafted in a minimal form in order to ascertain that sufficient
agreement exists to warrant the Orthodox Churches in accepting
Anglican Orders. ‘

As I pointed out in the first of these articles and, as will be evident
to anyone who reads the masterly summary of the history of the
Orthodox investigation into the Validity of Anglican Ordinationst
which, not because I am its translator, but because it interprets the
Orthodox mind most lucidly, I am bold to urge my readers to buy, a
prime cause of the hesitation of Orthodox theologians to declare
Anglican Orders to be in every way capable of acceptance has been a
lingering doubt as to whether the Anglican Eucharist is not a ““ nude
commemoration ”’ of the Last Supper.

To remove that doubt finally, all that was necessary was for the
Lambeth Conference to declare explicitly (1) that the Anglican
Church believes the Bread and Wine to become Christ’s Body and
Blood, not in a figurative sense but even though mystically and in a
heavenly and spiritual manner, in very fact, and (2) that it holds that
the Eucharist is indeed a sacrifice, again not in a figurative sense, but
in the sense that in it the minister and the people who conjoin with
him in its Celebration do not merely commemorate the Sacrifice of
the Cross but are conjoined with Christ in presenting anew “ that full
perfect and sufficient sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction ”” which He
consummated, once and for all thereon.

As has been noted above the first of those two requirements was met,
as I venture to believe, adequately and conclusively by clear state-
ments which the Bishops who made them were confident that, except
the extremely sectionally minded, all Anglicans would agree. Those
statements went no farther in precision than to satisfy the Delegation
that the Anglican Communion does not teach a Memorialism or a

! The Validity of Anglican Ordinations, Chrysostom Papadopoulos, Metropolitan
of Athens, Faith Press, 1931, price 2s.

iective Receptionism, but teaches that th‘e Bl:ead n._nd
I\J?:;irr?(leyb:;:rgle the very BI:dy and Blood of the I:.ord not in a l}guratxve
sense but in a sense in which their reception is to be described as a
Real Reception of the Lord’s Body and Bloc'xl. )

In like manner, the Delegation accepted its seqond requirement as
adequately and conclusively met by this quotation from the Reply
of the English Archbishops to Leo XIIT., “We .truly_tea.ch the do’ctrme
of the Eucharistic Sacrifice and do not believe it to b_e a ‘nude
commemoration ’ of the Sacrifice of the Cross. We continue a per-
petual memory of the precious death of Christ .who is our‘Advoca.t.e
with the Father and the propitiation for our sins, according to His
precept, until His coming again. For first we offer the sacrifice of
praise and thanksgiving ; then next we plead and represent before the
Father the Sacrifice of the Cross, and by it we plea}d and represent
before the Father the Sacrifice of the Cross, and by it we cc,mﬁden.tly
entreat remission of sins and all other benefits of the: Lord’s Passion
for all the whole Church ; and lastly we offer the sacrlﬁce pf ourselves
to the Creator of all things which we have alrea_dy 51gn1ﬁed by the
oblations of His creatures. This whole action, in which the people
has necessarily to take its part with the Priest, we are accustomed

Eucharistic sacrifice.””* i
tozgzlils tr};zorded, however, by the Patriarch Meletios,? the Delega‘tlon
had formulated its requirement in the question, l?oes the Apgh.can
Church accept that . . . the oblation of the Divine l’l:uchanst is a
spiritual thusia hilasterios for the living and dead ? 'And, as is
recorded in the summary of the Discussions,? that question at once
evoked a plain statement that ** it had been necessary for‘the Churcl(;
of England to guard against the error that the one Sacrl'f,ice offere
by Our Lord on the Cross, could, in any way be re.pe‘a:ted.' Ly

In other words, the Anglican Bishops made it 1‘)}am, as the
Patriarch Meletios putsit, that Anglicans will not apply. Prf)pltlatory
sacrifice ”’ to the Eucharist and repudiate the materialistic concep-

ions ”’ ched to sacrificium propitiatorium. ; :
tlo’;‘lls'le g;ttl?odox, howevg, reject those materialistic conceptions with
a vigour no less than any Anglican’s. In general, the re’ndermg the
Eucharist with a special intention of any kind whatever is unknown
among them. In particular they approve our 31st Article s trel_lchant
condemnation of ¢ the Sacrifices of Masses, 1n the wh.uch it was

commonly said that the Priest did offer Christ for the quick and the
dead, to have remission of pain and guilt.” sy :

For them the offering of the Eucharist is a thusia hilasterios, a pro-
pitiatory sacrifice in the sense and only in the. sense that in every
Eucharist Christ Himself, Who is the only Priest and Victim—nho

i ted in The Lambeth Conference, 1930, P. 136.
3 gesc?igg : 3.l The question is not given in The Lambeth Conference, 1930.

3 The Lambeth Conference, 1930, P. 136.
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and at times in terms which very many Anglicans would not admit.
But whatever customs of the kind have been developed in popular
practice, the living and the departed are bound together inseparably
for the Orthodox in the mystic unity of the Whole Church. Each
prays for all and all for each. The dead child for the living mother,
the saint departed for the sinner in earth and the sinner for the saint.
The concept of the Epistle to the Hebrews? prevails in reference to the
Blessed Virgin herself and the Apostles * that they without us should
not be made perfect.” The Eucharistic Sacrifice is pleaded alike for
them and for the sinner living or departed, if not for  the remission
of sins ”* at least for the other *“ benefits of Christ’s Passion,” to wit
their consummation in Bliss and Grace in the day of the Lord’s
Appearing.

Lex orandi, lex credendi ! The sense in which the Delegation asked
whether the Anglican Church accepts the Eucharist as a thusia
hilasterios for the living and the dead is defined by the Intercession
which the celebrant offers immediately after that Epiklesis or Invoca-
tion of the Holy Spirit in the Oblation of the Eucharist which the
Orthodox unanimously regard as marking the consecration of the
Bread and Wine to become Christ’s Body and Blood.

That Intercession runs: * We offer this Reasonable Service for them
that have gone to their rest in Peace, Forefathers, Fathers, Patriarchs,
Prophets, Apostles, Preachers, Evangelists, Martyrs, Confessors,
Ascetics and every righteous spirit made perfect in faith. Chiefly
for our all holy, immaculate, highly blessed, glorious Lady, Theotokos
and Evervirgin, Mary. And remember all those who have fallen
asleep in hope of the resurrection of life eternal and give them rest, O
our God, where the light of Thy countenance watcheth over them.”

Then it goes on to intercede for the living.

It is inconceivable that any Anglicans, except those who, being
stampeded by their fear of that Romish doctrine of Purgatory which
the Orthodox repudiate as emphatically as even our 22nd Article,
condemn any and every prayer for the Departed, can challenge the
statement of the Anglican Bishops which satisfied the Delegation
or can reject as unscriptural the type of prayer for the Departed

quoted above.
THEOLOGOUMENA.

T make no apology for the ample elbow room which I have appro-
priated in elucidating the terms employed by the Alexandrian Synod
to sum up, and to sum up not for Anglicans but for the Orthodox,
the Anglican answers to the Delegation’s question.

