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To Kyriaki with love 



Orthodoxy cannot be maintained simply by inertia. No tradition can 
survive unless it is continued through creative effort. The message of 
Christ is eternal and always the same, but it must be reinterpreted 
again and again so as to become a challenge to every new generation, 
to be a message which may appeal to man in his concrete situation. 
We have not simply to keep the legacy of the past, but must first real
ize what we have inherited and do everything we can to present it to 
others as a living thing. 

Father Georges Florovsky 
The Responsibility of Orthodox Believers in America 
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FOREWORD 

The Praeger series of denominational studies follows a distinguished precedent. 
These current volumes improve on earlier works by including more churches 
than before and by looking at all of them in a wider cultural context. The 
prototype for this series appeared almost a century ago. Between 1893 and 
1897, twenty-four scholars collaborated in publishing thirteen volumes known 
popularly as the American Church History Series. These scholars found twenty 
religious groups to be worthy of separate treatment, either as major sections of 
a volume or as whole books in themselves. Scholars in this current series have 
found that outline to be unrealistic, with regional subgroups no longer warrant
ing separate status and others having declined to marginality. Twenty organi
zations in the earlier series survive as nine in this collection, and two churches 
and an interdenominational bureau have been omitted. The old series also 
excluded some important churches of that time; others have gained great 
strength since then. So today, a new list of denominations, rectifying imbalance 
and recognizing modern significance, features many groups not included a 
century ago. The solid core of the old series remains in this new one, and in the 
present case a wider range of topics makes the study of denominational life in 
America more inclusive. 

Some recent denominational histories have improved with greater attention 
to primary sources and more rigorous scholarly standards. But they have too 
frequently pursued themes for internal consumption alone. Volumes in the 
Praeger series strive to surmount such parochialism while remaining grounded 
in the specific materials of concrete ecclesiastical traditions. They avoid placing 
a single denomination above others in its distinctive truth claims, ethical norms, 
and liturgical patterns. Instead, they set the history of each church in the larger 
religious and social context that shaped the emergence of notable denomina
tional features. In this way the authors in this series help us understand the 
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interaction that has occurred between different churches and the broader aspects 
of American culture. 

Each of the historical studies in this current series has a strong biographical 
focus, using the real-life experiences of men and women in church life to 
highlight significant elements of an unfolding sequence. Every volume singles 
out important watershed issues that affected a denomination's outlook and 
discusses the roles of those who influenced the flow of events. This format 
enables authors to emphasize the distinctive features of their chosen subject and 
at the same time recognize the sharp particularities of individual attributes in 
the cumulative richness that their denomination possesses. 

The author of this volume has produced a remarkable study, despite almost 
overwhelming difficulties. Various forms of Eastern Orthodoxy stem from the 
beginnings of Christianity itself, and they acquired different emphases while 
spreading into disparate cultures. Their many versions were ancient when the 
Western Hemisphere was new to Europeans. This sense of longevity gave 
Eastern Orthodox churches a special reverence for tradition, which they brought 
with them to America. As representatives of Greek, Russian, Syrian, Ukrainian, 
and other Orthodox groups immigrated here, they resisted any alteration of their 
imported confessions and liturgies vis-a-vis the rest of American spirituality. 
Indeed, they usually refused to pool their resources or to cooperate more closely 
with each other, even when such marginality reduced their influence. This spirit 
of isolated integrity has perpetuated separate institutions, ethnic identities, 
hierarchies, and theological priorities in an American context where neither 
geography nor politics any longer justifies them. FitzGerald is at his best in 
accounting for the complex reasons behind the continuance of numerous 
Orthodox entities. He is also cogent and persuasive in analyzing the cultural 
and ecumenical factors that slowly move these groups toward closer interaction. 
As professor of religious studies and history at Hellenic College, Holy Cross 
Greek Orthodox School of Theology, he is fortuitously placed to comprehend 
this ecclesiastical spectrum. His balanced perspective and sympathetic treat
ment of these communions mark a notable advance in our effort to understand 
what these churches mean to each other and what future role all American 
denominations might play in national life. 

HENRY WARNER BOWDEN 



PREFACE 

Orthodox monks from Russia established a mission on Kodiak Island in Alaska in 
1794. It marked the formal entrance of organized Orthodox Church life into North 
America. Two hundred years later, the Orthodox Church in the United States is 
firmly established. The presence of over 3 million Orthodox Christians gathered 
into over 1,500 parishes is the fruit of those missionaries and of the pious immi
grants who struggled to establish the Orthodox Church in this land. All the prob
lems associated with the organizational unity of the Orthodox in America have not 
been fully resolved as yet. However, the Orthodox have reached a significant point 
in their maturation. This is evident in the vitality of parish life, in the renewal of 
worship, in theological education, in ecumenical witness, as well as in social and 
missionary concerns. The presence of the Orthodox Church not only has begun to 
contribute to this society and to religious life in America but also has begun to 
contribute to the witness of the Christian faith throughout the world. 

This book is the first attempt to describe in a comprehensive way the story of 
the origins and developments of the Orthodox Church in the United States during 
the past 200 years. It is the story of missions and immigrants, of the quest for sur
vival and the desire for recognition, of the intention to preserve the faith and of the 
willingness to share that faith with others. For the Orthodox, it is ultimately a story 
that has its roots in Palestine and its origin in the message of Jesus Christ. Yet, it is 
a story colored by the life of distant places such as Constantinople, Alexandria, 
Antioch, Jerusalem, and Moscow. 

This study has some important limitations. It examines only the Orthodox 
Church in the United States. Presently, the Orthodox Church here is actually com
posed of a number of ecclesiastical jurisdictions, usually a diocese or a number of 
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dioceses that constitute an archdiocese or a church. These ecclesiastical jurisdic
tions are related to the family of autocephalous Orthodox churches throughout the 
world. This family is frequently referred to as the "Eastern Orthodox Church." 
While the term "Eastern" is used less and less, it often serves to distinguish this 
family of churches from the family known as the "Oriental Orthodox Churches." 
The ecclesiastical jurisdictions in this country that are associated with the Orien
tal Orthodox churches are not covered in this study. It should also be noted that 
only limited reference is made to those ecclesiastical jurisdictions that call them
selves Orthodox but that are not related to the autocephalous Orthodox churches. 
These limitations have been imposed primarily because of space. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

As a teacher, I am deeply conscious of the influence that others have had upon 
my own reflections, research, and writing. Space does not permit me to acknowl
edge everyone who has assisted me in bringing this project to fruition. But, I am 
obliged to acknowledge those who have been especially helpful. 

My wife, Kyriaki, deserves special mention. I have greatly benefited from her 
continuous support and her own insight into the themes discussed in this book. I 
am especially happy that she not only has read the story with interest but also has 
been an important part of the story. 

My formal research into the development of the Orthodox Church in this coun
try began during my doctoral studies under the direction of Professor Anthony-
Emil Tachiaos of the School of Theology of the University of Thessaloniki. I have 
greatly benefited from his example as both a scholar and a theologian and from his 
constant support, which has carried over into the writing of this book. 

During the course of my research, I had the opportunity to speak at length on a 
number of occasions with Father John Meyendorff, dean and professor of church 
history at St. Vladimir's Orthodox Theological School. His own broad under
standing of history and theology enabled him to offer me many very insightful per
spectives on the development of Orthodox Christianity in this country. 

I am deeply honored that Professor Henry Warner Bowden of Rutgers Univer
sity selected me to prepare this volume as part of the series of which he is the gen
eral editor. Throughout the process, often marked by delays and frustrations on my 
part, he has been a source of helpful direction, generous encouragement, and 
scholarly perspective. 

During the research for and writing of this book, I have had the opportunity to 
be part of a number of important communities. I appreciate the assistance of many 
of my colleagues and my students at Hellenic College-Holy Cross Greek Ortho
dox School of Theology and St. Vladimir's Orthodox Theological Seminary. I have 
also benefited from the assistance offered by the members of the communities of 
New Skete and from my colleagues at the World Council of Churches in Geneva, 
Switzerland. Likewise, I also express my special gratitude to the good people of 
St. Nicholas Orthodox Church in Manchester, New Hampshire. 
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Finally, I want to express a special word of appreciation to Archbishop Iakovos, 
Primate of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and Chairman of the Standing Con
ference of Canonical Orthodox Bishops. Throughout his episcopal ministry in this 
country, which has spanned thirty-six years, he has contributed immeasurably to 
the witness of the Orthodox Church. I am deeply grateful for his encouragement 
of my scholarly work and especially for his interest in seeing this study brought to 
completion. 

Note: Asterisks next to various names throughout the text indicate that these 
individuals are the subjects of entries that make up the Biographical Dictionary 
which appears in the expanded hardcover edition. 
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1 
THE ORTHODOX CHURCH: 
AN INTRODUCTION 

Orthodox Christians in America today believe that their church had its origins not 
in this country but in the land of Palestine nearly 2,000 years ago. This unique 
community of faith was established by Jesus Christ in a public manner with the 
call of the first apostles in Galilee. This community of believers was enlivened by 
the Holy Spirit on the first Pentecost when the apostles and disciples were em
powered to begin their missionary activity. This is described in the Book of Acts 
of the Apostles. 

Orthodox Christians in America today remember that the first Christians were 
faithful to the commandment of Christ to preach the gospel to all peoples. Guided 
by the Holy Spirit, they set out to establish Christian communities in the cities of 
the Mediterranean world and beyond. These first communities became the bases 
from which other missionaries went forth to spread the gospel of Christ to the wide 
varieties of peoples in Europe, Africa, and Asia. Christian communities speaking 
languages such as Aramaic, Syriac, Greek, Coptic, and Latin came into being de
spite persecution from the pagan Roman government during the first three cen
turies of the Christian era. The early Christians knew that their faith was a 
universal one, not to be confined to a particular place, people, or time. In the early 
fourth century, the governmental persecution ceased, and in 381 Christianity be
came the official religion of the Roman Empire, whose capital had been moved to 
Constantinople in 324. The cessation of persecution led to greater missionary ac
tivity, a flowering of liturgical rites, and greater reflection upon the apostolic faith. 

Orthodox Christians in America today claim to profess the same apostolic faith 
that was preached by the apostles and other early Christian missionaries. Orthodox 
Christians claim to confess and teach this faith without addition or diminution. 
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Rooted in God's own revelation as manifested most especially in the person and ac
tivity of Christ, this apostolic faith expresses the fundamental affirmations about 
the Trinitarian God and his relationship to human persons and the rest of the cre
ation.1 

EASTERN AND WESTERN CHRISTIANITY 

The church was not a monolithic community from the beginning. The church 
was diligent in preserving unity in the authentic apostolic faith. It was meant to be 
a guide toward salvation, and so any distortion in teaching was viewed with alarm. 
Yet, from the earliest days, there was a healthy diversity in the manner in which the 
church expressed the one faith and celebrated the faith in worship. The apostolic 
faith was expressed in the languages and through the various cultures of the 
Mediterranean world. In the eastern portion of the Christian Roman Empire, 
Greek was the preferred language of education and culture. In the western portion, 
Latin predominated. On the borders of the Roman Empire and beyond them, the 
church was composed of other peoples of different cultures who used languages 
such as Syriac and Armenian. 

