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INTRODUCTION

In 1905-06, at a time when Russian society was under-
going a radical transformation, the Russian Orthodox Church
attempted its own reformation. The attempt failed, but the
undertaking had significance nonetheless. It was the first
time since Peter the Great's own "reformation" of the church
that the Russian church was permitted to discuss a reorganiza-
tion which would benefit Orthodox religion. The forum for dis-
cussion was the Preconciliar Commission, called during those
revolutionary years.

The new movement for reformation sharpened the old
conflict between the established church hierarchy and the lower
clergy, laity, and to a considerable extent, Orthodox theolo-
gians. Beginning with the struggle of Nil of the Sora, or Nil
Sorsky, with Joseph of Volokolamsk and the church hierarchy, the
challenge to hierarchical authority had never been entirely
crushed. In the 1840's, over three hundred years later, the
Slavophiles, led by Aleksei Khomiakov, revived this challenge
and from then until 1917 (or more accurately, until the late
1920's) the battle was joined. Khomiakov armed his supporters
and ideological descendants with the concept of sobornost' or
conciliarity. The church was to be run by councils with the
equal participation of all the members of the church. The

bishops countered this challenge on the canonical ground that
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all power and authority emanated from the bishops alone. How
this conflict was resolved in the Preconciliar Commission is the
subject of this paper. 1In 1906 the conflict ended in compro-
mise--on paper at least--while in 1917 it did not. Much of the
explanation for the intermal difficulties of the church after

1917 can be found in an analysis of this conflict in the previous

two decades.

The protocols of the Preconciliar Commission were
originally published monthly in the official church journal

Tserkovnyia vedomosti (Church News). Later these protocols

were collected in a four volume set. Finally, an offset in two
volumes was made from the four volume set. No complete set of
the protocols exists in the United States. However, by good
fortune I was able to get the first volume of the two volume
set and volumes three and four of the four volume set from dif-
ferent universities. Therefore, in the notes volume 1 actually
refers to volumes one and two and this explains why volume two

is not mentioned either in the text or in the notes.



CHAPTER 1

Orthodox worship is a great buried treasure and our people
suffer from great spiritual hunger.... We must make our
people realize... that public worship must be... a source
of inspiration satisfying the deepest spiritual longing

of man for communion with his creator.

---Bishop of Samara, 19057

The bishop of Samara, like many other Russians inside
and outside the church, felt that the Russian Orthodox Church
should be reformed. There were many abuses within the church
which weakened its influence over Orthodox Russians. The parish
had lost its vitality and by 1905 no longer served as either a
social or spiritual force in the community. Instead the parishes
were frequently used as a means of state control in the villages
and
.s..0n the priest they... laid obligations aof a purely
police nature, forcing him unconditionally to support
and defend the existing order, to keep watch for persons
and manifestations dangerous to it, and inform the
authorities about them--which of course deeply undermines
the moral authority of the pastor of the church and com-
pels his parish to look upon him as a state official
with whom it does no harm to be more careful.

The duty of village spy was often cheerfully and willingly

shouldered by many parish priests. One priest in Khar'kov

revelled in the fact that thanks to his confession



I know what is going on around me in the village, and
can firmly protect the autocracy and the social order;
indeed to deprive me of this trust among my parishioners
would automatically destroy a protection for the throne
and the Fatherland, which sup%ort, although not great,
is far from insignificant....

Nor was this poor condition of the parish and disreputable
character of the parish priest particularly new in Russia.
Archbishop Ambrose, writing to his consistory in 1786, described
his impressions of the Moscow priests he had seen in front of
the Church in the name of Our Saviour. "The richer one," he

wrote,

shamelessly bargain among themselves and defame on
another and in place of the reverence due to the priestly
office they speak in the foulest manner and occasionally
fall to scuffling. After the service, because they

have no particular home or refuge they spend their time
in the pot-houses and taverns. Having drunk themselves
into a stupor they wander aimlessly in the streets.4

The picture painted by contemporaries of the higher
church administration are just as grim. Bishop Lavrenty of
Tula described the highest church organ, the Holy Synod, as

being

...least of all like... a holy church council. The
Synod is a governmental institution: when you enter a
concierge with a mace greets you; then footmen with
gold and silver medals, and farther on officials, offi-
cials, officials without end... and among them four or
five old bishops, who in summer put in an appearance
once a week, and in winter, twice a week, for two hours
at a time. They are offered various matters to be
voted on, sometimes merely the least important ones.9

Besides being dominated by the state the church



experienced internal discord. There was a constant tension
between the higher clergy (or black clerqy, so called because
of the color of their frocks) and the lower clergy (or white
clergy). One source of this friction was the domination of the
black clergy over all the higher church administrative positions.
From these offices the white clergy were completely excluded.
Some members of the upper clergy lacked any respect for the
lower clergy subordinated to them. One priest complained that
his bishop

receives all the priests in the hall, near the coat

rack and the galoshes--receives them all simultaneous

and in public; and if anyone is abashed, or presents

his petition at all timidly, he holds that priest up

to ridicule; so that many lovers of comic scenes take

pains to come at reception hours, to be amused in

seeing how this Bishop or Archpastor makes fun of his

priests.
Another factor which contributed to the friction between the
upper and lower clergies was the arbitrariness with which the
bishops could execute church law. A village priest near Lake
Baikal complained that the lower clergy had no legal existence.
All that was necessary was "one unfavorable report, a single
denunciation and without any trial or hearing, by one resolu-
tion of the bishop, a priest can lose his position and thereby
his means of livelihood."?