The terms A postolic Succession, Mysterion, Real Reception, a thusia
hilasterios for the Living and the Dead have aroused a very under-

1 Heb. x. 14.
2 The Divine Liturgy of St. Chrysostom, F. E. Brightman, pp. 47-9, Faith Press.




standable anxiety among others than those who are represented by
the Anglican Evangelical Group Movement, and from every point of
view it is desirable that there should be no misapprehension as to
what the Anglican Communion was committed by the Lambeth
Conference and as to what it was not committed.

But over and above that, what I have written will serve to illustrate
the importance of the two principles which the Delegation adopted in
the Discussions.

As to the first, enough has been said above to show that while the
usage of technical terms can easily produce the semblance of disagree-
ment where no disagreement exists, a study of the resumé of the
statements interchanged by the Delegation and our Bishops shows that
a real and unambiguous agreement was reached at Lambeth by the
avoidance of such terms.

The Patriarch Meletios’ frank speech emboldens me to write very
plainly in regard to the necessity of the second, viz., that in the
discussion of Union between the Orthodox and Anglican Church, over
and above the precisions of the (Ecumenical Councils, nothing should
be put forward by the representatives of either, unless it is supported
by the general consensus of its theologians.

That that principle was adopted also by the Anglican Bishops who
conferred with the Delegation is no less obvious from a study of their
statements than it was inevitable from their personnel which
included representatives of every central school of thought in Angli-
canism.

It is true that the existence in the Anglican Communion of con-
trasted schools of thought, which are often in the collision of sharp
controversy, has led some Orthodox students of Anglicanism to the
conclusion that the Anglican Church is a * comprehensive *’ Church
in the sense that it does not possess a dogmatic tradition capable of
precision, but authenticates as legitimate alternatives dogmatic
positions which are in irreconcilable contradiction.

It is also true that they have been guided into and reinforced in
that conclusion by Anglican writers who have declared such “ com-
prehensiveness " to be both characteristic of the Anglican Com-
munion and desirable in itself.

If the Anglican Communion may be described as comprehensive
in the sense that it is tolerant of opinions which lie outside its dog-
matic position, it cannot be described as comprehensive in the sense
that all dogmatic teaching is alike to it. ;

Thus, there is every reason to be confident that, if and when the
particular Anglican schools of thought get together in a clear
atmosphere and, avoiding that technical terminology which furnishes
our domestic controversies with their flags and munition, compare
that which they respectively hold to be the dogmatic teaching of the
Prayer Book and the Thirty-Nine Articles, they will agree (1) that

they share a common basic dogmatic poafitiog whiczx i:yclte:erilg :‘)‘x;?:;
nta
in those documents and (2) thnt. undamentally the .
lczt:ga:gictions and oppositions consist in the t’:onﬁxc?m'g mterg;:?;:
tions which, in the light of Holy Scripture and of Christian tra ;
ive to that position. : .
tht’ﬁ’ tghis be so it is evident that the Angtl.;lcan E:}:grlrllsx:;zr:ltsajle;
i ition and, even thoug y
possess a central dogmatic pos e it s
minded members of the particular Anglical AT
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Church. The content of the theologoumena is probable truth : anyone
may adhere toa given theologoumenon untila competent church court
has decided it to be faulty ; just as on the other side, no one can
de.mand tl.la‘t a theologian should accept a theologou;nenon as his
private opinion. Of course, the number of the fathers who accept
a given viewpoint of this nature has no significance as to its validit}I: v
stll%, the greater the number who defend such a statement th(;
greater .the pr9babi1ity of its truth. Third, and last, comes pr&vate'
thgo}oglcal opinion. In comparison with a theologo;tmmon private
oplmfm_has no authority. Each one is free in his personal :)pinion
fbﬂxt Im‘uted by the requirement that private opinion shall not con,—
, ct fmfh fiogma.. The.fiogma.s are - ‘ mecessaria,’ the theologoumena
dgl;m bl £ tl:zccessanzs, unitas in dubiis, libertas.’ 1 ;
course, that categorization in no way warrants i
that fthg Orthodox Church is a comprehenZive Churcht?xi3 tlgcfeezzggz
th&}t.lt is open to its members to hold and to teach any and eve
opguol:hwhlch approves itself to them. 1
On the contrary, the body of the theologoumena i
opinions of the fathers with which as a lexg credmdiotrh:hf;)'clsfl C:sl
and othe'r ‘Ortl.lodox Service books must be coupled, prescribe g’:he
general 1gmts in which Orthodox theological thought, may move
A particular doctrine as to which there is something like agreemt;nt
ggl)fr;}gl tllle Orthodox. that it is supported by the consensus of Ortho-
i3 :odtz)ggo:l:ma, is to be received, at least provisionally, as in
Where those theologoumena differ the
beigveen them as a mitter of persona{lop(i)rll‘g)lr?.d R
or, as i§ evident from the trend of modern Ort
are theological development and restatement in the }ﬁgﬁgift llfcl)lg:rtx;
science pre.cluded in regard, for example, to the traditional doctrines
of Revelation and of the Inspiration of Holy Scripture.?

; In h{s 23rd section, the Patriarch Meletios dwells upon the difficult
in w%nch, through lack of an * official statement of Orthodoz
d;)ctrme,” the Delegation found itself. As he put it, the Confessions
;)er t}_1e 1seventeenth centmy, with their infiltration of scholastic
minology and of scholastic theology, are of ‘‘ limited authorit
and of modern theologians some are ‘latinizing,” others are * pr(}),:
1 T quote from
ia:;:tiﬁnsz rl; sogftﬁ%r:é?zzg: tSht: f:ﬁa%?:sk g}” tl:): i;?;ieﬁagh;:ghmllix];te tlliizlf};rzn b:r : I;.Sci
4 3 s translation of his Das Orthodoxe Chyistenthum des Ost:ns,

Berlin, 1928, is published b isti
5 y the Student Christian Movement und i
ﬁzstt;r: é)rtlltpzlllox Church (see p. 40 of which for the above), at 5sunanet; :(}: gstal.f/l:"l ]lzlw
Ay 1:ng ish reader. 4 T
at even so severely conservative a theologian as the Greek Androutsos finds

room for the Higher Criticism i i
ot o mg riticism is noted by Gavin, Modern Greek Theologscal Thought,

testantizing.’ "' Accordingly, so that in future Union discussions,
the Orthodox representatives may be equipped with such " an
official statement,” he urges that one should be prepared forthwith
for endorsement by the forthcoming Orthodox Pro-Synod.
Undoubtedly, if the formulation of that statement be undertaken,
it will be no light task. The dogmas of the (cumenical Councils
are relatively very few and precise only certain Christological and
kindred doctrines. The corpus of theologoumena, or theological
opinions of the fathers, is great. To eliminate from it that which
is to be regarded as no more than the personal opinion of a given
father and to precise that which being established as in effect of
the general consensus of the fathers, must provisionally be taken
as dogma, would appear to be a formidable enterprise. Moreover, in
spite of the general Western misconception which obtains alike among
Protestants and Roman Catholics, Orthodox Theology is alive, and
therefore evolutionary, and not static. Medizval and modern
Orthodox theological thought cannot be sponged off the slate and,
in however safeguarded a degree, must be an interpretative witness
of what is that deposit which in its faith and practice is claimed to
have been preserved in Orthodoxy without ‘‘ innovation, addition
or diminution *’ from the days of the Apostles. Nor can the restate-
ments of tradition which are called for by the empiric science of the
twentieth century be ignored.