Because of these developments in the early church, it has been common to 
speak broadly about Eastern and Western Christianity. These designations cer
tainly have their limitations. But, they do help us to understand the development of 
the church as it grew and matured during the first millennium, especially in Eu
rope, the Middle East, and North Africa. 

The development of the Eastern and the Western expressions of Christianity 
was affected by the particular challenges that the church faced and to which it re
sponded, especially in the fourth and fifth centuries. The heresies of Arianism, 
Nestorianism, and Eutychianism, for example, affected primarily the Eastern parts 
of the church. The heresies of Donatism and Pelagianism affected primarily the 
Western parts of the church. The writings of St. Basil the Great, St. Gregory the 
Theologian, and St. Gregory of Nyssa must be understood primarily in light of 
pastoral concerns and the distortions of the faith in the eastern portion of the 
church, which they opposed. Likewise, the writings of St. Ambrose of Milan, St. 
Hilary of Poitiers, and St. Augustine of Hippo must be understood against the 
background of their times and the pastoral concerns that they faced in Western Eu
rope and North Africa.2 

Within this same time frame many books claiming to have an apostolic authority 
were in circulation. While some of these texts originated from within the confines 
of the church and claimed apostolic authority, others were the work of sectarians. 
The church, therefore, had to determine which books were worthy of being re
garded as genuine Scripture and which were not. This process of selection took 
place over a period of about 300 years. The New Testament as we know it today 
contains the twenty-seven books that came out of the life of the early communities 
and that the church determined to be authentic and salutary. Only in the middle of 
the fourth century was a firm consensus on the entire collection reached.3 
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From the earliest days of Christianity, the authentic teachings of the church were 
challenged by pagan philosophies or seriously threatened by false teachings from 
within the Christian communities. In order to meet major challenges, it was com
mon for the bishops of the church to gather in council, especially from the second 
century onward. In imitation of the Apostolic Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15), the 
bishops of a particular region would gather under the leadership of the regional 
primatial bishop, who by the fifth century was designated as a metropolitan or a 
patriarch. 

Among these councils, the ecumenical councils were important events in the 
life of the church from the fourth to the eighth centuries. These councils gathered 
together bishops and other teachers from throughout the Mediterranean world to 
respond to major challenges affecting the entire church. Usually these challenges 
involved distortions of the apostolic faith and, thereby, the misunderstanding of the 
Scriptures. The decisions of these councils bore witness to the faith of the church 
and were valuable expressions of the unity of the church. During this period the 
terms "Catholic" and "Orthodox" came to be used by the church to affirm that it 
taught the apostolic faith fully and authentically. These terms were also used by the 
church to distinguish itself from sectarian movements.4 

The Statement of Faith fashioned at the Councils of Nicaea in 325 and elabo
rated upon at the Council of Constantinople in 381 became an important creed. 
This creed not only bore witness to the apostolic faith expressed in the Scriptures 
but also served as a bond of unity among the various regional churches. From the 
fourth century, this creedal statement has had a significance that has transcended 
the subsequent Christian divisions of the fifth, the eleventh, and the sixteenth cen
turies. Today, it is an affirmation of faith used not only by Orthodox but also by 
Roman Catholics and many Protestants.5 

DIVISIONS AMONG CHRISTIANS 

The legitimate differences that characterized the Eastern and Western traditions 
of early Christianity were complicated by political and cultural tensions that pro
vided a basis for divisions among Christians. Moreover, serious distortions in the 
expression of the faith and in ecclesiastical practices were left unchecked in places 
and were often presented by some as being normative for the entire church. 

In the wake of the Council of Chalcedon in 451, a major division erupted, pri
marily in the eastern portion of the Roman-Byzantine Empire. This division came 
about chiefly over the terms used to express the relationship of Christ's full hu
manity and full divinity. It reflected differences in theological approach to Chris-
tology that characterized the Alexandrian and the Antiochian traditions throughout 
the early fifth century. The regional churches within the Roman-Byzantine Em
pire accepted the terminology used by the council. The regional churches on the 
periphery of the empire did not accept the terminology used by the council.6 

Major attempts to heal the division took place at the Councils of Constantino
ple in 553 and 681. However, the differences in theological emphasis, which 



6 THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 

were compounded by political, ethnic, and cultural differences, could not be 
overcome at the time. This division was further exacerbated both by the political 
changes accompanying the rise of Islam and by subsequent divisions among 
Christians. 

Today, the Orthodox Church accepts the decision of the Council of Chalcedon in 
451 as well three subsequent ecumenical councils. The Oriental Orthodox 
Churches do not formally accept the Council of Chalcedon or the subsequent coun
cils of 553,681, or 787. While these two families of churches have not been in full 
communion since the fifth century, recent formal consultations have affirmed that 
they share the same Orthodox faith. Leaders in both families are presently studying 
the possible manner in which full communion can be affirmed and celebrated.7 

The Great Schism is a division that is generally much better known. This di
vision is between the Church of Rome and the Church of Constantinople, to
gether with those regional churches in communion with it. Following the 
Germanic invasions in Western Europe and the growth of the Frankish Empire, 
this division occurred gradually between the ninth and thirteenth centuries. The 
date of 1054 is simply a convenient one that marked the exchange of limited ex
communications but certainly not the formal division of the regional churches. 
This schism can be dated only after the tragic sack of Constantinople and the un
fortunate temporary establishment of a Western Christian hierarchy there in 
1204.8 

Numerous attempts were made throughout the Middle Ages to restore full 
communion. The most significant were councils held in Lyons in 1274 and Flor
ence in 1439. Strongly reflective of medieval Roman Catholic theology, the deci
sions of both these councils were eventually repudiated by the Orthodox. The 
tragic fall of Constantinople in 1453 and the accompanying political changes only 
led to further isolation of Orthodox Christianity and Roman Catholicism and so
lidified the division. 

Two major theological differences at the time led to this division. The first was 
the filioque. This Latin word means "and from the son." It was inserted into the 
Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed of 381 after the affirmation that the "Holy 
Spirit, the Lord and Giver of life proceeds from the Father." This addition was first 
made to the creed in Spain in the sixth century and was eventually accepted in 
Rome in the eleventh century. After that it became part of the creed used by Chris
tians throughout Western Europe. 

Beginning in the ninth century, St. Photios of Constantinople identified the 
filioque as an unwarranted alteration of the creed. In addition to this, he viewed the 
addition as an expression of an understanding of the Trinity that diminished both 
the unique dignity of the Father and the Spirit. The opposition of St. Photios and 
others also reflected Constantinople's repudiation of the claims of the pope in 
Rome to have jurisdiction over the Eastern parts of the church.9 

The second theological difference centered upon the understanding of the au
thority of the bishop of Rome, the pope. In the wake of the Germanic invasions 
and the growth of feudalism in Western Europe during the early Middle Ages, the 
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church there developed a highly centralized and monarchical structure that was 
centered upon the bishop of Rome and his authority. The East recognized that the 
bishop of Rome had a "primacy of honor," which was rooted in the experience of 
the early church. However, the absolute authority of the bishop of Rome over and 
above all other bishops was consistently repudiated by the Eastern bishops as 
being contrary to the church's teaching as expressed in its Scripture and tradition. 
The Orthodox never recognized papal claims of "universal jurisdiction" or, later, 
of "infallibility," which was proclaimed by the Roman Catholic Church in the 
nineteenth century.10 

During the period of estrangement from the ninth to the thirteenth centuries, 
these major differences were complemented by others related to the Sacraments, 
clerical marriages, and liturgical customs. The many attempts to investigate these 
differences and to resolve them were frequently stymied by misunderstandings, a 
lack of historical perspective, cultural prejudices, political intrigues and additional 
Christian divisions. *{ 

The Protestant Reformation began in 1517, less than seventy years after the 
fall of Constantinople. Much had taken place in those intervening years. The Re
naissance exposed Western Europe not only to elements of the Greek classical 
tradition but also to elements of the Eastern Christian heritage, which had also 
been generally neglected in the medieval West. Moreover, the knowledge of the 
physical world had been considerably enlarged due to the voyages of the great 
explorers. 

In their opposition to medieval Roman Catholic teachings and practices, the 
Protestant Reformers raised important questions about Scripture and tradition, 
about faith and works, about worship and Sacraments, and about church authority. 
While they sought to return to the faith and practice of the Apostolic Church, the 
Reformers were very much children of their times. Both the Reformers and the 
Counter-Reformers were Westerners who debated topics with precious little refer
ence to the perspectives and experience of the Christians of the East.12 

Some of the Protestant Reformers did show concern for the Christian East. 
Lutheran theologians at Tubingen, for example, entered into correspondence with 
the Patriarchate of Constantinople during the sixteenth century. However, these 
and other contacts led to little genuine dialogue up until this century. The debates 
between the Reformers and Rome and the debates among the Protestants them
selves were carried on with theological terms with which the Orthodox had little 
appreciation.13 

Moreover, the Orthodox, living in lands dominated by Ottomans, Muslims, and, 
more recently, atheistic Communists, had little opportunity for a genuine dialogue 
with the Christian West from the fifteenth century down to our own century. In 
those places where the Orthodox did have contact either with Roman Catholicism 
or Protestantism, the relationships were seldom cordial. During this difficult pe
riod of time, the Christian West, both in its Roman Catholic and Protestant ex
pressions, was frequently more concerned with proselytism than with genuine 
dialogue and cooperation with the Orthodox.14 
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A TIME OF RENEWAL AND DIALOGUE 

The Orthodox Church in many parts of the world is only beginning to recover 
from tremendous limitations on its life and mission resulting from hostile political 
regimes in the old Ottoman Empire, in the former Soviet Union, and in the 
Balkans. Signs of significant growth and revival are evidenced in places where 
only a few years ago the vitality of the Orthodox Church was questioned by many. 