Such criticisms of the existing church order increased

and sharpened in the first decades of this century. The news-

papers almost daily featured articles deriding the "bureau-

cratic" church.8 Church journals, especially Tserkovnii



Vestnik, a publication of the St. Petersburg Theological Aca-
demy, were extremely blunt in condemning the malpractices of
the church. The general aim of these criticisms was to persuade
the government to convene a sobor, or church council, of the
entire Russian church. Most vocal were the "32" priests of St.
Petersburg whao, on the 17th of March, 1905, presented Metropoli-
tan Antony of St. Petersburg with an address "On the necessity
of change in the Russian church administration.” They demanded
that the church be rebuilt on the basis of "conciliarity" and
asserted that the "bishop must be elected by the clergy and the
laymen of the local church and serve as the fulcrum and model of
the pastorship entrusted to him."S

The weakness in the spiritual life of the church and
the abuses within it are traceable partly to the political role
played by the church in the preceding centuries and partly to
the decline of the parish as a viable and active religious

institution.

II

The controversy between the church and the state in the
sixteenth century over the guestion of church property had been
temporarily settled by the alliance of the Josephites with the
state. This alliance gave the state the religious sanction of
the church and the church was allowed to maintain its indepen-
dent control over church administration. The peace was an uneasy
one. After several indecisive encounters, notably Patriarch

Nikon's attempt to establish the primacy of the church over the



state, the state gained the upper hand during the reign of
Peter I. Peter's "reform® of the church made the Tsar, not the
Patriarch, the "head" of the church. The fundamental laws later
interpreted this to mean that the Emperor was "the supreme
defender and protector of the dogmas of the Orthodox faith, the
guardian of Orthodoxy, and all good order in the Holy Church."10
When Peter left the office of Patriarch unfilled and established
the Holy Synod in 1721, he destroyed the last vestiges of church
autonomy. By establishing the Holy Synod he placed the church
administration under a governmental institution. Peter also
appointed a representative of the government to act as an obser-
ver (Over Procurator) of the debate in the Synod. The next two
hundred years, because of the domination of the affairs of the
church by the Synod, became known as the Synodal period. The
affairs of the church during this period were increasingly
brought under the control of the Over Procurator, who became
more and more a Minister of Religion. This was the position of
the church at the end of the nineteenth century. The church was
legally under the control of the Tsar and its administration con-
trolled by the state through the office of the Over Procurator.
At the same time the state took control of the church
the parish began to lose its importance in the religious life
of Orthodox Russians. The reasons for this decline are not
clear. One explanation is that the state assault on the church
destroyed the religious ardor of the parishioners. Peter, leader

of the assault, "drastically curtailed the autonomy of the



parishes,... and tried to undermine the confidence of the

people in their clergy."'1l Another explanation, given by Pro-
fessor Miliukov, is that the parishioners simply lacked any
interest in parish matters and that the true faith of the

Russian people had always stood outside the walls of the church.12
Whatever the explanation it is clear that one very important

link between the parish priest and his parishioners--the elec-
tion of the priest by his congregation--was broken either by the
state or through the parishioners' own indifference.

Descriptions of the parish in the nineteenth century
continued to point out its low level of religious life. Prince
S. P. Gagarin in the 1860's described the clergy in this way:

Qur clergy are uncultured, uncouth, and needy, yet
because of their origin and mode of life they stand
quite apart from the people and exert no influence
upon them. The performance of the priestly duties is
marked by strict formalism. The priest officiates
mechanically at the Te Deum, the requiem, and other
church rituals, and there his pastoral duties end.
The Orthodox clergy never deliver sermons, never give
instruction on faith or enlightenment of the first
principles of true worship, therefore, the people
remain ignorant of religion.

Still more proof that the life and conduct of the parish
clergy was not all that it might have been was revealed by the
investigations of the Budget Commission of the Duma. Charac-
teristically enough for a budget commission, it stated that the
problem lay in the manner in which the white clergy were forced

to maintain themselves. Basically the parish priest had three

sources of income: donations made by parishioners, payments



made by parishioners for the religious ceremonies carried out
by the priest, and finally, the revenues he received from his
land. Hohever, by‘the turn of the twentieth century revenues
from the land and donations given by the parishioners began to
decrease and as a result many of the parish clergy raised the
price they charged for ministration of their duties. The
reporter of the Budget Commission stated that many of the priests
could be called

«+.money grubbers who take high payments for religious

ceremonies, using the device that several of them are

necessary for the parishioner and in such cases the

collection for the ceremonies lays a heavy burden on

the parishioners.14

During the stormy years of 1905 and 1906 members of
both the higher and lower clergy demanded the return of the
church administration to the hands of the church and called for
the complete renovation of the parish. They also demanded that
the government call an All-Russian Church Council. At one stage
in the revolution of 1905 the government felt sufficiently unsure
of itself to create a commission (Predsobornoe Prisutstvie) to
prepare the agenda and reach tentative conclusions for such a
church council.

It was very easy to point out the difficulties plaguing
the church but inventing cures now had to be seriously under-
taken. The importance of the commission created in 1906 is that
it srepresents the first attempt to refurbish the Russian Ortho-
dox Church in order to meet the pressures of a rapidly changing

Russian society. Professor Florovsky has written of the clergy



in the Petrine epoch as a *"frightened class.”

On the surface there was an ambivalent silence. The

best people withdrew to the "internal hermitages" of

their hearts and internal purification, for in the

18th century it was not permissible to withdraw to the

external hermitages. The fear on the part of the

"clerical rank" [chin] is one of the most lasting

legacies of the Petrine Reforms. For a long time in

the future the Russian Church conscience labored under

double restraint--administrative decree and internal

fear.?
This same description could be applied equally well to the
tenure of the last Over Procurator of the Holy Synod, K. P.
Pobedonostsev (1880-1905). The work of the Preconciliar Com-
mission, as the committee created in 1906 was called, signified
a radical departure from the previous attitude of the state
toward the church. This paper will trace the events that led
up to the calling of the Preconciliar Commission and analyze the
proposals it made. The adoption of these proposals by the
church might have brought to an end the restraints placed on it

by the state and brought the church back into closer contact

with Russian society.