To forecast the contents of the ‘ official statement of Orthodox
doctrine,” desiderated by the Patriarch Meletios, is hardly within
the province of an Anglican, and especially of an Anglican who
has been privileged to be nominated as a member of the Conjoint
Orthodox and Anglican Commission which is appointed to continue
the Uniobn discussions begun officially between the two Churches at
Lambeth last July.

None the less, it may safely be predicted that, if such an * official
statement ”’ be placed in our hands, to quarrel with it as incompatible
with the central historic Anglican position will tax the ingenuity of
the most extremely sectional of Anglicans and will be effected only
by the repudiation of Hooker and other * fathers " of Anglicanism.

In vindication of that prediction, it is not necessary to go back
to the diversities which are already developed in the writings of
Bessarion and Theophylact of Bulgaria, or other Orthodox theo-
logians of authority, between the Great Schism and the Western
Reformation of the sixteenth century.

Just as in the corpus of Anglican theology from the sixteenth
century onward, there are shadings off to the right and to the left




. SRR WIANAIDLLIAN TKAST

untl.l, if reconcilable with the extreme position, the positions reached
are in open conflct, so in the corpus of Orthodox theology from th

sixteenth century onward, developments of thought, of terminol .
and of formul.ation have produced *schools of tilought o wh?gg
may be reconcilable with the common content of the theologoumen

of ;he fathers, but which are in open opposition with each other .
bt rt}(:o (;::}l:e, fi)‘r example, the five so-called Symbolic Books- of
Fiapus y. The ﬁfteenth century Confession of the Ecumenical
Matnarch Gennadios Scholarios is an apologetic drawn up for
thzh(%lzlmed Fh; Conqueror; thg late sixteenth century Letters of
v th:?ﬁgc Patna.r_ch' Jeremiah II. are a polemic in controversy
bt Ie{rgils of ’fubmgen ; a.nd.the Confession of the Patriarch
g ()r;dol?ou 0s of Al_ezfandrla, Cyril Loukar’s disciple, who
ooty . 1S an exposition of Orthodoxy, composed for the

Though they differ often in the details of the sta
dox dogmatl.c teaching, that which has to be retf;?lzﬁziloée(i’xg:

at ;‘};‘at on whl;:ch they are agreed, is relatively small.
€ same stands true of the other two the mid-sixte
: . X - enth centu
I(;on.fas;swn of Peter Mogila and the Confession of the Patriarcfl}:
ositheos of Jerusalem (1682), both of which were compiled
negatives of Calvinism, . %

But when we compare the earli i
i €r group with the later,
zggselvgshtz}ken into another theological world of Schohstfgecf::ed
es, Scholastic methods of i i ‘
e g presen?nent and Scholastic terminology
I have not instanced the contrasts of the five Orthodox ‘* Symbolic

Books,” because thosg documents have any peculiar authority.

illustrative of the interpretations of the central traditional
Orthodqx dogmatic position which were current i’n their dI;a
and which every Orthodox theologian is free to accept restatey
Zmend or reject at his discretion. I have instancéd them’
A etqause, while prior to the sixteenth century, the interpre:
ations qf fhat central dogmatic position had already produced
'elmbryomc “schools of thought ” among the Orthodox, those
has‘(,:gc;ols of tgough_t " have been extraordinarily evolved a.nci others
: thppeare dur_'n'lg the past three centuries. For although it is
rue that the conditions of the Greek nation’s helotage to the Turks
f}fzventeid much theological movement in the Greek Churches until
i n«;:otnhc utc'hng deca.@es of the‘nineteenth century, Russian theology,
i :nt::sﬂtlhat 1tt comes into distinct‘ive being in the middle of
i century, has been as diversified as it is rich and

It is thus that, while readjusting and correcting the excessive
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scholasticisms which render the Catechism of Mogila and the Con-
fession of Dositheos almost incongruous with the central tradition
of Orthodox dogmatic teaching, an important school of modern
Greek theology is characterized by categories which are hard to
distinguish from scholastic categories and nearly always by a method-
ology and terminology which reflect marked neo-Latin influences.

Onthe other hand, in Russian theology, with which both for volume
and diversity modern Greek theology is not comparable—although,
mutatis mutandis, an important Russian school of thought derives
from that interpretation of Orthodoxy which was produced among the
Greeks by the seventeenth century medieval and scholastic infil-
tration—the predominant schools of thought have consistently
endeavoured to eliminate Latin influences and to return for the
starting point of their developments to the simplicity of the central,
primitive, traditional Orthodox tradition, 7.e., to the consensus of the
theologoumena of the fathers.

Accordingly, while in the writings of Philaret of Moscow and his
successors, scholasticisms and neo-Latinisms are, if not eliminated,
at least attenuated so as to be not easily discernible, when we come
to study the neo-Russian School of which the great lay theologian
Khomiakov! was the originator in the fifth decade of the nineteenth
century, we find everything Latin and Scholastic repudiated and
dismissed with an emphasis even greater than everything Lutheran
and Calvinist.

In itself, the Slav mentality recoils temperamentally from pre-
cisions and exults in mystic and intuitive experiences, which are
incapable of precise expression. In consequence, however loyally
it may sustain the position assumed by the representatives of Ortho-
doxy in the controversies of bygone centuries, it is always in revolt
against the logical deductions alike of Roman Catholicism and of
Protestantism and always reverts for its starting point to the com-
mon and unprecised element in the theologoumena of the fathers.

The Anglican reader who desires to test this account of the
oppositions between the Orthodox schools of thought to-day, will
be wise to compare Professor Zankow’s Eastern Orthodox Church®
with Dr. Gavin's Some Aspects of Contemporary Greek Thought?®
which are the only two concise works of the kind in English.

Professor Zankow is cautious to state nothing as integral to the
Orthodox dogmatic position, which is a development upon the
common content of the #heologoumena of the fathers.

Dr. Gavin affords us a picture of the sharp controversy which
has obtained for the past thirty years between the two chief Greek
schools of thought.

" 1 Khomiakov was wont to say that, inasmuch as it also imposes its logical
deductions as binding, German Protestantism is the correlative of Roman Catholicism.
2 Student Christian Movement, 1929. 3 Mowbray’s, 1923.
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announced the economic acceptance of Anglican Orders by the Great
Church of Constantinople and invited the other autokephalous
churches to accede to that acceptance. Then, on January 1oth,
1925, the Patriarch Miron Christea wrote, hopefully and kindly, but
quite definitely, to the effect that his Synod must delay its decision
until it was satisfied upon two points : (1) Does the Anglican Com-
munion hold that the Church is a visible society, the members of
which are recognizable ? (2) In general is the Anglican conception
of a sacrament cognate to the Orthodox conception of a mysterion ?
and in particular does the Anglican conception of Ordination satisfy
the Orthodox conception of a mysterion ?

On receiving the invitation to take part in the Orthodox Delegation
to the Lambeth Conference, the Roumanian Synod accepted it with
the greater eagerness because it opened the prospect of a decision
one way or the other upon those two points.

Accordingly, Archbishop Nectarie came to London last June
reinforced with definite instructions to insist that the Delegation
should concentrate upon those two points as the agenda of its
discussions with our bishops.