A profound renewal of the principle of conciliarity is to be found in the rela
tionships among the regional autocephalous churches. Under the leadership of the 
Patriarchate of Constantinople, four historic pan-Orthodox conferences were held 
in 1961, 1963, 1964, and 1968. These conferences identified a number of critical 
challenges facing the church and began to plan for a "Great and Holy Council of 
the Orthodox Church." Since 1976, regular meetings of a Pre-Conciliar Commis
sion have been studying ten topics in anticipation of the council.15 

Since the early decades of this century, the Orthodox Church has been a partic
ipant in the ecumenical movement. From the perspective of the Orthodox, the 
quest for Christian unity has as its goal the visible unity of Christians who profess 
the same apostolic faith. The ecumenical movement in general and the World 
Council of Churches in particular are providing new and exciting opportunities for 
Christians of different traditions to meet together, to examine differences, to affirm 
what is held in common, and to work toward the restoration of visible unity.16 

Today, the Orthodox Church is a family of autocephalous and autonomous 
churches that are united in the same faith and sacramental life. The number of au
tocephalous and autonomous churches has varied throughout history. Presently 
there are the thirteen autocephalous churches, of Constantinople, Alexandria, An-
tioch, Jerusalem, Russia, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria, Georgia, Cyprus, Greece, 
Poland, and Albania. There are two autonomous churches: the Church of the 
Czech Lands and Slovakia, and the Church of Finland.17 

Among these churches, the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople is recog
nized as the first among the bishops. The ecumenical patriarch has a special re
sponsibility for coordinating the common witness of these churches and of 
overseeing the development of new regional churches.18 

There are today about 300 million Orthodox Christians belonging to these re
gional churches. These Orthodox Christians are sometimes referred to as "East
ern Orthodox." The official designation of the church found in canonical and 
liturgical texts is the "Orthodox Catholic Church." Often adjectives such as 
Greek, Russian, or Antiochian are used to refer primarily to historical expressions 
of the Orthodox Church. Most Orthodox today believe that it is misleading to des
ignate the Orthodox Church as Eastern, given the present geographical and cul
tural realities.19 

During the past 200 years, some of the Orthodox autocephalous churches have 
established jurisdictions in places such as America, Western Europe, Australia, 
and the Far East. While these new lands are beyond the canonical boundaries of 
the autocephalous churches, actions were taken to form parishes and dioceses both 
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to engage in missionary activity and to serve Orthodox immigrants. While the Pa
triarchate of Constantinople has traditionally claimed ecclesiastical jurisdiction 
over these new lands, historical factors frequently prevented it from exercising ap
propriate oversight in the past. As we shall see, the Church of Russia was the first 
to establish a mission in North America in 1794 in the newly discovered territory 
of Russian Alaska. 

Today, the status and organization of the Orthodox Church in North and South 
America, Western Europe, Australia, and the Far East are receiving a great deal of 
attention. The Pre-Conciliar Commission addressed the topic of the so-called Or
thodox Diaspora at its meetings in 1990 and 1993. The commission affirmed the 
desire of all the autocephalous churches to work toward a structuring of the church 
in these lands in a manner that would conform with the canonical principles of ec
clesiastical organization and that would better contribute to Orthodox mission and 
witness.20 

ORTHODOX SPIRITUALITY 

The historical development of the Orthodox Church is distinctive and quite dif
ferent from that of both Roman Catholicism, especially after the Middle Ages, and 
the various expressions of Protestantism. Partially because of this, the Orthodox 
Church has also a distinctive spirituality that differentiates it from most expres
sions of Western Christianity. While the Orthodox Church has been required to 
face difficult challenges, it has not passed through the same historical and politi
cal processes as has Western Christianity. As has been noted, the Orthodox were 
not directly involved in the Reformation and Counter-Reformation debates. In
deed, from the time of the Cappadocian fathers in the East and St. Augustine in the 
West, Orthodox Christianity has understood and celebrated the Christian faith in a 
manner that is distinctive, sometimes complementary to the Christian West and 
sometimes dramatically opposed to it. As a result of this, the Orthodox believe that 
their church has not only preserved the apostolic faith but also emphasized aspects 
of the faith that are quite distinctive. 

The Triune God 

"The Lord is God and has revealed himself to us" (Ps. 118:26). This joyous 
proclamation is sung as part of the Morning Prayers in the Orthodox Church. For the 
Orthodox, these words declare that their faith, prayers, and perspectives on life are 
founded upon the reality of the divine self-disclosure. While not diminishing the 
value of human reason, the Orthodox affirm that God is a mystery who is ultimately 
beyond human definition. The limited knowledge that we have of God results chiefly 
from the divine disclosure and not from human speculation, important though it may 
be. The One who is beyond all has chosen to be revealed because of his love for his 
creation. Through this divine self-disclosure, the Orthodox hold that they have come 
to experience and to know the one God as Father, as Son, and as Holy Spirit.21 
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The event of Christ's coming is the core of this revelation according to Ortho
dox teaching. The revelation of God to the ancient Israelites is fulfilled in the com
ing of Christ, who is the promised Messiah. In the person of Jesus Christ, divinity 
is united with humanity in such a way that the distinctive character of each is main
tained. This means that the event of the Incarnation reveals in a profound way the 
intimate bond between living God and the human person together with the entire 
cosmos. Through his words and deeds, Jesus Christ has revealed the Triune God 
and the theocentric nature of the human person. Christ shows that the human per
son belongs to God the Father and is meant to live in fellowship with him through 
the Spirit. The Resurrection of the Lord is a bold proclamation that not even death 
can keep human persons from the Father, who loves us. In all that he has done, 
Jesus offers human persons life in abundance (John 10:10).22 

The Orthodox teach that the principal task of the Holy Spirit is to reveal the pres
ence of the Risen Christ to persons of every age and every place and to enable 
human persons to share in his saving work. The Holy Spirit leads persons from a 
life of self-centeredness to a life centered upon Christ and his gospel. The person of 
the Spirit is not subordinate to Christ, nor is the ministry of the Spirit inferior to that 
of Christ. The Spirit unites human persons to Christ, who leads them to the Father. 
Both Son and Spirit work in harmony to accomplish the will of the Father, who de
sires that "everyone be saved and come to the knowledge of truth" (1 Tim. 2:4). 

Salvation 

According to Orthodox teaching, the entire purpose of God's self-disclosure is 
to restore the human person to fellowship with himself. From the very beginning, 
the human person was fashioned in the "image and likeness" of God and given the 
vocation to live in communion with God (Gen. 1:26). Although sin distorts the re
lationship between God and the human person, it never destroys the fundamental 
bond between the Father and his sons and daughters. The Orthodox believe that in 
the coming of Christ, God the Father demonstrates his love for the alienated and 
calls human persons back to his friendship. Thus, the Orthodox affirm with St. 
Irenaeus that "the glory of God is the human person fully alive."23 

The Orthodox place a special emphasis upon an understanding of salvation, 
which is viewed primarily as sharing. Through the coming of Christ, the Orthodox 
believe that God has shared fully in human life, thereby enabling human persons 
to share in his life of unselfish love. Salvation is, therefore, both a free gift of fel
lowship with the Father and the process by which human persons respond freely to 
that gift given in Christ through the Spirit. Salvation certainly involves the for
giveness of sin but is not limited to this alone. It is essentially a new relationship 
freely offered by the Father through Christ and in the Spirit. For this reason, the fa
thers of the church often declare, "God became human so that human persons may 
become divine."24 

The term "deification" (theosis) is frequently used by the Orthodox to describe 
the process of sanctification whereby the human person responds to the divine ini-
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tiative and moves ever closer to the living God through a life that reflects and im
itates the divine love. The human person experiences the presence of the divine in 
a specific and deeply personal way. So, the Orthodox believe that persons are most 
fully human when they live their lives in communion with the Source of life. 
Those who live in Christ know that the process of deification begins at the very 
moment of creation and continues through the life to come. Love knows no limit 
and no boundary. The Virgin Mary, honored as the Mother of God, and the other 
saints bear witness to this reality.25 

Salvation is not simply personal but also communal. The Orthodox teach that 
believers grow in their relationship with the Triune God within the fellowship of 
the church, the community of faith. Established by Christ with the call of the first 
apostles and enlivened by the Spirit from the day of Pentecost, the church is an in
tegral part of the divine plan of salvation. Persons become members of the church 
through baptism. Within this unique community of faith, the members of the 
church have the opportunity to cultivate the bond of love not only with each other 
but also with the Triune God. The Orthodox affirm the old adage that says, "A 
solitary Christian is no Christian."26 

Salvation also has a cosmic dimension. The Orthodox teach that human persons 
are not saved from the world but in and through the world. The soul is not saved 
separately from the body but rather together with the body. The whole person, 
body and soul, is meant to share in the process of sanctification, beginning with 
the relationships and responsibilities of this life. Far from rejecting the body and 
the rest of the material creation, the Orthodox look upon the physical as the work 
of God and a medium through which the divine is manifest. The entire creation, 
fundamentally good from the beginning, is related to the reality of the Incarnation. 
Thus, the ultimate transfiguration of the entire cosmos is already prefigured in the 
lives of the faithful, in the Eucharist, in the icons, and in the relics of the saints.27 

The Orthodox see the human person as a liturgical being who is meant to glo
rify God in all things. There cannot be any discontinuity between believers' formal 
act of worship and their life in society. Through every relationship and responsi
bility in life, believers have the opportunity to remember God and his mighty acts 
of salvation. With this remembrance, believers have the opportunity to offer back 
to the Father, in thanksgiving, their life and all they have received in union with 
Christ and through the Spirit. The believer's life is ultimately a prayer. Every re
sponsibility and obligation in life has the potential of being undertaken to the glory 
of the Triune God and in love for other persons. 

The Eucharist 

The Orthodox certainly do not diminish the importance of formal acts of com
mon prayer and worship. In fact, the Orthodox strongly emphasize the value of 
communal prayer, especially the Eucharist. Communal prayer is a special time 
when believers not only respond to the presence of the Living God but also are 
nurtured by the Scriptures, hymns, and prayers of the church. When believers 
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gather together, they are reminded of their baptismal unity with Christ and of their 
baptismal unity with all of his followers. The needs and concerns of others are 
brought to their attention through petitions. Their personal prayer is strengthened 
through their common prayers. Through their creedal affirmations, the Orthodox 
faithful profess their faith and are challenged to be faithful in all their words and 
deeds.28 

The Eucharist is the most important act of communal prayer for Orthodox 
Christians. In obedience to the command of the Lord given at the Last Supper 
(Luke 22:19), the community of believers gathers to hear the Word of God, to offer 
prayers, to present the gifts of bread and wine, to recall the mighty acts of God, to 
seek the blessing of the Spirit, and to receive Holy Communion as an expression 
of union with Christ and with one another. It is an action, the Orthodox believe, 
that manifests the reign of God in their midst and is an expression of the Kingdom 
to come. 

The Orthodox believe that the Eucharist typifies human life as it is lived in fel
lowship with God. The bread and the wine are the fruit of creation given by God 
and fashioned by human hands. The offering placed on the altar signifies not only 
what has been received but also who the believers are. This reminds them that ul
timately their life is a eucharist, an offering of thanksgiving. Through this offering, 
the Orthodox seek not simply their own salvation but the salvation of the world. At 
the offering, the believers stand before God with uplifted hands of gratitude, pray
ing the words of the liturgy: "We offer to you your own from what is already yours, 
always and everywhere."29 

These faith affirmations characterize Orthodox Christianity. These affirmations 
are central to the lives of Orthodox believers. They have also been at the very cen
ter of the church's missionary endeavors throughout the ages. 