The first attempt by the government to come to grips
with the problems besetting the Orthodox Church came shortly
after the government announced a policy of general religious
toleration. The Imperial decree of December 12, 1904 "to streng-
then the foundations of religious toleration" removed most of the

legal restrictions on non-Orthodox religions but left the



position of the Orthodox Church untouched.1® Count S. Iu. Vitte,
chairman of the State Council, stated that the removal of legal
restrictions against non-0Orthodox religions gave them an unfair
advantage over Orthodoxy. To remedy this he urged that the
government also remove its control over the Orthodox Church. 17
At the same time Vitte made these remarks in the State

Council he approached Metropolitan Antony of St. Petersburg for
help in outlining plans for reforming the church. In February
of 1905 Metropolitan Antony discussed various reform proposals
with the professors of the St. Petersburg Theological Academy,
where the Metropolitan had been rector twenty years earlier.18
The result of their collaboration was a report in the form of
"Questions on the desirability of reforming our Orthodox Church."
These "questions" were presented to a Special Commission of the
State Council that same month. The tone of the note was cautious
and Metropolitan Antony was quick to point out the advantages to
the state in church reform. "By granting the Orthodox Church
greater freedom to administer its internal affairs,"” he argued,

the church would then be guided by the church canons

and the moral and religious needs of its members.

Freed from direct state or political missions, the Church

could then, through its revived moral authority, be a

steadfast pillar of the Orthodox state.?19

The suggestions of Metropolitan Antony were too cautious

and vague to satisfy the energetic Vitte. Later in February

Vitte submitted to the Tsar a more formal note, ™0n the present

position of the Orthodox Church,” which was designed to enlarge
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and clarify Antony's suggestions. Vitte covered topics ranging
from restoration of church autonomy to the defects in church
schools. However, he concentrated his discussion on two points.
The first concerned the administration of the higher church
organs. He called for the administration of the church on the
principle of "conciliarity"” (sobornost'), that is, by periodic
church councils. "The religious principle," he stated,

is a social principle: it expands and is strengthened

wherever social life is given a certain amount of

liberty. It is natural, therefore, that the conciliar

principle should be the foundation of ecclesiastical

government. From the Christian communities of apos-

tolic times, with their elders and brotherhood, down

to the Byzantine patriarchs surrounded by their staff

of court officials, the principle of government by means

of councils was maintained without a break in the canons

of the Church.Z20

In order to introduce conciliar government intoc the
life of the church, Vitte arqued, the Synodal administration
had to be removed. The Holy Synod was "collegial®” therefore
secular and non-canonical.
The second point Vitte elaborated was the renovation aof

the parish. In contrast to the lifeless contemporary parish

which no longer took any interest in its own affairs, the Russian

parish of the 17th century

was distinguished by great animation.... The village
itself constructed its own church, and elected a priest
and other church servants. The church treasury at that
time had wider uses. They supported and maintained
with it not only the church and homes for the priests
but schools with teachers and a whole series of chari-
table organizations. The parish community itself
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judged its members and had the right of very extensive
interference in their family affairs.... Of this
living and active community at the present time remains
only the name.Z21

To revitalize the parish Vitte thought that inmsuring the mate-
rial position of the clergy was essential. This would absolve
them of the need to charge a fee for the celebration of the

sacraments. "This could be.most conveniently," suggested Vitte,

by restoring to the ecclesiastical community its autonomy.
In order to secure a revival of parish life it is neces-
sary to give back to the ecclesiastical community the
right from which it has been deprived, of participating

in the2 management of the financial affairs of the Church
and the right of electing, or at least taking part_in

the election, of members of the clerical staff....22

Vitte's own motives for reforming the church were not gquided
by any undue amount of zeal for Orthodox religion, but rather
as a means for stabilizing Russian society. "In view of the
present unmistakable symptoms of internal vacillation," he

wrote to the Tsar,

both in society and in the mass of the people, it

would be dangerous to wait any longer [to reform the
church]. Religion constitutes the main groundwork of
the scul of the nation; by it the Russian nation has
hitherto stood firm and strong; and only by the help

of this force can the Russian people come safely ocut of
the heavy year of trial. And nothing could well be more
injurious to the State than to check the expansion and
free manifestation of this natural force by an attempt
such as is now being made to confine it within a frame-
work of dry bureaucratic principles.23

These steps toward church reform were taken without the know-

ledge or consent of the Over Procurator of the Holy Synod,
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K. P. Pobedonostsev, who had been ill since the beginning of
December, 1904. Learning of Vitte's moves, he hastened to
counter them; On March 12, 1905, Pobedonostsev also presented
a note to the Tsar which he entitled "Reflections on the
desirability of reform of our Orthodox Church." The note was
more devoted to the task of "correcting" the mistakes made by
Vitte than to the exposition of Pobedonostsev's own views on
church reform. He refuted Vitte's arqument that the Holy Synod
was non-canonical by describing it as a "continuous" sobgr or
council which served the church much better than the former
yearly council.?4 As for the degenerate state of the parish, he
pointed out that the ideal picture drawn by Vitte had never been
beheld by Russians. He suggested that Vitte read the proceedings
of the Stoglav Church Council of 1551 which was called to eradi-
cate the evils of the church.
Pobedonostsev's strongest objection to Vitte's plans

(which he did not elaborate in his note to the Tsar) was that
they attacked the foundations of his views on church-state rela-
tions. For him the church and the state had an organic relation-
ship which could not be separated. "...The Church, as a commu-
nity of believers,® he said,

cannot and must not detach itself from the State, as a

society united by a civil bond. Whatever perfection

theories based on the separation of church and state

may attain in the minds of logicians, they do not satisfy
the simple sentiments of the mass of believers.