The prompt and unanimous acceptance of that fesa Romana or
Roumanian thesis as soon as he posed it to them, by his colleagues
of the Delegation demonstrated the absurdity of suspecting any of
them as being ready to make a dogmatic compromise and brought
them together.

At the Delegation’s meeting in the Jerusalem Chamber with the
Archbishops’ Eastern Churches Committee, on July oth, the
Patriarch Meletios proposed that the Roumanian thesis should be the
subject for the Delegation’s discussions with our Bishops.

In due course, that proposal was communicated to and accepted
by the Anglican Bishops, and the two points of the Roumanian thesis
were stiffened and elaborated into four questions, the answers to
which were unanimously agreed by the Delegation to be satisfactory
and were implemented by the plenum of the Lambeth Conference.

In sum, Archbishop Nectarie’s Report shows that the scope of
the Delegation’s enquiries was confined solely to the Roumanian
thesis, .e., to the final removal of Orthodox hesitation on Anglican
Orders, and that after stating in maximal form the requirements for
their acceptance by the whole Orthodox Church as indicated by the
Roumanian Patriarch, the Delegation was satisfied with the Anglican
answer.

The question of Union between the two Churches which otherwise
Wwas not trenched upon was left for the next Lambeth Conference.

If any Orthodox autokephalous church is not satisfied with that
which satisfied the Delegation, but desires a further authoritative
statement before accepting Anglican Orders clearly, that statement
also can only be made by the next Lambeth Conference.

THE LAMBETH CONFERENCE 179

Tue Four MEETINGS OF THE DELEGATION WITH THE ANGLICAN
Bisuors.

While I was writing the preceding paragraphs I received authority
to publish the official minutes® of the four discussions l}eld between
the Delegation and the Anglican Bishops. Those minutes spea.k
plainly for themselves and, though perhaps they render some of it
superfluous, bear out what I have said in this article about the
doctrinal statements in the 7esumé and render further comment upon
them unnecessary.

THE CoNJOINT DOCTRINAL COMMISSION.

A few words, however, are desirable concerning the Conjoint Ortho-
dox and Anglican Commission to the setting up of which the Dele-
gation agreed at its first meeting with the Anglican Bishops, and as to
the Suggested Terms of Intercommunion which at the same meetu}g,
though with the reserve that in many particulars they would require
to be filled in, the Patriarch Meletios pronounced to be admirable.

Necessarily, the Conjoint Commission is not envisaged as pleni-
potentiary, and its function can be no more than that of investigation
and of liaison.

A priori, the Orthodox side of the Delegation cannot be content
with a statement of the Anglican dogmatic position made by the
Anglican side of the Commission. To be accepted by it as an
authentic exposition of the Anglican position such a statement must
be affirmed either by the totality of the Anglican Episcopate,
or synodically by each and all of the Anglican Churches. But even
if the Orthodox side of the Conjoint Commission should declare
itself satisfied that such a statement establishes a fundamental
identity between the Anglican and Orthodox dogmatic positions,
that declaration will be nothing in itself, unless and until it is imple-
mented either through a Pro-Synod of the whole Orthodox Church
or by the individual action of each and all of the Orthodox auto-
kephalous Churches.

Of course, the above observation does not evacuate the Conjoint
Commission of importance. On the contrary, once that which it is
not being set up to do is realized, the moment of that which it is

being set up to do becomes unmistakable.

If those Orthodox autokephalous Churches which hitherto have
withheld their accession to the Bcumenical Patriarchate’s acceptance
of Anglican Orders in 1922 fail to implement the Delegation’s unani-
mous declaration that it was satisfied with the Anglican answers
tothe questions by whichit posed the Roumanian thesis in its maximal
essential form, then the task of the Conjoint Commission will be
something of an opus Penelopeium.

* Section II of the “ Report of the Sub-Committee of the Lambeth Conference’s
Committee on Unity” (The Lambeth Conference, 1930, Pp. 131-9) is a condensation
of these Minutes. :



It is true, indeed, that admirable and scientific though that
picture is, he has made the mistake of concluding that what is
common to those two schools must necessarily be integral to the
general Orthodox position.

Moreover—he is at pains to state that he is unacquainted with
Russian and other non-Greek theology—his general presentment of
the dogmatic teaching of the whole Orthodox Church assimilates it
unwarrantably to modern Roman Catholicism.

For instance, he deduces an equation of Metousiosis with Tran-
substantiation.

None the less, he is master of his particular subject. For example,
he shows us Professor Androutsos on the one hand contending that,
in the Eucharist, Christ is present ‘ really and actually under the
forms of Bread and Wine,” and on the other hand, Professor Dyo-
vouniotes challenging such an interpretation as being *‘ based on the
Roman doctrine of transubstantiation,”” as pronouncing it one that
““ cannot be accepted in the Eastern Church,” and as protesting
that “ Our Lord said : ¢ Take eat, this is my body,” not * under this
is my body.” . . . If we repudiate in every way the Protestant
attempt to interpret these words to mean this ‘ represents, stands
for’ . . . how much less may we dare to substitute under this for
His word, ¢ this’ ? "*

However far apart the various Orthodox “* schools of thought "’
may be, and however sharp at times the controversies of their
exponents, the Orthodox laity knows nothing of them. Nor are the
clergy troubled by them. That the Orthodox Church thus escapes
the mischief which is done in the Anglican Communion by party
spirit, by party nomenclature and watchwords and by party con-
flicts, is due no doubt in the first instance to the fact that oppositions
between Orthodox “ schools of thought * do not find expression in
contrasted forms of public worship, or of private religious practice.

A striking diversity of church ritual as of private religious practice
differentiates the Greek from the Russian, the Roumanian, the
Bulgarian, and the Serb. But the ritual and customs of all the
autokephalous churches are unaffected by the particular theological
positions of the individual clergy, which are rarely anyone’s concern
except their own.

Again, Orthodoxy has known no cataclysms such as our Reform-
ation, and Orthodox schools of thought have diverged from the
common position imperceptibly by theological development.

But undoubtedly the great prophylactic in Orthodoxy against the
disease of “ party " has been the corollary to the principle of cecu-
menicity, that the Church being the organ of love, its unity must
be broken neither by demanding as of Faith the acceptance of any-

1 Gavin, op. cit., pp. 330-1.

thing which is not explicit in the theologoumena of the fathers, nor
the forbidding as heresy any interpretation of those theologoumena
which does not overthrow them,

In effect, the Orthodox Delegation put its questions at Lambeth
last July in a minimal form that summarized those theologoumena
which it held to determine the essentials of a valid Ministry. As
the Patriarch Meletios puts it in his 6th section, the answers which
it desiderated were not to give *“ that which is advanced individually
as the Anglican position by this or that individual,” but were to give
a summary-—to borrow the term!—of the corresponding Anglican
theologoumena.

If the answers which the Delegation received satisfied it, and if
they were endorsed by the plenum of the Lambeth Conference as
giving a “ sufficient account ” of Anglican teaching, we may well
be hopeful that the exploration of other dogmatic regions will show
the Anglican Church as it is to be in dogmatic agreement with the
Orthodox Church as it is.