Orthodox explorers from Russia sighted the coast of North America on the 
evening of 19 July 1794. The majestic snow-covered mountain they saw was 
named in honor of the Prophet Elias, whose feast day had begun. The following 
morning, the Eucharist was celebrated on board the ship Saint Peter. It was a 
solemn act of thanksgiving. It was also a celebration that heralded the entrance of 
the Orthodox Church into North America. 
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THE ALASKAN MISSION 

The discovery and explorations of the islands that stretch between Asia and North 
America led directly to the establishment of an Orthodox mission on Kodiak Island 
in 1794. From this center, missionaries from Russia began to introduce the Orthodox 
Christian faith to the natives of Alaska. By the time that Alaska was sold by Russia 
to the United States in 1867, the missionaries had established churches and schools 
on most of the Aleutian Islands as well as along the Alaskan coast of North Amer
ica. The Russian Orthodox mission in Alaska marked the formal entrance of Ortho
dox Christianity into North America. Moreover, the mission in Alaska was one of 
the last and greatest missionary endeavors to be sanctioned by the Orthodox Church 
of Russia and the imperial Russian Empire prior to the Bolshevik revolution. On the 
eve of the October 1917 revolution in Russia, it is estimated that there were over 
10,000 Orthodox Christians in Alaska and nearly one hundred churches or chapels.1 

EXPLORERS AND MERCHANTS 

Throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Russian explorers traveled 
eastward across the vast plains of Siberia to the Pacific Ocean. Known in Russian 
history as the time of the Eastern Conquest, this period was the one in which the 
various river basins of Siberia were colonized. These rivers acted as natural high
ways by which Russians could explore the eastern regions of their own vast em
pire. With the discovery of Kamchatka in 1697, the authority of imperial Russia 
became more firmly established along the Pacific coast.2 

In the years prior to his death in 1725, Peter the Great inaugurated plans for a 
formal and systematic exploration of the land off the coast of Siberia.3 Vitus 
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Bering, a Dane by birth, was selected to lead the first exploration supported by 
the imperial government. Bering had joined the Russian navy in 1704 and had 
served in both the Sea of Azor and in the Baltic Sea. In the same year that Peter 
the Great died, Bering left St. Petersburg with orders given to him by Empress 
Catherine I.4 

After a treacherous, yearlong journey across Siberia, Bering and his compan
ions reached the coast of Kamchatka and began their exploratory venture on 21 
July 1728, when they set sail in a small boat known as the Saint Gabriel. In this 
first expedition, Bering sighted an island that he named Saint Laurence. This is
land, which is the most westerly landmass of North America, was the first discov
ery of American territory by Bering. Sailing north along the Asian coastline, 
Bering reached the most northeastern point of Asia, but he failed to sight the main
land of North America. 

A second expedition left the Kamchatka peninsula on 4 June 1741. Two sturdy 
ships were part of this endeavor. The Saint Peter was commanded by Bering, and 
the Saint Paul was commanded by Alexis Chirikov. After the ships became sepa
rated during a violent storm, Chirikov first sighted the coast of Alaska on 15 July 
1741. The North American mainland was sighted by Vitus Bering four days later. 
The majestic mountain that was sighted by Bering and his crew was named in 
honor of the prophet Elias. As the ship was anchored off the coast, the Eucharistic 
Liturgy was celebrated on board the following morning, 20 July 1741, which was 
the feast day of the prophet Elias. At the conclusion of the liturgy, members of the 
crew went ashore and undertook a preliminary exploration.5 

Alexis Chirikov returned to Kamchatka on 8 October 1741 with greatly dimin
ished crew. The company of seventy men had been reduced to forty-nine. Vitus 
Bering never returned. During the voyage back to Kamchatka, scurvy broke out 
among the crew, and Bering also contracted the disease. Shortly after this, the ship 
was wrecked along the coast of the island that now bears his name. On this island 
Bering died on 8 December 1741. A handful of survivors constructed a small boat 
from the wreckage and returned to Kamchatka. 

Despite the tragedies that accompanied the expeditions, the explorations of 
Bering and Chirikov were very successful. The expeditions accurately established 
two points on the North American mainland and also established the location of a 
number of the Aleutian Islands. Moreover, the report of the existence of the sea 
otter, fox, seal, and sea cow provided the stimulus for the fur hunters and mer
chants to support and to continue the work of exploration. By 1743, there were 
nearly forty Russian trading companies engaged in gathering furs from the islands 
and the mainland of North America.6 

Empress Catherine the Great formally placed the newly discovered land in 
North America under her rule in 1766.7 The first permanent settlement based upon 
the rule of law was established on Kodiak Island in 1784. This colony was estab
lished primarily through the efforts of Prince Gregory Shelikov. By 1781, Shelikov 
had become one of the most wealthy merchants in Siberia and one of the first to 
recognize that the activities of Russian merchants in North America had to be con-
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solidated. Together with Ivan Golikov, he established a colony on Kodiak Island in 
the name of the Shelikov-Golikov Company and sought to expand Russian control 
and influence as far as possible into northwestern America.8 

The colony on Kodiak was dedicated to the Three Hierarchs. Since the twelfth 
century, this is the title given to St. Basil the Great, St. John Chrysostom, and St. 
Gregory the Theologian, who were outstanding bishops and theologians of the late 
fourth century. The colony rapidly became the center of economic and political life 
for the Russian merchants and explorers. The Shelikov-Golikov Company became 
the basis for the Russian-American Company, which was established by Emperor 
Paul I in 1799. This company became the extension of the Russian imperial gov
ernment in North America. 

THE FIRST MISSIONARIES 

Gregory Shelikov and Ivan Golikov sent a letter to Metropolitan Gabriel of St. 
Petersburg on 10 April 1793. The letter requested the metropolitan to send a schol
arly and talented priest to the Kodiak colony. Shelikov and Golikov also stated in 
their letter that all the expenses of the priest and his missionary activity would be 
paid by their company.9 

The request of Shelikov and Golikov was eventually brought to the attention of 
Empress Catherine the Great, who instructed Metropolitan Gabriel to select a 
number of clerics for a mission to America. Well aware of some of the difficulties 
that the missionaries would have to face, Metropolitan Gabriel selected eight 
monks for the journey to America. Most of the missionaries came from the 
monastery of Valaam, which had a reputation as a center of spirituality and mis
sionary activity. The leader of the group was Father Joseph Bolotov, who had stud
ied at both the Tver and Rostov seminaries. He was raised to the rank of abbot 
(Archimandrite) just before the mission began.10 

Prior to the departure of the missionaries, Metropolitan Gabriel provided them 
with vestments, liturgical articles, and books that would be necessary for the cele
bration of the liturgical services. In addition to traveling expenses that the mis
sionaries received from the Holy Synod, the empress also gave 500 rubles to Abbot 
Joseph and 250 rubles to each of the other missionaries. This money came from 
the Palestine Fund, which was normally used only for the financial support of the 
churches and monasteries in the Holy Land.11 

Metropolitan Gabriel also gave to Abbot Joseph a document that contained in
structions for the missionaries. Based upon similar instructions given to Siberian 
missionaries in 1769, the document is of great historical significance. First, it 
clearly shows that the missionaries were going to America not simply to serve the 
spiritual needs of the Russian colonists and merchants but to undertake mission
ary work among the natives. Second, the document emphasizes that Orthodox 
Christianity must spread among the natives chiefly through the personal example 
and the love that the missionaries were expected to demonstrate. A portion of the 
instructions of Metropolitan Gabriel says: 
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When Jesus Christ leads you to meet those who do not know the Law of God, your first con
cern will be to serve as an example of good works to them, so as to convert them by your 
personal life into obedient servants of the Lord.12 

The missionaries left the city of St. Petersburg on 25 December 1793 and ar
rived in Irkutsk on 16 March 1794. After accepting four additional companions, 
they traveled up the Lena River to the city of Yakutsk. Following a journey by 
horseback, they arrived at Okhotsk, from which they sailed for Kodiak Island and 
arrived on 24 September 1794. Throughout the course of the journey, the mission
aries frequently stopped to baptize many people, especially in the Yakutsk region 
and later in Unalaska, where they stopped prior to their arrival at Kodiak. The jour
ney of the first missionaries to America took 293 days. They traveled about 7,400 
miles (11,840 km). Even before they reached their mission field, the monks had 
traveled about one-third of the circumference of the world and never left the con
fines of the vast Russian Empire.13 

The Alaskan mainland and the islands of the coast were inhabited by a number 
of native tribes. Among the most important were the Tlingits, who lived on the 
southern coastal area; the Aleuts, who lived on the islands off the coast; and the 
Eskimos, who lived along the Arctic Ocean coast. These and other, smaller tribes 
were descendants of nomadic peoples from Asia who crossed into North America 
at least 5,000 years before the discovery of Alaska by the Russians.14 

A valuable foundation for the work of the missionaries had been laid by some of 
the more pious explorers and merchants who had come into contact with the na
tives. While some of the merchants seriously mistreated the natives, other mer
chants considered it their duty to introduce them to the Orthodox Christian faith. 
Both Ivan Golikov and Gregory Shelikov, for example, had baptized a number of 
natives on both Fox Island and Kodiak Island. When the missionaries finally ar
rived on Kodiak Island in 1794, many natives had already been converted to the 
Orthodox Christian faith. 

When the missionaries arrived on Kodiak Island, there were about 225 Russians 
and 8,000 natives living there. Under the direction of Shelikov, the missionaries 
lived in a small monastery located in the village of Saint Paul. As the first Ortho
dox monastery in North America, it was constructed in such a way that the monks 
were able to observe the activities of the village. Yet, at the same time, the monks 
were separated from village life so that they could better follow their monastic dis
cipline.15 

The missionaries undertook their labors with exceptional zeal and piety be
tween 1794 and 1798. A church building dedicated to the Holy Resurrection of 
Christ was constructed in the village of Saint Paul, and this became the center of 
missionary activity on Kodiak Island. The monks subsequently traveled to the 
other islands and to the mainland of North America. Wherever they journeyed, the 
monks built small chapels, taught the natives, and baptized them. It is estimated 
that over 12,000 natives became Orthodox Christians within the first few years of 
missionary activity.16 
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FATHER HERMAN 

Of the original missionaries to Russian America, one has attracted special at
tention and devotion. His name is Father Herman (German), the monk who was 
the last of the original missionaries in Alaska when he died in the year 1837 on 
Spruce Island. Very little is known about Father Herman. Most of the information 
that is known about his life both before and after his coming to America is con
tained in a brief biography published in 1894 by the Valaam Monastery to com
memorate the centenary of the Alaskan mission.17 

We know from this source that Father Herman was born in Serpukhov near 
Moscow probably in 1756. His family name as well as his baptismal names are not 
known. At the age of sixteen, he left his hometown and entered the Holy Trin
ity-Saint Sergius Monastery. This monastery was founded in 1354 by Saint 
Sergius of Radonezh. Father Herman was tonsured a monk in 1783 and then went 
to dwell in the Valaam Monastery of Lake Ladoga. While at Valaam, the young 
monk came under the spiritual direction of the famous abbot Nazary. Following 
the direction of his elder, the monk Herman eventually began to live a semi-
eremitical life in a small hut located not very far from the monastery. Father Her
man would return to the monastery only to participate in the daily prayers and 
Eucharistic liturgy. Only a year after becoming a monk, Herman left for Alaska. 