He maintained that the state was the depository or the holder



13

of the right to appoint priests and bishops. But he was fully
aware of the implications in the idea of separation of church
and state for his own doctrine:

If... the State shall abdicate its right of appointing

ministers of the Church and shall repudiate its respon-

sibilities for their maintenance [then] the State... is

bound to restore to the proper parties the right to

elect priests and bishops.26
To avoid such a catastrophe Pobedonostsev convinced the Tsar
that all discussion on church reform should be transferred tc the
Holy Synod. Once the matter became the business of the Holy
Synod Pobedonostsev tried to suppress it. Because only the Over
Procurator had the right to bring the affairs of the church to
the Tsar's attention, Pobedonostsev could simply ignore the
matter and it would remain a dead letter. However, he again
became ill and could not attend the sessions of the Synod. The
bishops of the Synod, emboldened by his absence, after three
sessions on the fifteenth, eighteenth, and twenty-second of
March, produced a report requesting the Tsar to call a sgbor of
the Russian church. The sobor would then be entrusted with the
business aof the church and with the election of a patriarch.

The report, together with an address to the Tsar, was
entrusted to the Metropolitans Antony of St. Petersburg, Vladimir
of Moscow, and Flavian of Kiev. To gain an audience with the
Tsar and avoid the Over Procurator the Metropolitans used the
pretext of presenting the Tsar with an icon to give him their
petition. On March 31, Nicholas II stated his agreement with the

Synod's suggestions but preferred to postpone the date for the
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calling of a sobor. "I must state,” Nicholas replied,

that in the turbulent times through which we are now
living it is impossible to accomplish such an important
matter as the calling of a local sobor which demands calm
and deliberation. I will allow it when a more propi-
tious time avails itself; then according to the ancient
example of the Orthodox Emperors I will give impetus to
this great matter and convene a sobor of the All Russian
Church for a canonical discussion on the subject af
belief and church government.?2
In the meantime the Holy Synod had, with the consent of
the Assistant Over Procurator V. K. Sabler, decided to distribute
a guestionnaire among all the Russian bishops on the guestion of
church reform. The bishops responded almost unanimously in
favor of calling a sobor and electing a patriarch.
Throughout the summer of 1905 debate on church reforms
was lively. Part of the discussion was touched off because the
laymen and the lower clergy had been excluded from participation

in the sobor in the plans submitted by the three Metropolitans

to the Tsar. An editorial in the newspaper Tserkovnyi golos

denounced this membership, saying:

We believe in the infallibility of the church, but we do
not believe in the infallibility of the episcopate....

The episcopate is not the church, but rather a part of
ite... Its desires to usurp in the Scbor the place of

the whole church... is sinful because it is egotistical.?8

Another reason for this animation was the participation of the
laymen, clergy, and bishops in diocesan congresses called to
discuss church reform.

The reports of the bishops were presented to the Holy

Synod at the end of 1905 and were subsequently published. On
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January 14 of the following year the Tsar requested that Metro-
politan Antony arrange a time for convening a Preconciliar Com-
mission which would prepare the agenda for the forthcoming sebor.
Antony was appointed chairman of this commission. The membership
was chosen secretly by the government thus avoiding debate over
the commission's composition. Besides Metropolitan Antony of

St. Petersburg, there were several representatives of the higher
clergy present such as the Metropolitans Flavian, of Kiev and
Vladimir of Moscow; the Archbishops Dimitry of Kherson, Nikandr
of Lithuania (not to be confused with the theologian Nikanor,
1827-90), lakov of Iaroslav, and Sergei of Finland; the bishops
Antony of Volynia, Arsenii of Pskov, Stephan of Mogilev. The Over
Procurator Prince Obolensky (who had replaced Pobedonostsev at
the time the October Manifesto was published) and his assistant
were reguested to attend. There were also several lay members

of the church present. Among these were Prince Evgenii Trubet-
skoi, A. Samarin, the Futurelﬂver Procurator of the Holy Synod

in 1915, and N. D. Kuznetsov, who was to play an important part
in opposing the reestablishment of the patriarchate.

Many protests were raised against the inclusion of laymen
and lower clergy in the council. Bishop Antony (in this same
year Archbishop) of Volynia was the leading critic. He stated
that he was "...grieved about the composition of the priestly
and professorial parts of the commission,” and then stated his

objections to the membership:
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1) Why are not erudite monastics such as Archbishop
Mikhail included in it?

2) There are some pure atheists (Kliuchevsky, Mashanov)
in it, Protestantizers (Golubinsky, Svetlov, Rozhdest-
venskii) many fools and very many very bitter drunkards
(Kliuchevsky, Mashanov, Ivanov, Chistiakov, Laozersky,
Golubinsky, Golubev, Butkevichs but most important:

3) All of them, liberal or conservative, are the sons
of priests [kuteiniki].

The term kuteiniki was meant to imply the class character and
outlock of these men and their probable hostility to the upper
clergy. Antony concluded his remarks saying, "This is not a
conciliar commission but a class commission."29
Bishop Antony also had several disparaging remarks to
make about the chairman of the commission, Metropolitan Antony,
who has never had any strong convictions, but such
vacillation, duplicity, and readiness to offer up
Orthodoxy for the joy of personal satisfaction was
more than I expected even from him. He has proposed
to place the church in the laps of the drunken sexton-
nihilists who make themselves out to be academy
members.30
Against this background of government hesitancy,
bickering and debate among the clergy and general dissatisfac-

tion with the condition of the Russian Orthodox Church, the

Preconciliar Commission began its work on March 8, 1906.
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CHABTER II

And her prophets have daubed her with untempered mortar,
seeing vanity, and delivering lies unto them, saying,
Thus saith the Lord God, when he hath not spoken.

---Ezekiel 22:28

Ecclesia

Popular Assembly (The Greek-Russian Dictionary)
Ecclesia

The Church (Canon Law)

nu

The Preconciliar Commission held its meetings behind the
long low walls of the spacious Alexander Nevsky Monastery in St.
Petersburg. It was only appropriate, if somewhat ironic, that
the Commission shauld deliberate on the legality of the church
structure which Peter I had worked so hard to construct in a
monastery built by Peter's own command.