At any rate, those Anglicans who have been perturbed by the
Alexandrian Synod’s use of the term “ propitiatory sacrifice,”” may
dismiss as chimerical the notion that the Orthodox Church is going
to ask the Anglican Communion to accept a medizval, scholastic
theory of the sacraments, an opus operatum by the mere Laying on
of Hands in Ordination, Transubstantiation, the Eucharist as a
sacrificium propitiatorium, or any such thing.

ARCHBISHOP NECTARIE’S REPORT.

We cannot be sufficiently grateful to Archbishop Nectarie for the
timely publication of his Report to the Roumanian Synod.

Unlike the Patriarch Meletios’ statement, it does not survey the
problems of the Orthodox and Anglican approach towards Union,
but it is no less revealing than that document to which it is com-
plementary and with which it is of comparable importance.

Read together the two make the story of the Delegation easily
intelligible and confirm what I have written in this and my preceding
articles.

The Roumanian Church took over two years before replying to the
(Ecumenical Patriarch’s Encyclical of 28th July, 1922, which

1 One is tempted to dream of the change which would come over British religious
life if, just as all Orthodox schools of thought diverge from common theologoumena, so
all Anglican schools of thought set themselves to converge in the formulation of
common theologoumena beyond the acceptance of which they would demand nothing
as de fide and no interprefations of which, that did not overthrow them, they would
regard as heretical. If the Lambeth Conference of 1930 solved the S. Indian problem

by the Orthodox principle of Economy, the Lambeth Conference of 1940 may
resolve our party antinomies by use of the Orthodox principle of theologoumena.




Plainly, it will be the business of the Anglican personnel of the
Commission to convince its Orthodox personnel that until the
Patriarchate of Antioch, the Churches of Roumania, Hellas, Bulgaria
and Poland and the Serb Church follow the example of the Patriarch-
ate of Alexandria and, implementing the statements of the Delega-
tion, declare that they accede to the (Ecumenical Patriarchate’s
acceptance of Anglican Ordinations, further discussion of dogmatic
agreement between the two Churches can be no more than
theoretical.

But whether or not the Delegation’s declarations be implemented
collectively or particularly by the whole Orthodox Church, it will be
the function of the Conjoint Commission to compare the respective
Orthodox and Anglican dogmatic positions and, either to pronounce
them irreconcilable or to draft an esquisse of agreement between them
for confirmation or rejection on the one hand either by an Orthodox
Pro-Synod or by the Synods of all the Orthodox autokephalous
Churches, and on the other hand either by the next Lambeth Con-
ference or by the appropriate organs of each and all of the Anglican
Churches. '

THE PERSONNEL OF THE CONJOINT DELEGATION.

A preliminary appointment of the Anglican personnel of the Con-
joint Anglican and Orthodox Commission has been communicated
to the Press, and consists in the Bishop of Gloucester, whose designa-
tion as its chairman was indicated by his distinction as a scholar, by
his devotion to the cause of Reunion, by his peculiar position in the
Anglican-Orthodox Movement and by the general confidence which,
except the extremely sectionally minded, all Anglicans repose in him,
by the Archbishop of Dublin who, as witness the minutes now pub-
lished of the Discussions of the Delegation and the Orthodox Bishops,
while committed altogether to the general cause of Christian Reunion,
exercised the role of the Cunctator in the Discussionsand is certain to
continue to exercise it, by the Bishop of Gibraltar who, over and
above his special theological ability, has had first hand contact with
every type of Orthodoxy, by the Bishop of N. Indiana, who repre-
sents the American Church, which after all is more practically con-
cerned in the matter of Anglican and Orthodox solidarity than any
other of the Anglican Churches, by Professor Goudge of Christ Church,
Oxford, and Regius Professor of Divinity in that University, whose
detachment from theological party and persuasive impartiality are
irresistible, by Canon Grensted, Professor of the Philosophy of
Religion at Oxford, a typical Anglican Evangelical theologian and,
however unworthily, by myself. Both as a former Chaplain at
Athens and as the domestic Chaplain of its Chairman, the Rev. Philip
Usher has been designated as the Commission’s Anglican secretary.

In regard to the Orthodox side of the Commission, it is known that

the (Bcumenical Patriarch has appointed * that admirable prelate
as our Archbishop has styled him, the Metropolitan Germanos of
Thyatira as its own delegate and as the Orthodox Chairman. The
Metropolitan Leontios of Paphos is to be the delegate of the Churqh of
Cyprus, which he represented in the Delegation, and our old friend
Mgr. Nicholas, formerly Metropolitan of Nubia and now of Ermp-
polis, who represented it at Stockholm in 1925 and at Lausanne in
1927, and is a persona gratissima to us all, has been nominated as the
Delegate of the Patriarchate of Alexandria. The Metropolitan of
Taikkala has been nominated to represent the Church of Hellas.

THE “ SUGGESTED TERMS OF INTERCOMMUNION.”

This document was drawn up in 1921 by the present Bishop of
Gloucester with the help of Canon Brightman, at the request of the
Archbishop’s Eastern Churches Committee. It describes the filiogue
as an illegal interpolation and prescribes that though the Anglican
Church may maintain it, as it were, as its local Creed, the (Ecumenical
Creed must be recited without it whenever Anglican and Orthodox
meet together.

Otherwise, it assumes no difference of dogmatic teaching between
the two churches but proceeding largely on the sound principle of
lex orandi, lex credendi, affords a framework for detailed agreements
between them.

Its contents were not discussed with the Delegation, which, how-
ever, welcomed it and stated that its members would recommend its
careful and favourable examination both by the Synods of their
respective autokephalous churches and by the forthcoming Pro-
Synod of the whole Orthodox Church.

THE PATRIARCH MELETIOS ON THE
DELEGATION’S VISIT.

‘A Statement made by His All-Holiness the Patriarch of Alexandr?a
to the Holy Synod of the Palriarchate in regard to the contact in
London of the Orthodox and Anglican Churches.

Translated by Canon J. A. Douctas, Ph.D.,
from Pante@nos of Dec. 11th and Dec. 18th, 1930.

(1) Since the official contact of the Orthodox and Anglican
Churches which took place last July in London on the occasion of
the Lambeth Conference constitutes an ecclesiastical happening
of especial importance, I feel that in laying the official records of
(our) particular discussions (with its members) before the Holy
Synod I ought also to put it in possession of the personal con-
clusions and judgments which I reached as a member of the
Orthodox Delegation.
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(2) At the session of our Synod in the spring, when we decided
to accept the invitation which his Grace the Lord Archbishop of
Canterbury, Dr. Cosmo Lang had addressed to the whole Orthodox
Church through the occupant of its primatial Throne, his All-
Holiness, the (Ecumenical Patriarch Photios, we were all conscious
that it opened the possibility of a remarkable advance in the mutual
approach of the two Churches. Accordingly the Synod judged
that the personal participation of the Patriarch of Alexandria in
the Orthodox Delegation would not be an over-emphasis of what
was in hand.

Its practical result, however, exceeded our anticipation.

(3) All the particular Orthodox Churches, as soon as they
received the invitation and—for the necessary time would not have
been available—without arriving at a mutual agreement, were urgent
to notify their participation in the Delegation which thus was
constituted of delegates of the Churches of Constantinople,
Alexandria, Jerusalem, Serbia, Rumania, Cyprus, Greece and
Poland. The absence of delegates from the Churches of Russia
and of Georgia alone prevented the totality of the autokephalous
Churches of the One Holy, Catholic, Apostolic Church being
represented in the Delegation. None the less, the consciousness
was there that in spirit those Churches also took part in our prayers
and discussions for the blessed work of Union.