Following the return of Abbot Joseph to Irkutsk in 1798 and his death at sea in 
1799, Father Herman appears to have become recognized as the head of the 
monastic community, although he was not ordained and had little formal educa
tion. At about the same time, difficulties began to arise in the relationship between 
the monks and the Russian merchants. At the center of these difficulties was the 
quality of life of the natives. The treatment of the Alaskan natives by the mer
chants associated with the Russian-American Company became more abusive. 
Led by Father Herman, the missionaries became more outspoken in defending the 
rights of the natives and in criticizing the immorality of many of the Russian mer
chants. As a result of the activity of the monks, they were briefly placed under ar
rest in 1800. Several attempts were made to kill Father Herman. The antagonism 
that developed between the monks and many of the Russian merchants led to a se
rious decline in the activities of the missionaries. As a result of the monks' activ
ity, an investigation by the Russian government led to positive changes in the 
activities of the merchants by 1818.18 

At about the same time, Father Herman left Kodiak Island and went to Spruce Is
land, which he affectionately called New Valaam. On Spruce Island Father Herman 
was better able to immerse himself in the ascetical ways of a monk. Yet, even there 
he did not neglect the material and spiritual needs of the natives. Until the time of 
his death in 1837, Father Herman worked among the natives on Spruce Island. He 
cared for orphans, constructed a chapel, and organized a school. In addition to 
preaching the gospel and leading the services of prayer, Father Herman fed the na
tives from an experimental garden that he cultivated. His piety and sanctity were 
recognized by the natives, who referred to him as Apa, which means grandfather.19 



18 THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 

Prior to his death, Father Herman revealed to the natives of Spruce Island the 
details of what was ahead. He told them that there would be no priest available 
to bury him and that they would be required to do it. Herman also told the na
tives that he would be forgotten for thirty years, then remembered by those be
yond Spruce Island. In the manner that he had predicted, Herman died on 13 
December 1837. Although the natives of Spruce Island revered his memory and 
honored him as a saint, not until 1867 did the Church of Russia begin to investi
gate the life of Father Herman. He was formally declared a saint on 9 August 
1970.20 

BISHOP INNOCENT 

The work of evangelization, begun in 1794, did not come to an end when Father 
Herman died. In the years prior to his death, a small number of priests began to ar
rive in Alaska from the diocese of Irkutsk in order to reactivate the mission. These 
priests received financial support from the Russian-American Company. In a revi
sion of the charter in 1821, it was clearly stated that the company was responsible 
for the financial welfare of the mission of Alaska. In spite of this, the activity of 
some of these missionaries left much to be desired. "The priests from Irkutsk," 
writes Serge Bolshakoff, "looked upon the Alaskan parishes as a place of exile and 
neglected to translate the liturgical and devotional books into the native dialects. 
They thought only how to return to Siberia as soon as possible."21 Not until 1824 
did this unhappy state of affairs begin to change. 

Father John Veniaminov, with his wife, child, and mother, arrived on the Island 
of Unalaska on 29 July 1824. This new missionary in Alaska and future bishop 
was born on 27 August 1797 near Irkutsk. At the age of nine, he entered the 
Irkutsk Seminary School and became one of its most outstanding students. At the 
age of seventeen, his name was changed from Popov to Veniaminov in honor of 
the deceased bishop of Irkutsk. Although the young student was recommended to 
attend the Moscow Theological Academy, John Veniaminov chose to marry and 
to be ordained. After serving as deacon and priest for a number of years, Father 
John accepted the request of Bishop Michael of Irkutsk to serve in Alaska. 
Against the wishes of many of his friends, Father John and his family left Irkutsk 
on7Mayl823.2 2 

Within the first year of his arrival on Unalaska, Father John constructed both a 
church and a school, which served as the center of his mission parish. Eager to be 
fully involved in the life of the natives, the young priest began to learn the lan
guage and their customs. The Aleuts of the island had no written language, and the 
language was especially difficult for Europeans to pronounce because of the num
ber of guttural sounds. 

This, however, did not deter Father John. Following the example of the great 
ninth-century missionaries, Saints Cyril and Methodius, Father John not only 
learned the language of the Aleuts but also wrote a grammar. He then translated 
the Eucharistic Liturgy, other prayers, and the Gospel of Saint Matthew. He even 
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wrote a small catechism in the Aleut language, which was called Indication of the 
Pathway into the Kingdom of Heaven.23 Undoubtedly, the fact that Orthodox 
Christianity became so well established among the natives of Unalaska was the di
rect result of both the personal missionary work of Father John as well as his trans
lations. 

When Father John was transferred to Sitka in 1834, there were about 2,000 Or
thodox Christian natives on the island of Unalaska. Known then as New 
Archangel, Sitka had become one of the most important centers of Alaskan life. 
Located not far from the mainland, Sitka had a very good harbor and was the cen
ter of the commercial activity, with foreign traders frequently visiting the port. At 
this time, Sitka was the only port along the northern Pacific coast where ships 
could be repaired. These factors made Sitka the most important city in Russian 
Alaska in the early nineteenth century. 

Upon his arrival in Sitka, Father John began his missionary work among the na
tives there who were known as the Tlingits. Unlike most of the other native tribes, 
the Tlingits had been extremely hostile to the Russian merchants. They had re
fused to be baptized because they feared that they would become slaves of the 
Russian merchants. Reacting against the Russian presence, they strongly em
braced their pagan customs and rituals.24 

As was the case in Unalaska, Father John immediately began to learn the lan
guage of the natives of Sitka. Conversions among the Tlingits were very slow, 
however, until 1836. In that year a severe smallpox epidemic spread among the na
tives. When their own pagan priests were unable to arrest the disease, the natives 
sought the help of Father John. By demonstrating a genuine love for the natives, 
Father John not only helped in the cure of the disease but also began to receive 
many of the natives into the Orthodox Church.25 

During his service in Sitka, Father John was not required to travel as much as 
he had while on the island of Unalaska. However, included within the jurisdic
tion of his parish was the settlement of Fort Ross, which was located about 
1,500 miles (2,400 km) south in Spanish California. On 18 July 1836, Father 
John left Sitka by ship for Fort Ross, which had been established in 1821 by the 
Russian-American Company to house Russian merchants. After a sixteen-day 
voyage by ship, Father John finally arrived in California and traveled by horse 
to Fort Ross. 

While attending to the needs of the Orthodox Christians in the Fort Ross colony, 
Father John also took advantage of his trip to California to visit a number of 
Roman Catholic missions that were operated by Spanish priests of the Franciscan 
Order. During a two-week period, Father John visited the missions in San Rafael, 
San Jose, Santa Clara, and San Francisco. At every stop, Father John spoke to the 
Roman Catholic priests in the Latin language and attended Mass. On one occa
sion, he also had the opportunity to witness both a baptism and a burial. In addi
tion to gaining a personal knowledge of the Roman Catholic missions and 
liturgical services, Father John learned that the rumors that the natives were treated 
harshly by the Roman Catholics were false. His contacts with the Roman Catholic 
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missionaries were quite significant due to the fact that relationships between 
Roman Catholicism and Orthodoxy were both limited and strained during the 
nineteenth century.26 

After his return to Sitka, Father John began to make plans for a trip back to Rus
sia. The purpose of his trip was threefold. First, he wanted to present the Holy 
Synod with a detailed report on the Alaskan mission. Second, he wanted to offer 
to the leaders of the Russian-American Company a plan for the improvement of 
the educational facilities for the Alaskan natives. Finally, he wanted to receive of
ficial approval for his liturgical translations. With these goals in mind, Father John 
and his family departed for Russia in the fall of 1838.27 

While in St. Petersburg, Father John received news that brought him great joy 
and great sorrow. His report on the Alaskan mission was very well received by 
both Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow and Count N. A. Protasov, who was the 
ober-procurator of the Holy Synod. However, in the spring of 1840, Father John 
also received the news that his wife had died in the city of Irkutsk. During this 
period, Father John received much comfort from Philaret, who subsequently 
encouraged him to become a monk. Assured that his children would be cared 
for by the church, Father John became a monk one year after the death of his 
wife and received the name Innocent. In the same year, he was elected the 
bishop of the newly established diocese of Kamchatka, the Kurile and Aleutian 
Islands. He was consecrated on 15 December 1840 in the Cathedral of St. 
Petersburg.28 

Bishop Innocent returned to Sitka on 26 September 1841. About one hundred 
years after its discovery, Alaska received a man as its bishop who had already 
spent more than ten years preaching the gospel both to Russians and to native Or
thodox. With the return of the beloved missionary as bishop of the new diocese, 
Russian America entered into what has been called the "golden age of Alaska." 
Under the direction of the new bishop, a cathedral was established in Sitka, new 
mission parishes were opened, education of the natives was strengthened, and a 
seminary to train native clergy and teachers was opened in Sitka. In addition to 
this, Bishop Innocent undertook journeys to many distant mission posts in Alaska 
and Siberia, especially in the period between 1842 and 1849.29 

Bishop Innocent was elevated to the rank of archbishop in 1850, and his diocese 
was enlarged to include areas in Siberia near the Amur River. The headquarters of 
the diocese was also moved from Sitka to Blagoveschensk in Siberia. Vicar bish
ops for Sitka and for Yakutsk were subsequently consecrated to assist Archbishop 
Innocent minister to the vast territory.30 

During the time when he began to establish new missions in eastern Siberia, 
Archbishop Innocent continued to have a deep interest in the development of the 
church in North America. He made some very farsighted recommendations in a 
letter sent to the ober-procurator of the Holy Synod on 5 December 1867. Al
though the archbishop assumed that the Russian Orthodox Church had jurisdiction 
over the North American continent, he did make some bold proposals for the 
growth of Orthodox Christianity in the New World: 
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It reached my attention from Moscow that I allegedly wrote to someone saying that I was 
not pleased that our American colonies had been sold to the Americans. This is completely 
untrue. On the contrary, I see in this event one of the ways of Providence by which our Or
thodoxy can insert itself into the United States, where at the present time serious attention 
is being given. If I had been asked concerning this subject, this is what I would have ad
vised: a) The American vicariate should not be closed, b) Rather than New Archangel, the 
residence of the vicar bishop should be located in San Francisco, where climatic conditions 
are incomparably better and from where it is at least as convenient to have connections with 
the churches in the colonies as it is from Sitka. c) The present vicar and the whole New 
Archangel clergy except for one sacristan, should be recalled to Russia, and a new vicar 
should be appointed who has knowledge of the English Language. Likewise his entourage 
should be composed of persons who know English, d) The bishop should choose his own 
staff and be permitted to change members of his staff as well as to ordain to the priesthood 
American citizens who will accept Orthodoxy with all its traditions and customs, e) The rul
ing Bishop and the clergy of the Orthodox Church in America should be permitted to serve 
the Divine Liturgy and other church services in English. And, as is self-evident, translations 
of the service books into English must be made, f) In pastoral schools, which will be cre
ated in San Francisco and elsewhere for the preparation of candidates for missionary and 
priestly duties, the curriculum must be in English and not in Russian, which will sooner or 
later be replaced by the former language.31 