After the opening address by the chairman of the Commis-
sion, Metropolitan Antony of St. Petersburg, and an enthusiastic,
if non-committal speech by the Over Procurator of the Holy Synod,
Prince Obolensky, the members decided to divide the Commission
into seven sections. Etach section was to take up aone or more
aspects of church reform. The First Section dealt with the
renovation of the central church administration. The Second
Section, under the chairmanship of Archbishop Nikandr, handled
the higher church administration--the metropolitan and diocesan
administrations. Organization of church courts and reexamina-

tion of marriage laws were the problems faced by the Third
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Section. Metropolitan Antony instructed Bishop Stefan to farm
a Fourth Section to draw up plans for reorganizing the parishes
and the church schools. The Fifth Section was entrusted with
the reform of the theological seminaries and the Sixth Section,
guided by Archbishop Antony of Volynia, wrestled with matters of
faith and in particular the touchy question of the dissenters
and 0ld Believers. Finally, the Seventh Section was to suggest
ways to gquard against heresy and incorrect teachings, since the
government two years earlier had renounced this duty itself.’

In this chapter I will deal only with the First, Second,
and Fourth Sections. These were the most important from the
point of view of institutional change. In theory the various
sections were to submit their proposals to the general assembly
of the Commission for full discussion. Of the three sections I
have dealt with, only two actually did so. The First Section's
proposals were never incorporated into the general proposals of
the Commission and those of the Second Section were partially
latered in the general debate.

The First Section had to grapple with the central church
administration: the Holy Synod, the Sobor or Council, and the
Patriarchate. The chairman of the First Section was Archbishop
Dimitry of Kherson and Odessa and under his guidance the First
Section took up several complicated and polemical questions.

An undercurrent of the entire debate in the First Sec-
tion was the guestion of church cenons. Were the canons to be

strictly adhered to or could they be at least partially dis-
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regarded? The majority of the section maintained that the canons
were absolute and immutable. Archbishop Antony of Volynia had
taken this position earlier and found many supporters in the
First Section. A small minority argued that the canons were not
immutable and that the history of the Russian church proved that
reforms had often come as the result of outside forces which dis-
regarded canonical niceties. Peter the Great's "reform” of the
church, they said, was a good example. They also pointed out

the necessity of the Russian Orthodox Church to adapt to changing
political and social conditions. Professor N. D. Kuznetsov, one
of the most active members of the Preconciliar Commission, sup-
ported this view by citing Professor V. V. Bolotov, an eminent

canonist. Bolotov, the embodiment of pragmatism, had said that

"that reform which answers to the demands of a given moment and

Justifies itself in fact by its good results is a true canonical

reform even though it has no Qrecedent."2 Kuznetsov went on to

say that it was the spirit, not the letter, of the canons that
was important.

When the composition of the forthcoming sobor was dis-
cussed, this difference became especially important. Strict
interpreters of the canons claimed that neither laymen nor
lower clergy should be allowed to attend the sobor as members.
However, those who adhered to Archbishop Antony's views were, on
this particular question, in a minority. Most of the members of
the First Section favored the participation of the laymen and

lower clergy in the sobor with an "advisory" voice. Such an
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arrangement, they said, had precedent both in canon law and in
church history. An active minority favored the inclusion of the
laymen and clergy in the sobor with a "deciding voice" (reshaiush-
chii golos). The laymen and the clergy were to be allowed to
participate equally with the bishops in deciding church matters.
"The future central church administration," argued Kuznetsov,

should belong to the council of the entire church....

At the council besides all of the bishops and their

representatives, the clergy and the laymen should be

represented.d
This plan, it was admitted, was outside canon lauw.

Another essential difference that divided the members
of the First Section was their opposing concepts of "concili-
arity" (sobornost'). The word "conciliarity,"” as used in dis-
cussion in the First Section, referred to the institutianal
organization of the church. It meant simply that the church
was to be governed by councils (sobory).
Unfortunately this simple description was complicated

by two assumptions made by the higher clergy and its supporters.
First, the bishops assumed that rule by council meant rule by a
council of bishops. From amongst themselves they would choose
one who would act as "head" of the council. The head of the
central church administration was to be the Patriarch. At the
lower levels the NMetropolitan would personally preside over his
regional council of bishops, and the bishops would direct their

own diocesan congresses. They further assumed that in each
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council the "head" was to have firm control over its proceedings.

Those opposed to the centralization of power in the hands
of the bishops drew upon another interpretation of the term "con-
ciliarity," namely that originally expounded by Aleksei Stepano-
vich Khomiakov. Khomiakov had held that the church, founded on
conciliarity, was an organic unity and every member of the church
was a part of it. For the "true" church no head was needed.

"The Orthodox Church," writes Nicholas Riasanovsky in summarizing
Khomiakov's view of the church, "knew no Pope in any form, but
only Jesus Christ. There was no excessive differentiation be-
tween the clergy and the laity, no assertion that the hierarchy
had exclusive rights of teaching, while the masses were entitled
to the passive reactions of listening and following."4 Although
Khomiakov's preoccupation with the term "conciliarity" was pri-
marily theological, his writings were useful material for
countering the strict canonical claims of the bishops.

Thus, the conflicting parties in the First Section (and
the entire Commission) drew on two different traditions within
the church. The one drew on the church canons to prove that
the bishops were the guiding spirit of the church and the sole
interpreters of dogma. The other based its arguments on the
more recent tradition begqun by Khomiakov and the Slavophiles.