(4) In spite, however, of this eagerness on the part of the
Orthodox Churches for contact with the totality of the Anglican
Bishops, none of the Delegates appeared to expect any concrete
result from that contact.

Some of them, indeed, had plainly prepared themselves for the
defence of the purity of Orthodox dogmas, as if they suspected some
of their brethren and fellow ministers of the sacraments of a dis-
position to make concessions upon it.

(5) Happily there was no need of lengthy conferences among
ourselves in order to establish the general conclusion that all the
delegates were devoted champions of the religious tradition of our
forefathers and that the Delegation neither intended to deviate—
nor indeed could have taken warrant to do so—in an iota from
Orthodox dogma, but that on the contrary it understood its
mandate on the one hand to be the manifesting clearly through its
contact with the Anglican Hierarchy the eager desire of the whole
Orthodox World for the Union of the two Churches, and on the
other hand a conjoint examination with that Hierarchy of certain
dogmatic positions, not of the Orthodox Church but of the
‘Anglican Communion® as to whether the difference between them
is essential or a matter of verbal expression.

! [The Greek Omologia corresponds more strictly to Confession, but the Patriarch
has translated Communion by it in his excerpt from Resolution 49, see §16.
So I use it here and throughout.—J.A.D.]

(6) And further it was obvious, both that forl lhc' purpose in
hand it was necessary to ascertain not that which m.ndvnnced
individually as the Anglican dogmatic position by this or 'that
Anglican minister, but that which the totality of the Anghgan
bishops agrees to be that position, and which the corporate mind
of the Anglican Church accepts as such, and also that f.or the
achievement of real Union, the necessity is not the covering of
differences by means of an accommodation of well chosen pl'lrases,
but rather their elucidation through the objective criterion of
revealed truth as it was believed throughout the centuries of the
Undivided Church, everywhere, always and by everybody,
according to the ancient definition of dogma.

(5) The spiritual atmosphere in which we Orthodox _found
ourselves in-the English capital, was, as it were, redolent with the
fragrance of the love and honour in which the Orthodox Ch‘urch
is held. The clergy and laity, alike in their official and private
capacity, vied with each other in demonstrating in a fashion
altogether spontaneous, their sentiments of esteem and of warm
cordiality towards the representatives of Orthodoxy who were their
guests. The reverence for the office of the Patriarch of Alexan'drla
displayed by the general body of the faithful of the {\ngllcan
Church as they knelt with one accord to receive his blessing or at
his passing through their midst during processions, was practical
proof that in their hearts they believe that office to be a-feature of
the living body of the One Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church.

(8) In this spontaneous reverence which ever).'where and on
every occasion was displayed invariably by the laity towards the
Orthodox Hierarchs, we ought to discern on the one hand the
source of the eager desire for the union of the Anglican with
the Orthodox Church and on the other hand the potentiality of
that Union. In the soul of that laity there exists no trace of doubt
or uncertainty but that the Orthodox Church holds stewardship of
the Apostolic Traditions and of the Grace of Christ. It is grieved
and distressed when it hears or perceives that we Orthodox refuse
to allow it to be a sharer in our Mystic Table. For the very reason
that it regards itself as Orthodox, the idea that the Orthodox on{ght
to be proselytized to Anglicanism is altogether foreign to its mind.

(9) On our side, in spite of our rooted prejudices as to there
being a difference and even a contradiction in many things between
the two Churches, we Orthodox Delegates were affected by the
influence of this devout environment. When we took part in their
services which were at the same time impressive and stirring, we
were stirred ourselves. For as we remarked the devotion with
which they were rendered and perceived the reverence with which
they were read and sung, we conceived the conviction that they
also are a “Camp of God.” And, indeed, God’s work is done by




as many of “either Camp” as labour sincerely and in simplicity of
heart, for the Union of them both in one Flock under the Shepherd
our Lord Jesus Christ. ,

(Io)_ It was under the influence of such reflections and
experiences that after the ceremonies in the Cathedrals of

Cfmterbury and of London, we Orthodox Delegates came together
with Anglicans and enquired into the differences which separate
t_he-two Churches first at a semi-official and preliminary conference
in the Jerusalem Chamber at Westminster Abbey and then in four
official eonferences in Lambeth Palace.

(11) The preliminary conference consisted of a meeting of the
Orthoqox Delegation with the permanent Committee of the
Archbl.shop of Canterbury for Relations with the Eastern Churches
of which the Chairman is the Right Reverend Doctor Gore
forr‘nerly Bishop of Oxford, a fervid enthusiast in the cause o,f
Un19n. At this meeting the points of difference were formulated
on either side which were to be elucidated at the official conferences
in Lambeth Palace between the Delegation and the Committee of
the Conference. For our part, we judged it to be altogether
necessary to enter upon the sphere of dogma on which Union
depen.ds. On the other hand, they gave preference to certain
questions involving mutual ministrations which are of pressing
urgency.

(12) If through the shortness of the time available, the official
con.ferences were limited to four, there was no need of more: for
their purpose was not a detailed examination of all the diﬂert’ances
(be.t“_reen the two churches) but an experimental exchange of
opinions upon some of them. The preference of the Orthodox
De!egatlon was given to those points of possible disagréement
which present themselves prominently as set forth in the writings
of Orthodox theologians or in the official documents of Orthodox
authorities. ;

(13) In precised form the following questions' were put forward
by us:

(a). Dogs the Anglican Church accept Ordination as a Mystery
and its being a link in unbroken succession with the Apostles?

(b) Does it accept that the Bread and Wine become the Bod).'
fmd Blood of Christ ? and that the oblation of the Divine Eucharist
is a spiritual thusia hilasterios for the living and the dead ?

(¢) In the Anglican Church what is the body which dec‘ides
authoritatively upon differences as to the Faith ?
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(d) 1f a member of the Anglican Church shall have preached
in contradiction of the Faith of the Church, what is his status in
the Church ? and how is it decided?

(14) Before these questions, however, we put the question as
to whether the “Terms of Intercommunion,'” published in 1923
by the Archbishop of Canterbury’s Eastern Churches Committee,
were regarded by the Lambeth Conference as expressing the
mind of the Anglican Church. These Terms deal with the
Christian Faith, with the Canon of Holy Scripture, with the
Writings of the Fathers and the Traditions of the Church, with
the Creeds and (Ecumenical Councils, with the Doctrine of the
Holy Spirit and the uncanonical interpolation in the Creed, with
Customs in the Church, with the number of the Mysteries, with
the Divine Eucharist, with Orders and with sacred Ikons.

Of these Terms we discussed only those which have reference
to the Ministry and to the Divine Eucharist. But it was of
importance that we should know whether they are regarded as
expressing the Spirit of the Anglican Church in order that they
might afford us a starting point for our conference.