At the age of seventy-two, Archbishop Innocent was appointed metropolitan of 
Moscow on 26 May 1868. As the successor to Metropolitan Philaret, the new met
ropolitan of Moscow continued to emphasize the missionary activity of the church, 
although he was nearly blind and in constant pain. In 1870, Metropolitan Innocent 
reformed the Society for Promoting Christianity among the Pagans and renamed it 
the Orthodox Missionary Society. Through the work of this society, many Orthodox 
rediscovered the importance of missions. After serving as metropolitan of Moscow 
for almost eleven years, the great missionary died on 31 March 1879 at the age of 
eighty-two. His body was buried next to the body of Metropolitan Philaret in the 
Church of the Holy Spirit at the Holy Trinity-Saint Sergius Monastery near 
Moscow. He was formally declared a saint by the Church of Russia in 1978 and 
honored with the title Enlightener of the Aleuts and Apostle to America.32 

THE DECLINE OF THE ALASKAN MISSION 

The Alaskan territory was sold by the imperial Russian government to the gov
ernment of the United States in 1867 for the sum of $7,200,000. This sale took 
place at a time when the government of the United States was enlarging the terri
tory of the country, chiefly through negotiations with European nations that had 
claims in North America. Although the rights of the Orthodox Church in Alaska 
were clearly guaranteed at the time of the sale, a number of factors contributed to 
the decline of the Alaskan mission. 

The Russian-American Company ceased to exist four years before the sale. This 
organization had been the immediate source of financial support for the mission. 
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With the closing of the company in 1863, most Russians either returned to Russia 
or went to settle in San Francisco, California. It has been estimated that in 1870 
there were only ninety poor Russian families remaining in Sitka, which had been 
the center of intense commercial activity throughout the first half of the nineteenth 
century.33 

Another very important factor that contributed to the decline of the Alaskan 
mission was the decision of the Church of Russia to transfer the see of the bishop 
from Sitka to San Francisco in 1872. Three years after the sale of Alaska to the 
United States, the Holy Synod of the Church of Russia established the new diocese 
of the Aleutian Islands on 10 June 1870. Shortly after his arrival in Alaska, Bishop 
John (Mitropolsky) requested that the see be moved from Sitka to San Francisco. 
This request was undoubtedly based upon the fact that most Russians had left 
Alaska. In 1872, the Holy Synod granted the request. Bishop John subsequently 
established his cathedral and the pastoral school in San Francisco, which had a 
small Russian colony. 

When the see of the bishop was transferred from Sitka to San Francisco in 1872, 
it was located outside the stated boundaries of the diocese. San Francisco is lo
cated about 600 miles (960 km) south of Sitka. This peculiar situation existed until 
1900. At that time, the name of the diocese was changed by the Church of Russia 
to include all North America. In 1905, the ecclesiastical administration of the dio
cese was transferred to New York City. These peculiarities represented the begin
nings of the canonical irregularities that would characterize Orthodox Christianity 
in America throughout the twentieth century. 

The absence of a resident bishop in Alaska and an inadequate number of priests 
weakened the presence and authority of the Orthodox Church in the territory. 
While there were over 10,000 native Orthodox in Alaska in 1870, there were only 
four priests to serve them. When Protestant and some Roman Catholic mission
aries entered Alaska in the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the Orthodox 
Church was not in a very vital position from which it could serve all its faithful 
and discourage proselytism.34 Despite this tragic fact, the Orthodox Church in 
Alaska continued to exist and to provide subsequent Orthodox leaders in North 
America with a powerful reminder of the missionary dimension of church life. 

By the end of the nineteenth century, Orthodox missionaries, both clergy and 
laity, had traveled throughout all the islands of the Aleutian chain and throughout 
the coastline of the Alaskan mainland. The mission in Alaska was perhaps the 
most important missionary endeavor of the Orthodox Church in the late eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries. At a time when much of the Orthodox Church through
out the world was confronted with political systems and rival religions that pre
vented much missionary work, the mission in Alaska heralded the entrance of 
Orthodox Christianity into a new land.35 



3 
EARLY PARISH 
DEVELOPMENTS 

The foundation of Orthodox Christianity in the continental United States was estab
lished during the last quarter of the nineteenth century and the first two decades of the 
twentieth century. During this time, the focus of Orthodoxy dramatically shifted from 
Alaska to the major cities of the continental United States. The principal cause of this 
was the massive influx of immigrants from Greece, Asia Minor, Carpatho-Russia, 
and other parts of Eastern Europe and the Middle East. Exclusive of the Alaskan ter
ritory, there were only 3 Orthodox parishes in the United States in the year 1870. 
However, fifty years later there were over 250 Orthodox parishes located in major 
cities throughout the country. These parishes were established chiefly by immigrants 
who were determined to preserve their Orthodox Christian faith in the New World. 

THE EARLY PARISHES 

Even before the great flux of immigrants from Eastern and Southeastern Eu
rope, a small number of Orthodox Christians lived in the continental United States. 
The first Orthodox parish to be established in the United States was founded in the 
year 1864 in New Orleans, Louisiana. This parish was organized by Greek mer
chants under the direction of Nicholas Benakis, the consul of the kingdom of 
Greece in New Orleans. Because of this, the parish is viewed not only as the first 
organized parish in the United States but also as the first Greek Orthodox parish. 
Nonetheless, members of this parish included not only Greeks but also Russians 
and Serbians who were living or working temporarily in the city. 

While much of the history of the early years of this parish is lost, a few facts are 
known. The liturgical services were conducted in English, Church Slavonic, and 
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Greek. The official records of the parish were in English until 1904. The first 
priest, Father Agapius Honcharenko, was of Slavic background and had been or
dained at the great monastic center of Mount Athos in 1865. Although the parish 
had accepted gifts of vestments from Czar Alexander II, there is no indication that 
the parish was ever under the jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. It 
subsequently became part of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese in 1921.l 

At about the same time that the parish in New Orleans was established, a num
ber of Orthodox Christians in San Francisco gathered to organize the Greek Russ
ian-Slavonic Church and Philanthropic Society. In 1867, the state of California 
granted a charter to the society, which intended to establish an Orthodox church. 
Among the members of the society were Martin Klinkovsterem, who was the 
Russian consul, and George Fisher, who was the Greek consul in San Francisco. 
On 13 June 1868, the society requested the Holy Synod of the Church of Russia to 
assign a priest. In September of the same year, Father Nicholas Kovrygin was 
transferred from Sitka to San Francisco, and regular liturgical services began to be 
held. 

From 1868 to 1872, the building in which the liturgical services were held was 
known as the Prayer House of the Orthodox Oriental Church. The liturgical ser
vices were conducted in both Slavonic and Greek because the congregation was 
composed of persons from various backgrounds. In 1872, a new building was pur
chased, and it became the cathedral and diocesan center of the Russian Orthodox 
bishop.2 

More than 2,000 miles (3,200 km) from San Francisco, another parish was es
tablished in New York City in 1870. Unlike the other two parishes, this one was not 
organized by merchants or diplomats. Rather, the parish in New York was founded 
by Father Nicholas Bjerring with the authorization of the Holy Synod of the 
Church of Russia. A former Roman Catholic professor of theology, Father Bjer
ring was an American of Danish background. Following the promulgation of the 
dogma of papal infallibility at the First Vatican Council, he left the Roman Church. 
Father Bjerring then traveled to St. Petersburg, where he joined the Orthodox 
Church and was subsequently ordained a priest on 9 May 1870.3 

Upon the direction of Metropolitan Philaret of Moscow, Father Bjerring re
turned to the United States and established a parish in New York City in the same 
year. Although a permanent church building was never constructed, Father Bjer
ring celebrated the liturgical services in his home. The sign over the door read, 
"Greek-Russian Church." The congregation was composed chiefly of members of 
the Greek and Russian consulates, as well as about one hundred other Orthodox 
Christians who lived in New York. Records indicate that Father Bjerring also re
ceived into the Orthodox Church a number of persons who were raised in other re
ligious traditions. After slightly more than twelve years of existence, however, the 
Russian government withdrew all financial support, and Father Bjerring had to 
close the chapel in 1883. While the actual reasons for this decision are not known, 
it may be assumed that the Russian government at that time did not appreciate the 
missionary value of the chapel and the activity of Father Bjerring.4 
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Although his chapel was closed, Father Bjerring made an outstanding contribu
tion to the development of Orthodoxy in America. He was responsible for trans
lating and publishing a number of liturgical services. He also wrote a brief history 
of the Orthodox Church and a commentary on its customs and liturgical practices. 
One of the most outstanding contributions of Bjerring was the publication of the 
Oriental Church Magazine from November 1879 to October 1881. This journal 
was the first English-language Orthodox periodical to be published in the United 
States. Its purpose was to acquaint Americans with the beliefs and practices of the 
Orthodox Church. The articles that appeared in the journal clearly indicate that Fa
ther Bjerring was very deeply committed to the task of Orthodox Christian evan
gelization in America.5 

THE GREEK IMMIGRANTS AND THEIR PARISHES 

The United States has been called a nation of immigrants. From the time when 
the first settlements were established along the Atlantic coast in the early seven
teenth century, America has been a haven for persons of all races and backgrounds 
who have sought freedom and opportunity. Until about the year 1880, the majority 
of the immigrants who came to the United States were from Western and Northern 
Europe. After 1880, however, the majority of the immigrants who came to the 
United States prior to 1921 were from Eastern and Southeastern Europe. It has 
been estimated that between 1800 and the period of World War I, about 15 million 
immigrants entered the United States. Because many of these immigrants were Or
thodox Christians, they provided a powerful impetus to the growth of Orthodoxy 
in the United States. 