This conflict of ideas was the underlying feature of the
debate in the First Section on reforming the central church
administration. For example, all the members agreed that the
church should be governed by council. Professor Kuznetsov

stated that
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one of the main goals [of reform] is the introduction

of the conciliar principle into allspheres of church life
and... the organs of the central church administration
should serve as its basis.... At present the introduc-
tion of the conciliar principle is above all linked to
the unification of the bishops, clergy, and laymen and
increasing the active service of all the members in the

church.5

Kuznetsov's proposal, a paraphrasing of Khomiakov's
doctrine, was rejected by Archbishop Dimitry. "As long as our
church is Orthodox it will be episcopal...,® he stated. This
meant that all the decisions in the sobor would be made by the
bishops. Each bishop would carry out these decisions within his
diocese and in doing so he was to enjoy full administrative and
judicial rights.

Creation of the Patriarchate was another part of this
same controversy. On canonical grounds there could be no doubt
that the office of patriarch was legal. The Russian Orthodox
Church had, in fact, been ruled by a patriarch until the reign
of Peter I. However, those who wished to restore the patriarch
were thrown intoc a guandary. The idea of creating a powerful
patriarch, even though controlled by periodic sabory, frightened
many members of the Commission. To avoid the encroachments of
such a dignity several members, notably Professor Berdnikov,
suggested that the patriarchate be strictly an honorific office.

The patriarch would be primus inter pares of the other bishops.

"His only power would be to speak the first word in the Synod,*
stated Berdnikov. In this he had the strong support of Profes-
sors Ostroumov and Zaozersky who advocated the strict subordina-

tion of the patriarch to periodic scbory.6
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Several of the members of the First Section favored a
more powerful patriarchal office. Professor Almazov and I. I.
Sokolov, professor of Greek and Eastern Church history at the
St. Petersburg Theological Academy, under the influence of Arch-
bishop Antony of Volynia, favored a patriarch with more unlimited
powers. "A string leader," they urged, "is especially necessary
at the present time for struggle for faith and for elimination
of religious apathy. Struggle is impossible without a leader
(vozhd'). A leader is what we need."7’

Lev Tikhomirov, editor of the conservative newspaper

Moskovskiia Vedomosti, and Professor Kuznetsov opposed the res-

toration of the patriarch, fearing a return of authoritarian
rule to the church. Such a development, they argusd, was not in
keeping with the times. Russia was changing, and representative
government was playing a greater part in society. The church had
to keep in step with these changes or be discredited. Father
Titov objected to the

creation of the office of Patriarch with such wide and

powerful rights as the First Section wishes to grant to

the Patriarch. This would mean reviving the Russian

Patriarch and church order of the seventeenth century

when the Patriarch was the autocratic administrator and

director of the Russian church.B

The final decision of the First Section favored the

creation of a patriarch who would be primus inter pares, although

his duties were to be somewhat broader than those advocated by
the proponents of a weak patriarch.9

Reform of the central church administration had received
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great attention both by churchmen and the secular press prior to
the calling of the Preconciliar Commission. In the period 1904-
07 there was a proliferation of pamphlets and brochures arguing
the merits and demerits of the patriarchate, separation of church
and state, and elimination of the Holy Synod. VYet proposals for
reform of central church administration were not worked out in
oreat detail by the First Section, and there was no final formu-
lation of its proposals by the Preconciliar Commicssion as a
whole.

Part of this failure is attributable to the fluctuating
attitude of the government. After Pobedonostsev had been forced
into retirement in 1905, the government had no consistent policy
toward the church. This was reflected in the office of the Over
Procurator, which changed hands three times during the single
year 1906. On April 26, 1906, Prince A. D. Obolensky, who had
been present at the beginning of the Commission's work, was
removed. He was replaced by Prince A. A. Shirinsky-Shikhmatov.
After a very brief period Shirinsky-Shikhmatov gave up the office
to P. P. Izvol'sky.10 Moreover, when the Preconciliar Commission
reconvened in November after a short recess, the Holy Synod in-
structed the Commission to bring its work to a close no later
than December 15. The Holy Synod gave further instructions on
what should be discussed in which no mention of the central
church administration was made. 1]

The importance of the discussion in the First Section

was that all the members advocated some kind of change. Whether

this change meant the restoration of a patriarchate or rule by a
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sobor is not of fundamental importance. What is important is
that they all wanted self-rule for the church. The state, if
these plans were realized, would give up control over one more

part of society.

Higher Church Administration

The task of remodeling the higher church administration
was handed to the Second Section of the Preconciliar Commission.
Not only did the members of the Second Section have to suggest
ways to reform old institutions, but they had to face the problem
of creating new ones as well. One of these new institutions was
the metropolitan district (gkrug).

Although the office of metropolitan had existed from
Kievan times onward in the Russian church, it had always lacked
territorial expression. The metropolitan was an honored bishop
whose seat was in a large city. He had no '"diocese." Metropoli-
tan districts had existed in the Greek church but had never taken
root in Russian soil. Earlier attempts to have the institution
adopted had failed. The Eastern Patriarchs, who had been invited
to Moscow for the Sobor of 1682, had suggested its introduction
but the Russian bishops had rejected the idea. Their reasons
for doing so are not entirely clear. Perhaps it was because
",..the low educational and intellectual level of the Russian
clergy... made them suspicious of any innovation, and they looked
askance at the invasion of the sacred field of religious prac-

tices by men of learning...."12 The Russian bishops did give
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one reason for their action. They were afraid that the eleva-
tion of some bishops to the office of metropolitan with terri-
torial jurisdiction would lead to a division in the upper clergy
into a few powerful bishaops and many lesser bishops who would
become dependent on them. This, they felt, would be a breach

of "conciliarity" and a departure from the "true” and sacred
organization of the church.

By 1905 the bishops had changed their minds. In their
reports to the Holy Synod in 1905 the bishops overwhelmingly
supported the idea of creating metropolitan districts, chiefly
for two reasons. Ffirst, the introduction of these districts
would bring the entire structure of the church more intoc con-
formity with the church canons. Second, such an institution
would have the beneficial effect of bringing the members of the
higher church administration closer to their flocks and make
them more aware of local problems. (See especially the report
of the Bishop of Kursk.)