(15) The Anglican Bishops with whom we conferred, belonged
to every tendency or school of thought in their Church, i.e., to
use designations easily understandable by the Orthodox, to the
(Roman) Catholicizing, to the Protestantizing and to the phil-
Orthodox. This composition of the sub-committee of the
Conference, when the distinguished position of its members in the
Anglican hierarchy is further taken into consideration, added
greater value to the answers which it gave to the questions put
before it by the Orthodox Delegation. Moreover, we are bound
to attach even greater weight to the fact that the Conference
itself, which consisted of 308 Bishops, endorsed those answers with
its authority by resolving that it recorded, “Its acceptance of the
statements ” of the sub-committee “as a sufficient account of the
teaching and practice of the Church of England and of the
Churches in communion with it.”2
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Of these four questions only (a) and (c) are actually given in the summary of
the discussions in The Lambeth Conference, 1930, where, p. 134, they appear in a
slightly different form. Their Greek version as given by the Patriarch is the
original which was handed in to the sub-committee by the Delegation. In it I
have transliterated (\ao#rpros and have mnot translated it by propitiatory
because the Orthodox use of the term in no way involves the conception usually
attached to a sacrificium propitiatorium.—J.A.D.]

1[S.P.C.K. In English, 1921, and in Greek and Russian, 1925.

2 [I have quoted the actual text of the Lambeth Conference’s Resolution 33 (c)
and not retranslated the Patriarch’s Greek translation of it, in which he rendered
«gufficient account” by drkpiBhs dmédosts which in my judgment is a fair rendering of
it. An dxpifhs dambdoais is a generally accurate and not an ezactly accurate account
and that, 1 take it, is what is meant by the Conference’s Resolution. The Archbishop
of Thyatira, however, preferring genuine account,” I have adopted it in my
iranslation of the Alexandrian Synod’s Resolution re our Orders.—J.A.D.]
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e el An il St stant Churches in S. India with
C};I‘.he_ matter under. consideration touched the very existence of
ristianity in India where the leaders of the Churches ha
announced their conviction that Church Unity is a necessity fZi

1 Lambeth Conference, 1930, Resolution 49,

the progress of the Gospel and that otherwise the ground which

has been gained is in danger of being lost. To bring about that

Unity, they were agreed on the one hand that on Union the

existing ministers of the Protestant Churches should be accepted

without reordination, on the condition that no one in future should
enter upon the ministry of the Sacraments without ordination by
an Anglican bishop, but on the other hand that the tendency of
the Scheme should be to secure the predominence of the Faith and
Practice of the Anglican Church. Those Anglicans who advocated
the acceptance of the Scheme, emphasized the fact that their
objective was, through a timely concession by Economy, to
establish permanently on the bases of Anglican dogma that unity
which is vitally necessary. The question was burning and it was
on account of it that occasion arose for the discussion of Economy
which took place during the exchange of views by Anglicans and
Orthodox and in the course of which it was made plain that the
proposed act of Economy has no precedent in the history of the
Orthodox Church. In the result, though the Lambeth Conference
expressed its recognition of the necessity of a united front in
India, it refrained from pronouncing formal approval of the actual
Scheme of Union on the ground that it was resolved to avoid
anything which might break the solidarity of the Anglican
Communion. In effect that may be taken as an intimation that,
on entering into Union with the Protestant Churches of S. India
the autokephalous Anglican Church of S. India will cease to be
regarded as a member of the Anglican Communion.

(19) The above are the brighter features in the general lines of
the picture of the relations of the Anglican and the Orthodox
Churches as they were made apparent by the opportunity of the
Lambeth Conference of 1930. On the other hand that picture
presents features which are darker and which put limits to our sense
of optimism. Of these some are the results of the historic past of
the Anglican Church, others of the present condition of the
Orthodox World and others again of the hostility displayed by
Roman Catholics and by some Protestants to the Union of the two
Churches.

(20) The past of the Anglican Church has been stormy and much
troubled not only on account of its enslavement in a foreign
subjugation but by reason of its internal upheavals against
authority and of disruptive party struggles which are analogous to
those which rent our own Church in the periods of Arianism and
of Ikonoclasm; and that past continues to-day to influence its
thought and its movements. A lively desire for the recovery of
the purity of the teaching of the Undivided Church is there, but the
parting of the highway which leads to it into a road towards
Papalism and a road towards Orthodoxy, creates an indecision as




to the choice of one or other of them. Rome stands by the sign-
post at that parting of the way, making the most both of the allure
of a past of common traditions and ways of religious life, and
of the fascination of its present evolved, world-wide, ecclesia;tical
monarchical rule. In complete contrast Orthodoxy is not in evidencé
there. In regard to its dogmatic teaching, it is unknown; in
rega‘rd to its ways of religious life, it is misinterpreted; and ;t is
attacked by the enemies of Union as a corpse, that is c’orrupt and
full of superstition. The ferment which began through the Oxford
Tractafian_ Movement of a century ago, combines with this to create
a certain bitterness of mutual opposition between the two elements
—the Roman Catholic and the Protestant—which, without bein
we'lded perfectly together, were united in the days of Queeg
Elizabeth to make the Anglican Church as it is. Moreover, the
prece(.ient set by Newman who initiated the Oxford Movemen’t for
the vindication of the Holy Apostolic Church as being without
a Papficy but—and his example has been followed in many cases—
who died a Papist, on the one hand naturally arouses the Protestant
Schogl of Thought to counter-activity and on the other hand not
only involves those charged with the supreme pastoral function in
the Church in grave anxieties but renders them averse to makin
authoritative declarations in those cases in which through fear of thg
allure of Rome the current exposition of dogma has become
expressed in a manner liable to misinterpretation.

(21) It is by a conspectus of this inner situation of the Anglican
'Churcl.l that a clear explanation is to be found as to why it xé; that
it ?,VOl‘dS dogmatic decisions and prefers “ comprehensiveness,”
which md?ed it regards as a thing specially to be desired of itseif
Terms which have become known through the controversies of thf;
pa.st as being bound up with the errors of the Roman Church, it
rejects categorically. Though at the same time, the doctrine wh,ich
the Orthodox.Church uses them to express, is itself accepted by it
T{IUS, e.g. it agrees with our doctrine that the Eucharist i;
a p.ropmatory’ (hilasterios)* sacrifice for the living and the dead
.but it refuses to use the term “ propitiatory ” in stating that doctrim;
inasmuch as its association suggests the errors of Purgatory and
of the transition at the Pope’s good pleasure of souls frorrz’ that
Purgatory to Paradise. Again, Anglicans have no hesitation in
acc.eptmg St. John Chrysostom’s statement that the Bread and
Wine are made to be* Christ’s Body and Blood by the operation
of the Holy Ghost, but they reject the term transubstantiation

! See above note on Section 13.

* [Poiountai equals fiant. It is i N
by devin which equals become. Srégtegoli%lg'_t]}.lzt‘I;%‘;chblshop B i

(metousiosis)! as belonging to Scholastic Theology and being
bound up with materialistic conceptions.

(22) The relation of the Church of England with the State as it
has been established in the past is a further obstacle to Union.
Not only because the 39 Articles and the Prayer Book constituting
a law of the State can only be revised by a law of the State,
but because the history of the recent rejection of the Revised
Prayer Book by the House of Commons shows conclusively
that in its teaching the Church is restricted by the relation-
ship which obtains between it and the State. The Episcopal
Church of America has been freed from those restrictions and in
its development has consequently assumed an expression which
approximates more closely to that of Orthodoxy.