A substantial migration of Greeks to the United States began during the last quar
ter of the nineteenth century and continued until 1921. Prior to this period, Greeks 
had come to America, but their numbers were not significant. About 200 Pelopon-
nesians came to Florida in 1762, when it was still part of the Spanish Empire.6 

Later, during the early nineteenth century, some American philanthropists helped a 
small number of Greeks to come to the United States to study. As we have already 
noted, throughout the middle of the nineteenth century, Greek merchants and gov
ernment officials could be found in most of the port cities of the United States.7 

Migration of Greeks from the kingdom of Greece and from the Ottoman Empire 
began to increase noticeably after 1891. Between then and 1920, statistics show 
that more than 400,000 immigrants from Greece arrived in the United States. 
Moreover, this figure does not include Greeks who emigrated from the Ottoman 
Empire or other countries. Although no exact official figures exist, it has been es
timated that the number of Greeks entering the United States from Asia Minor be
tween 1891 and 1920 was about 200,000. However, of the total number of Greek 
immigrants, only about 75 percent remained. Many subsequently returned to 
Greece.8 

The Greek immigrants who arrived before 1921 were not entirely homoge
neous. There was a clear distinction between those from the kingdom of Greece 
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and those from Asia Minor. Some of the latter could not even speak the Greek lan
guage. Furthermore, it was quite common for Greek immigrants from particular 
regions, islands, or villages to remain in close contact and even to settle together 
in certain cities in America. The early social organization and parishes of the im
migrants frequently reflected these geographical differences. Most of the immi
grants during this period were males who came to America with the hope for 
economic and social advancement. They preferred the larger cities to the country
side. They began to work in textile mills, steel mills, coal mines, and railroad con
struction. In the course of time, some established their own small businesses.9 

Once a sizable number of immigrants settled in a city, they would join together 
to form a mutual aid society. Sometimes named after a saint, a revolutionary hero, 
or a place in a fatherland, the society assisted the new immigrants in becoming set
tled. Perhaps the most important and enduring task of these societies was to orga
nize a parish. During the period between 1891 and 1921, the parish of the Holy 
Trinity in New York City was the first to be organized, in 1892. Within a matter of 
a few years, a second parish was established in New York City, as well as one in 
Chicago and in Lowell, Massachusetts.10 

Between 1900 and 1921,138 parishes were organized by the Greek immigrants 
throughout the United States. Many metropolitan areas had more than one parish. 
Although the liturgical services were held in rented halls in some cities, the ma
jority of these parishes by 1921 had either constructed their own church buildings 
or purchased abandoned church buildings. This fact is a powerful testimony to the 
role that religion played in the life of the immigrants. These church buildings, 
often constructed in traditional fashion, became the visible expression of the Or
thodox faith of the immigrants. 

However, the parishes of the immigrants were prone to many problems that they 
had not found in the homeland. Among these were the need to raise money, the 
shortage of qualified priests or the presence of uncanonical priests, and the prose-
lytism undertaken by some Protestant sects. Yet, the most serious problem was the 
absence of a resident bishop who could bring unity and direction to the developing 
church in America and the establishment of an ecclesiastical organizational struc
ture that would unite the parishes. 

In the absence of both a bishop and a formal diocesan structure, each of the 
early parishes was not only established by the immigrants but also entirely con
trolled by the immigrants through an elected board of trustees. In accordance with 
the civil charter of incorporation granted by the state government, the board of 
trustees was responsible for every aspect of the life of the parish. Although some 
parishes appealed for a parish priest either to the synod of the Patriarchate of Con
stantinople or to the synod of the Church of Greece, the board of trustees viewed 
itself as having ultimate authority within the parish. Contrary to Orthodox tradi
tion, the parish priest was viewed as an employee by the board and dismissed by 
the board when he did not meet its expectations.11 

In the absence of a resident bishop and inspired by the democratic ideals of 
America, most of the immigrants viewed their parish as free and independent of all 
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external ecclesiastical authority. With little knowledge of canon law, the immi
grants followed the example of Protestantism and adopted a polity of Congrega
tionalism that emphasized the autonomy of the local parish and de-emphasized the 
need for hierarchical authority.12 

The Patriarchate of Constantinople, the ranking episcopal see in the Orthodox 
Church, claimed to have ultimate jurisdiction over the developing Orthodox 
Church in North America in virtue of canons and precedents reaching back to the 
fourth century. However, the Patriarchate temporarily transferred its jurisdiction 
over the so-called diaspora in America to the autocephalous Church of Greece in 
1908. While the difficulties in the parishes in America may have contributed to the 
decision, it appears that the Turkish government had become concerned with anti-
Turkish activities of the Greek immigrants in the United States.13 

However, from 1908 to 1918 the Church of Greece undertook no major action 
to unify and direct the parishes in the United States. While many believed that the 
synod of the Church of Greece would provide America with a resident bishop, 
none was sent. Some believed that the synod took no action because of the influ
ence of Lambros Coromilas, who was the Greek ambassador to the United States. 
He was accused of viewing religion as a "medieval hindrance" and of wanting the 
church to remain "headless" so that he could become the unquestioned leader of 
his compatriots in the United States.14 

Regardless of whether this accusation was entirely accurate, the fact remains 
that the status of the parishes in the United States did not improve during the ten 
years in which they were temporarily under the jurisdiction of the Church of 
Greece. As we shall see in the next chapter, not until 1918 did the Holy Synod of 
the Church of Greece, under the presidency of Metropolitan Meletios (Metaxakis), 
pass a resolution to organize the parishes in America. 

THE CARPATHO-RUSSIAN IMMIGRANTS 
AND THEIR PARISHES 

Prior to the October revolution of 1917 and the Russian civil war, migration of 
Orthodox Christians from imperial Russia to the United States was not significant. 
By 1910, there were only about 90,000 Russian immigrants living in the United 
States. Approximately 80 percent of these immigrants were Russian Jews. Of the 
small minority of Russian immigrants who were Orthodox Christians, most lived 
either in San Francisco or in New York City. By the time of World War I, these two 
cities had communities of Russian Orthodox immigrants that numbered no more 
than 1,000.15 

As we have already noted, the Russian Orthodox Cathedral and Pastoral School 
was transferred from Sitka to San Francisco in 1872. About the year 1896, a Russ
ian Orthodox mission parish was reestablished in New York City to serve the 
needs of the immigrants. While this mission might be seen as the continuation of 
the efforts of Father Bjerring, the fact is that the new parish served chiefly the im
migrant Russian population.16 
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The most significant migration of Slavs to the United States prior to World War I 
did not come from imperial Russia but rather from the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
These immigrants came from the areas about the Carpathian Mountains that were 
known as Cherbonnaya Rus or Russian Rubra. Until 1918, this area was part of the 
northeastern kingdom of Hungary, which was part of the Hapsburg-ruled, Austro-
Hungarian Empire. Those persons who migrated to the United States from this area 
were usually known as Carpatho-Russians (Rusyns). This name indicates both the 
geographic location of their homeland as well as their ethnoreligious affiliation.17 

The exact number of Carpatho-Russians who entered the United States prior to 
1914 is not known. The United States government listed immigrants only by coun
try of origin until 1899. Only after that date were immigrants classified according 
to race and peoples. However, it has been estimated that about 150,000 Carpatho-
Russians entered the United States between 1880 and 1914. The vast majority of 
these immigrants were peasants who left their homeland because of poor agricul
tural conditions. At the time of their arrival, industry in the United States was ex
panding, and there was a great need for cheap labor. As a consequence of this, 
most of the Carpatho-Russian immigrants settled in the northeastern part of the 
United States, especially in Pennsylvania and Ohio. There the immigrants found 
employment in mines and steel mills.18 

Upon their arrival in the United States, the Carpatho-Russians were Eastern-
Rite Roman Catholics. Although they generally referred to themselves as 
pravoslavni (Orthodox), the Carpatho-Russian immigrants were Eastern Catholics 
who were known as either Greek Catholics or Ruthenian Catholics. Prior to the 
sixteenth century, the people of Carpatho-Russia had been Orthodox Christians. 
However, they were integrated into the Roman Catholic Church during the six
teenth century chiefly as a result of political changes. The Carpatho-Russians were 
permitted to retain their Orthodox liturgical traditions and many of their Orthodox 
religious customs. Among these was the practice of a married priesthood. How
ever, the bishops of these Eastern Catholic dioceses were under the ultimate au
thority of the Roman Catholic pope. Over the course of time, these Eastern 
Catholics were frequently referred to as "Uniates" to emphasize their union with 
the Roman Catholic Church.19 

The Carpatho-Russians were deeply religious people, and the immigrants 
sought to preserve their religious customs in the United States. Almost as soon as 
a significant number of immigrants settled in a particular city, they would band to
gether to establish a parish, seek out a priest, and construct a church building. 
However, their religious identity created a great problem for them. While they fol
lowed most Orthodox liturgical practices, they were not members of the Orthodox 
Church. Although they were known as Greek Catholics, they were generally not 
accepted by the Latin-Rite Catholics in the United States. At that time, the Roman 
Catholics in this country had little appreciation of the diversity in Roman Catholi
cism that had existed in Central and Eastern Europe for centuries. 

When the Carpatho-Russians began to organize their parishes, they usually en
countered opposition from Roman Catholic priests and bishops, who regarded the 
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Slavic immigrants with suspicion. Moreover, while there were many Carpatho-
Russian priests among the immigrants, there was no bishop. As a consequence of 
this, the Carpatho-Russian priests had been instructed by the bishops in their 
homeland to report to the local Roman Catholic bishops in America to receive per
mission to serve the immigrants. Generally, the Roman Catholic bishops either 
knew very little about the Eastern-Rite Catholics or had very little desire to en
courage Greek Catholic parishes in their diocese.20 

The difficulties between the Carpatho-Russians and the Roman Catholic 
Church in America became especially acute in the year 1890. Father Alexis Toth 
arrived in Minneapolis in that year to minister to the immigrants. Among his first 
tasks was to visit the local Roman Catholic bishop in order to receive canonical au
thority to undertake his ministry. The prelate, Archbishop John Ireland, was a hi-
erarch who was deeply committed to the Americanization of all immigrants. At 
that time, he had little appreciation of the Eastern European immigrants, whose 
desire was to retain their religious traditions and not to be rapidly assimilated into 
the American society.21 

The encounter between Father Alexis Toth and Archbishop John Ireland was of 
great importance. Difficulties began when Father Toth did not genuflect before the 
hierarch but only kissed his hand. When Archbishop Ireland learned that the priest 
was a Greek Catholic and that he was a widower, the bishop told Father Alexis that 
he had already written to Rome to protest the entrance of Greek Catholic priests 
into America. Furthermore, the archbishop refused to give Father Alexis permis
sion to serve the Carpatho-Russians in Minneapolis.22 

Father Alexis was a well-educated priest. Prior to his arrival in the United 
States, he had been the professor of canon law at the University of Presov. Believ
ing that the decision of Archbishop Ireland was in opposition to the rights of East
ern-Rite Catholics and an insult to the Carpatho-Russians, Father Alexis began to 
organize a parish in Minneapolis without formal permission from the Roman 
Catholic hierarchy in the United States.23 

When Archbishop Ireland instituted a lawsuit against Father Alexis and the 
Carpatho-Russian community, the devoted priest turned to the Orthodox Church. 
Father Alexis organized a committee and sent the members to San Francisco to 
speak with Bishop Vladimir (Sokolovsky) of the Russian Orthodox diocese of the 
Aleutian Islands and Alaska. Recognizing the desire of the Carpatho-Russians to 
return to the Orthodox Church of their ancestors, Bishop Vladimir traveled to 
Minneapolis and received Father Alexis Toth and the entire parish into the Russian 
Orthodox diocese on 25 March 1891. That day was not only the Festival of the An
nunciation of Mary, the Mother of God, but also the First Sunday of Lent, which is 
known as the Sunday of Orthodoxy. 