This second reason was reiterated in the Preconciliar
Commission by the Russian church historian E. E. Golubinsky.
"The canonical order of the church,®” he stated,

should be such that the bishop of each provincial
capital will stand at the head of the bishops of the
district [uezd] cities of his region [gkrugl.... For
the attainment of the goals of the pastorship such an
arrangement is necessary, as the present hierarchs, in

view of the size of their dioceses, cannot know their
flocks nor administer them.13

All the members of the Second Section agreed that such an
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undertaking would be worthwhile and beneficial.

After agreeing that metropolitan regions should be created
and the number of metropolitans increased from seven to ten, dis-
agreements arose over the role the metropolitan was to play in
these new regions. Was the metropolitan to have only a honori-
fic distinction from the other bishops or was he to have straong
Jjuridical and administrative rights as well? Professor Suvorov
maintained that

honorific primacy belongs to the metropolitan but beyond

this a primacy of power also belongs to him. He has the

power to call a regional sobor and be its chairman.14
This power, however, was reckoned by the members of the Second
Section to be not a very great one. Of more gravity were ques-
tions regarding the right of the metropolitans to confirm bishops
or merely ordain them, the position of the metropolitan in
relation to his regional sobor, and finally the relationship of
the metropolitan to the state.

The first of these questions--the confirmation of
bishops--was basically a legal one and presented problems not
only for the church hierarchy but involved church-state relations
as well. The members of the Section were nearly evenly divided
on the guestion and pointed to the same evidence to prove oppo-
site conclusions. According to Professor Zaozersky, the fourth
rule of the first ecumenical council "conferred on the metropo-
litan the right to ordain the elected bishops and not to confirm
them.®15 0On the other hand Professor stated that the fourth rule

of the first ecumenical council and the ninth rule of the
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Antioch council "were concerned not only with the imposition of
the hands but with the confirmation of the elected bishops by
the metropolitan.®16

This disagreement was not hair-splitting. The right of
confirmation would have given the metropolitan firm control over
his region. From the point of view of church politics he would
be able to choose those bishops who most closely shared his own
views. Within the metropolitan region he would be his own

master. (The term edinolichnoe upravlenie which was used to des-

cribe this type of metropolitan administration is not readily
translatable into English. Economists use the term to mean "one-
bossism" which might not be a bad description of this type of
administrative system.) Imposition of the hands implied only a
narrow honorific right while still maintaining the unbrokenness
of Apostolic succession. Those who opposed increasing the
metropolitan's powers wished to see the regional council the
center of administration.

The controversy over personal (edinolichnii) versus

conciliar primacy was crucial to the debate on the rights of the
metropolitan in relation to the regional councils. Professor
Brilliantov opposed reviving "the metropolitan system of anti-
quity with its central administration of power. We should
create the conditions which would be more favorable to concili-
arity.”17 Professor Berdnikov, who freguently found himself in
the middle between two diametrically opposed programs, favored
creating metropolitan regions but wished to curb the powers of

the metropolitans within them. "Where irreconcilable differences
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occur [in the regional council] or the opinion of the metropo-
litan differs from that of the council, the entire matter should
be handed over for decision to a higher institution [the Holy
Synod] or to a council to which bishops from the neighboring
regions are invited.”18 The metropolitan would not be master in
his own house and would not have a decisive voice in the council's
deliberations.

The best expression of the view favoring personal exer-
cise of power by the metropolitan was given by A. A. Dimitriev-
sky. "The metropolitan should," he said,

take a lively and direct part in the selection and
ordination of the bishops subordinated to him. A
metropolitan can never refuse this prerogative, for
it is the source of his moral authority. He should
choose without any contradiction those bishops who
share his thoughts and are pleasing to him.... 0Only
when the metropolitan appears at the council with
hierarchs who share his views... will unanimity be
reached. 19

The decision finally taken by the Second Section was
essentially a compromise between the two contending views on
church reform. Those who favored rule by council rather than
rule by the metropolitan succeeded in making the metropolitan
responsible to the directives of the council. The metropolitan
was, however, to have more than an honorific distinction from
the other bishops. He was to be given the right to examine
candidates to the episcopate for their qualifications and he was

also to serve as the intermediary between the church in his

region and the secular authorities.
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During the last few sessions of the Second Session its
members gingerly picked up the issue of the state's right to
confirm the metropolitan in his office. This right the members
clearly realized extended to all other offices of the church as
well. Professors Zavitnevich and Zzozersky admitted that the
state had such a right but linked this with the pious hope "that
the guardianship of the state should not infringe on the internal
freedom of the church."?0 E, E. Goluoinsky declared emphatically
that "ours is a state church. If it is to enjoy the future
patronage of the Tsar Emperor then, of course, he has the right
to confirm bishops."21 Golubinsky stood alone in this unequi-
vocal position. The chairman of the committee, Bishop Nikandr,
cautiously expressed the thought that in such matters the
"agreement, not the confirmation, of the state was needed."22
Finally, Professor Berdnikov hoped that the state would pass a

general law for all religions so that the Orthodox
Church would not be placed in a worse position than
other religions. For in relation to the Catholics the
state enjoys only thez right of challenging the candi-
dates to the episcopacy but it does not have the right
to confirm them.23
Significantly, no one suggested that the state had no right to
interfere with the confirmation of church hierarchs.

The Second Section had narrow views on church-state

relations and several members expressed their distrust of the

new trends in the church. "The convocation of strong metropo-

litan council,”™ said one member
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is extremely important in the near future for the
Moscow metropolitan. In Moscow there are numerous
circles which demand the separation of church and
state and generally introduce a nzw basis into the
life of the church. The battle with these anti-
church tendencies must be joined.Z24

After making proposals for creating the new metropolitan
regions, the members of the Second Section turned to revamping
the diocesan administration. Two major problems confronted
them. The first was defining the powers of the bishops and
their position within the diocesan administration. The second,
an extension of the first, was the role of the consistory in
the newly reformed administration.