(23) For the lessening of those difficulties the Orthodox Church
ought to extend a helping hand. An official statement of Orthodox
doctrine which clearly defined its position between the contradic-
tions of Roman Catholicism and Protestantism would strongly
reinforce the attraction of Orthodoxy. The fact that we have to
refer Anglicans to the Orthodox Confessions of the 15th and 16th
centuries? and to the writings of Orthodox theologians who are
received as possessing authority, constitutes a weakness in our
position.

For those Confessions are imperfect and have a limited authority,
and those theologians, having no certain guides beyond the
precisions of the (Ecumenical Councils, sometimes contradict one
another and at other times demonstrably incline either to Roman
Catholicism or to Protestantism. In result, when an Orthodox
delegate engages in an official discussion with Anglicans he finds
himself frequently embarrassed by the fact that while he cannot
produce a formulated summary of the Doctrine of his Church, he

starts with the claim that he speaks in the name of a Church which
possesses a doctrine that has been formulated by the precisions of
the (Ecumenical Councils.

t [The Patriarch here uses transubstantiation and metousiosis as interchang-
able. Very many Russian theologians differentiate sharply between metousiosis
(transessentiation) and transubstantiation. About 1840, Philaret, of Moscow, ordered
the term transubstantiation which had come to be used in a transliterated form
in Russian text-books and catechisms to be struck out and presuschestvlenie, the
exact etymological equivalent of metousiosis, to be submitted. =~ Modern Greek
theologians, however, generally use transubstantiation and metousiosis as inter-
changeable. But see my remarks on p. 163.—J.A.D.]

* [His All-Holiness refers to the so-called ‘ Symbolic Books,” sc. the Apologia
of Gennadios Scholarios, 1453, the Letters of the (Ecumenical Patriarch Jeremiah IL
4o the Lutherans of Tiibingen, 1585, the Confession of Metrophanes Kritopoulos
eirc., 1630, the Confession of Peter Mogila circ., 1640, and the Confession of
Dositheos which was incorporated in the Acts of the Council of Bethlehem, 1682.
The positions assumed in these books are often highly contrasted and sometimes
appear to be in complete opposition. They indicate the width of the stream of
theologoumena which are optional in the unprecised region of Orthodox dogma.
Although these Symbolic Books are received with reverence by Orthodox theo-
logians, they are received by them rather as important historical documents which
must be studied critically and as in no sense binding in their theologoumena.—
But see my own preceding article—J.A.D.] !
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(24) The Rumanian theologian, the late M. Dimitrescu,
developed the need of an official Orthodox Confession very
eloquently at the Pan-Orthodox Conference of 1923 in Constan-
tinople and such a Confession is an indispensable requirement for
the progress of the negotiations for Union of the Orthodox with
the Anglican or, indeed, with any other Church. Accordingly the
drafting of such a Confession so that a General Orthodox Council
may' find it ready prepared and may invest it with the highest
Pan-Orthodox authority, is one of the most pressing duties of the
approaching Orthodox Pro-Synod.

(25) The very difficulty with which we approach the undertaking
of the holding a General Synod itself constitutes an obstacle to the
work of Union. It is now twelve years since the Anglicans
were told that a General Orthodox Synod is imminent and that it
will give an official reply to their desire for Union. Of course,
there is no lack of good reasons to justify the delay, but it is none
the less true that the Romeward current among the Anglicans draws
strength from the fact that there is a general perception of the
powerlessness of the Orthodox Church to convene a General
Council in accordance with its doctrine that both in its particular
jurisdictions and as a whole the Government of the Church is on
the synodical principle. This powerlessness of ours to convene a
General Council is interpreted as the outcome of a spirit of excessive
racialism which has made its way into the Orthodox World.
Indeed, in this spirit of division among us Orthodox, many
Anglicans of authority see a further obstacle to Union, namely,
national rivalry. For, accustomed as each of the Orthodox laities
is to regard its particular Church and Nation as being one and the
same, it is bound to carry its national rivalries into the consideration
of the problem of the Union of Churches and to scrutinize as to
what particular advantage it stands to gain for its Nation, or its
neighbours stand to gain for their Nation, from any given Union.

(26) Further the Anglican Church is but little known in the
complex of the Orthodox Church as a whole. The great majority
of the Orthodox laity confuses it with Protestantism and fails to
understand how it is that while we combat Protestant heresies, we
discuss Union with it. Moreover, there are not a few among the
responsible leaders of Orthodox public opinion who, when they
hear talk of Anglican High Church, Broad Church and Anglo-
Catholic Church parties, imagine that that nomenclature signifies
the existence of separated and self-constituted Anglican Churches

and ask with which of them there is a project for our Union. Ac-
cordingly, inasmuch as it is to be assumed as a principle that Union
must come not alone as the fruit of mutual understanding between
those who exercise the supreme pastoral function in the two
Churches, but no less as the fruit of the mutual knowledge of their

it
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peoples, it is easy to perceive that in thiy respect also the path to
Union is not without obstacles. | . "

(27) And further, over and above these difficulties which originate
from Anglicans and Orthodox themselves, must'bc u.dded those
which originate from sources that are inimical to their Union, namely
from Protestants and Catholics, There can hardly be need for me
to say that the Union of the Orthodox and Anglican Churches is
regarded with ill will by those engaged in the propaganda of the
claims of the Papacy to be the divinely constituted and supreme
monarchy in the Church. But the same is true also of those
Protestants who are engaged in winning adherents for those
Churches known as “ Free Protestant Churches ” and who being
at variance with the Anglican Church in their common country, (?o
not scruple to accuse the Orthodox Church of being even worse 1n
its superstitions than the Roman Catholic Church.‘ Their only
purpose in this is to distract the mind of their rival. 'Rom'an
Catholics, however, also regard the movement for our Umo'n with
the Anglicans with ill will because they suspect it as bt.eing'dlr‘ected
against their Church, that is to say in effect again§t tl?elr principles.

(28) Of course, from the fact that, since in_its theory the
Papacy interprets itself as a Unique World Empire, it has. ac'lop‘ted
the programme of bringing every denomination of Chr_lstlamty,
large or small, into subjection to the sceptre of the Pope, it fol.lows
naturally, that it looks upon every act of Union other than w1th.|tself
as being counter to its plans. None the less, though the considera-
tion that their Union would make them stronger to resist the attacks
of Roman Catholicism must find a place in the Orthodox and the
Anglicans’ plans of defence, the paramount motive in their
movement for Union is not fear of Rome against which both
Churches have conducted each its own defence successfully for
eenturies, but is the longing for each other’s help in the field of the
Lord and therein for the advance of the spirit which seeks General

Christian Union. \

(29) For if to the Roman propagandist every act of Union other
than with his own Church signifies a setback, to the Orthodox and
to the Anglicans who desire union and not annexation, it signifies a
lessening of the distance to the goal of the realization of our Lo'rd's
Prayer, “That they all may be one.” Moreover (it is our belief),
that when once convinced that there exists a surer road to General
Christian Union than the road of subjugation, Rome itself will
retrace her way and accept that position which she held in the
Undivided Church and which both Orthodox and Anglicans keep
vacant for her. None the less, the simple objectives of the
Orthodox and the Anglican have no appeal to the Papalist’s
mentality. In their movement towards Union, he can see only an
activity directed against his own Church and will endeavour