Diocesan reform had long been discussed both in church
circles and in the government. Metropolitan Filaret in the
1840's had urged such a reform. FEarnest debate, however, got
under way during the reign of Alexander II in the 1860's and
1870's. O0One of the central points in the debate of this period
was the role the bishops were to play in the renovated church
if there was to be one. If the church, as another product of
the Great Reforms, was to play an independent role in the new
society should it not be reorganized on a new basis? Amfian

Stepanovich Lebedev, writing in Russkii Vestnik for 1873, sug-

gested that the church return to the ancient Orthodox elective
principle in church administration. "Should our church,” he
asked, "remain behind [the Western churches] in the restoration

of this principle which is the direct heritage of ancient
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ecumenical Orthodoxy? The restoration of this principle is in
keeping with the developments in our own social milieu."29 This
renovation, he suggested, necessitated the election af bishops
by the clergy and laymen.

The most important church matter is unquestionably the

election of bishops. Without the participation of the

people the administration of the church in a conciliar

manner would not be possible.Z26

Aside from this general discussion and a council set up
by the government in 1861 to examine the condition of the parish
priests, no further action was taken to reform the church. This
is not to say that church reform was forgotten. A highly con-
troversial extension of Lebedev's arguments was made by Arch-
priest A, M. Ivantsov-Platonov in the newspaper Rus' in 1882
which was reprinted in 1898 and served as the basis for several
of the reports made by the bishops in 1905 to the Holy Synod.27
After the turn of the century lay philosophical and

theological thought began to revive and flourish. In the leading
Russian centers, Moscow, St. Petersbury, and Kiev, religious-
philosophical societies sprang up. 0On of the most articulate
members of this new school was V. V. Rozanov. Rozanov, like
gearlier advocates of church reform, felt that the role of the
bishops in the rencovated church was crucial. The bishops, he
said, should be the representatives of the people and elected
by them. The church was a community of believers. To rhetori-
cal question "where is the church in Vilna?" he stated, "the

digcesan hierarch could hardly answer 'I am the church'... he
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would more likely say, leading the inquirer to the window and
pointing to the passers-by in front of the cathedral, 'Here is
the Orthodox Church these believers'.”28 To the pastorage,
Rozanov maintained, "the bishops should be thz trumpet of its
soul." Moreover, "'ejection from office! or 'excommunication!
threatens every bishop who would be sent to his pastorage rather
than called by it. The bishop is entrusted to the people to
live in love and unity."29

The Russian church historian E. E. Golubinsky insisted
that the only way to eliminate the animaosity between the bishops,
laymen and clergy "who froth at the mouth when discussing the
bishops" lay in the substitution of a collegial or conciliar form
of administration for the personal rule of the bishops. "The
hierarchs will continue to rule," he said, "for better or for
worse but the responsibility will not be on them alone but aon
the white clergy and their representatives who will participate
in church administration."30

The opposing view, held by most of the upper clergy, was
that the bishop was the sole source of power in the life of the
church. The laity and the elective principle were distrusted.
'The former method of election,” stated Archbishop Antony of
Volynia, referring to the practice, theoretically at least, prior
to the reforms of Peter I,

is not suitable at the present time. Formerly in each
diocese there were many well-known believers who were

worthy of election to the episcopate, but now God only
knows where to find them.
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"Representation of the clergy and laymen in the election of
bishops," he’added, “is a game of republicanism."31

In the Preconciliar Commission, and especially in its
general assembly, the question of election of bishops produced
Jery heated debate. The guestion not only involved the parti-
cipation of the lower clergy and laymen in the election of
bishops, but several members advocated that they also be
eligible for election to the episcopate.

The suggestion that the lower clergy be allowed to
enter the hierarchy brought down a show of abuse from several
bishops in the Commission. Bishop Dimitry stated that in each
city where the elections were to take place the local church
would disintegrate into parties. "How great the intrigue will
be," he warned,

how hot the struggle will be among the parties which
will frequently stray from moral church grounds to the
political and material arena so alien to the affairs of
the church! The result will not be unity but anarchy.
Party-mindedness will forever poison the life of the
church....32

This guestion had been aired earlier in the Second
Section of the Commission where it was decided that the bishops
should be elected with the participation aof the laymen and the
clergy. Professor Berdnikov, favoring this arrangement, said,
"No one is suggesting that the restoration of the ancient custom
of electing bishops will be easy. But on the other hand it is

impossible to ignore the desires expressed everywhere by the

people and the clergy.33 The Second Section proposed that
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within each diocese an assembly of monks, white clergy, and
laymen should be held in which candidates for the episcopate
from all of these groups would be selected. Professor Berdnikov,
the architect of this plan, was willing, however, to compromise
with the bishops on this matter of election. "It is possible,"
he said, "to introduce several limitations. If the candidate
is unacceptable or the assembly fails to make a selection, thén
the council of bishops itself should elect a candidate."34 Lev
Tikhomirov was prepared to go a step farther. He suggested that
prior to the calling of a council of bishops to choose candidates
several members of the clergy and private persons should be
allowed to send notes with suggested names of candidates to the
bishops. The bishops could then either use them or ignore them.
"8y this means," Tikhomirov added, "it will be possible to avoid
the dangers of complex popular elections and party discord."35
The member of the council who most persistently and un-
compromisingly supported the right of the lower clergy and lay-
men to participate in the election of bishops was Professor N. D.
Kuznetsov. In a separate statement in the journals of the Com-
mission he pointed out the necessity of their inclusion. He
began by noting that the bishops in the previous year had often
stated that the *Bishops alone without the participation of the
clergy and laymen of their diocese cannot, at the gobor, be the
expression of church consciousness, the lips of their faithful
pastorage."36 More important, the division between the upper

clergy and society had become almost unbridgeable.
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The Russian people and society have ceased to hear from
the mouths of the bishops a single word about 1ife which
is adapted to their needs and situation. This failing
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