The action of Bishop Vladimir was formally recognized by the Holy Synod of 
the Church of Russia on 14 July 1892. A letter from Metropolitan Isidercof Nov
gorod and St. Petersburg stated: "The Ruling All Russian Holy Synod, becoming 
informed of the conversion re-uniting with the Holy Orthodox Church of the pas
tor and his faithful parishioners who emigrated from the Carpathian Mountains to 
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America, namely 361 Russian Uniates and their pastor, Father Alexis Toth, joy
fully raising their prayers in thanks to the Lord God upon the blessed occasion im
part Orthodox pastoral benediction upon the Reverend Toth and his parishioners, 
henceforth, Orthodox faithful."24 

After his entrance into the Russian Orthodox diocese, Father Alexis Toth trav
eled throughout the northeastern United States to encourage the Carpatho-Russian 
clergy and laity to return to the Orthodox Church. Through the direct efforts of Fa
ther Alexis, about twenty Carpatho-Russian parishes, which contained about 
29,000 faithful, entered the Orthodox Church. At the time of his death on 7 May 
1909, Father Alexis Toth was eulogized as the "father" of Orthodoxy in America.25 

This dramatic development caused the focus of the Russian Orthodox diocese 
of the Aleutian Islands and Alaska to shift from the Alaskan territory and San 
Francisco to the northeastern region of the United States. Under the leadership of 
Bishop Tikhon (Bellavin), the administrative center of the diocese was moved to 
New York City in 1905, chiefly because of the immigration and the return of the 
Carpatho-Russians to Orthodox Christianity. It has been estimated that as many as 
250,000 Eastern Catholics who migrated from various parts of Eastern Europe en
tered the Russian Orthodox diocese by 1914. The unwillingness of the Vatican to 
recognize the legitimate concerns of the Carpatho-Russians accelerated this 
process. Indeed, the publication of the papal bull Ea semper in 1907 and its de
mand that Eastern Catholic clergy in North America be celibate only aggravated 
the difficult situation.26 

The official United States government census figures reflect the dramatic de
velopment that occurred in the Russian Orthodox diocese. In the census of 1890, 
the diocese claimed to have 22 churches in Alaska and one in San Francisco.27 In 
the census of 1906, the number of parishes had risen to 59.28 Ten years later, in 
1916, the diocese claimed to have 164 churches.29 Perhaps as many as two-thirds 
of these parishes were located in the northeastern part of the United States and 
consisted of former Eastern Catholics. 

ARCHBISHOP TIKHON 

One of the most influential bishops of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese dur
ing this period was Archbishop Tikhon (Bellavin), who assumed its leadership in 
September 1898. When he arrived in the country, Archbishop Tikhon was the only 
Orthodox bishop in the United States. In his capacity as head of the diocese of the 
Aleutians and Alaska, he was responsible not only for the Orthodox Christians of 
the Alaskan territory but also for those throughout the United States who were part 
of the Russian mission. This meant that his flock was multilingual and multina
tional. His jurisdiction stretched from the East Coast to the West Coast. It included 
both Native Americans in Alaska and many of the immigrants in the major cities 
of the East who had accepted the oversight of the Russian Orthodox diocese. This 
included many Serbian, Syrian, Albanian, Romanian, and Bulgarian immigrants, 
who also began to establish parishes during this period.30 
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Archbishop Tikhon was responsible for providing both structure and direction 
to the Russian Orthodox diocese at a very critical period in its development. In 
order to be closer to the new immigrants, he received permission to transfer the see 
of the diocese to New York in 1905. Upon his recommendation, the name of the 
see had been changed to the diocese of the Aleutian Islands and North America in 
1900. It was raised to the status of an archdiocese in 1907. Under his leadership, 
St. Tikhon Monastery was established in South Canaan, Pennsylvania, and a sem
inary was established in Minneapolis for the training of priests, missionaries, and 
teachers. Archbishop Tikhon personally oversaw the construction of traditional, 
Russian-style church buildings in Chicago and New York. The Cathedral of St. 
Nicholas in New York, which is still standing today, was to be the center of the 
Russian Orthodox Archdiocese for decades to come. 

Archbishop Tikhon also authorized the publication in 1906 of a Service Book, 
containing an English translation of the liturgy, Sacraments, and selected other 
prayer services. With the translation provided by Isabel Hapgood, this classic 
text became a valuable tool for the use of English in the liturgical services for 
decades.31 

Archbishop Tikhon also had a vision for the developing church in America. He 
appears to have recognized that the Orthodox Church in the United States had the 
potential of becoming a truly indigenous church and not simply an extension of the 
Church of Russia. In 1905, he made a bold proposal for the creation of a unified 
American Church, which would have a number of diocesan bishops. These dioce
san bishops would have specific responsibility for particular ethnic groups. Writ
ing to the synod of the Church of Russia, he said: 

The diocese of North America must be reorganized into an Exarchate of the Church of Rus
sia. The diocese is not only multinational; it is composed of several Orthodox Churches 
which keep the unity of faith, but preserve their particularities in canonical structure, in 
liturgical rules, in parish life. These particularities are dear to them and can perfectly be tol
erated on the pan-Orthodox scene. . . . It should be remembered, however, that life in the 
New World is different from that of the old; our Church must take this into consideration; a 
greater autonomy (or possibly autocephaly) should, therefore, be granted to the Church of 
America as compared with other metropolitan sees of the Russian Church.32 

Archbishop Tikhon naturally assumed that the Church of Russia had jurisdic
tion over all Orthodox in America, a position that not all would accept even at that 
time. However, his bold proposal cannot be underestimated. It sought to create a 
single, united Orthodox Church that would be manifested in a united episcopacy. 
This united church would recognize its diverse membership and allow for differ
ences in customs and practices of the various ethnic groups. 

It would seem that Archbishop Tikhon had started to move in this direction 
when, in 1903, he requested that Father Innocent Pustynsky be consecrated in 
Russia as vicar for Alaska. A year later, Archbishop Tikhon and Bishop Innocent 
consecrated Father Raphael Hawaweeny as the bishop of Brooklyn, with special 
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responsibility for the Arab Orthodox immigrants. Plans were also made to elect 
diocesan bishops who would serve the specific needs of Serbians and Albani
ans.33 

Just prior to his departure from the United States, Archbishop Tikhon presided 
at the first All-American Council (Sobor) of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. 
Convened in Mayfield, Pennsylvania, in 1907, it brought together both clergy and 
lay representatives from the diocesan parishes, which then numbered about one 
hundred. The theme of the council was "How to Expand the Mission." While the 
council concerned itself with many practical matters, its structure and methodol
ogy were very significant. Under the leadership of Archbishop Tikhon, the coun
cil and its preparatory gatherings sought to establish a tradition of conciliarity that 
recognized the legitimate responsibilities of both the clergy and the laity. 

Prior to leaving the United States to return to Russia in 1907, Archbishop 
Tikhon preached a sermon that emphasized the importance of the Orthodox mis
sion in America: 

Orthodox people must care for the dissemination of the Orthodox faith among the hetero
dox. Christ the Savior said that men lighting a lamp do not put it under a bushel but on a 
stand, and it gives light to all in the house (Mat 5:15). The light of Orthodoxy also is not lit 
for a small circle of people. No, the Orthodox faith is catholic. It remembers the com
mandment of its founder: "Go into all the world . . ." Mat: 28:19. It is our obligation to 
share our spiritual treasures, our truth, our light and our joy with those who do not have 
these gifts.34 

Archbishop Tikhon left the United States because he had been elected the Arch
bishop of Iaroslav (1907-1914). After subsequently serving the see of Vilno 
(1914-1917), he was elected Metropolitan of Moscow. In the wake of World 
War I, he was elected to preside at the historic Church Council of 1917-1918. This 
council decided to restore the position of Patriarch of Moscow, which had been 
suppressed at the time of Peter the Great in 1700. With the Bolshevik revolution 
under way, at this council Tikhon was chosen by lot to become the new patriarch. 
Prior to his death in 1925, he steadfastly defended the church against the persecu
tions of the Bolsheviks. He was formally proclaimed a saint by the Church of Rus
sia in 1990.35 

OTHER ORTHODOX IMMIGRANTS 

The rapid increase of immigrants from Greece, Carpatho-Russia, the Balkans, 
and the Middle East, which began toward the end of the nineteenth century, 
changed the character of the early parishes and all subsequent parishes established 
during the first half of the twentieth century. The Pan-Orthodox character of the 
early parishes was lost as various immigrant groups established parishes to serve 
their particular needs. As the Orthodox immigrants began to settle in the various 
cities of the United States, it became common for the parishes to be established 
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along ethnic or linguistic lines. This phenomenon was commonplace not only 
among the Greeks and the Carpatho-Russians but also among the Serbians, Arabs, 
Bulgarians, Albanians, Romanians, and Ukrainians. 

A parish serving Serbian immigrants was established in 1894 in Jackson, Cali
fornia.36 At about the same time, a parish serving Arab immigrants came into ex
istence in Brooklyn, New York, in 1895.37 One for Bulgarians was established in 
1907 in Madison, Wisconsin.38 Another for Albanians was established in 1908 in 
Boston.39 A parish for Romanian immigrants was established in 1904 in Cleve
land, Ohio.40 As the numbers of immigrants of these groups increased, other 
parishes were rapidly established in many of the larger cities. 

The establishment of these ethnic parishes reflected the fact that each existed 
not only as a worshiping community but also as a center serving the cultural and 
social needs of the immigrants. In the midst of a new country, the immigrants 
found emotional support, assistance, and a part of their homeland within their 
churches. While these ethnic parishes served the immediate needs of the immi
grants and their children, they did little to promote cooperation and unity among 
all the Orthodox. 

Throughout the period of immigration up until 1921, the Russian Orthodox 
Archdiocese was the only Orthodox ecclesiastical jurisdiction and the Russian Or
thodox bishop was the only resident hierarch in the United States. As a conse
quence, many Orthodox immigrants who were not of Russian background 
accepted the authority of the Russian bishop in the United States. This was espe
cially true of the Serbs, Arabs, Albanians, and Romanians. In order to serve better 
the needs of these immigrants, the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese established a 
mission diocese with a bishop for Syrian immigrants in 1904. As we have noted, 
the first Orthodox bishop consecrated in the United States was Father Raphael 
Hawaweeny, a native of Damascus, Syria, who supervised the Arabic-speaking Or
thodox for about twenty years.41 Likewise, Father Stephen Dzubay was conse
crated a bishop, in 1916, especially to serve the Carpatho-Russian immigrants.42 

Plans were also made to consecrate a bishop to serve the Serbian parishes, but this 
never materialized. 

In much the same way that the Church of Russia and the Russian Empire acted 
as the protector of Orthodox Christianity throughout parts of Eastern Europe and 
the Middle East prior to the October revolution of 1917, so also the Russian Or
thodox Archdiocese viewed itself as the protector of Orthodoxy in the United 
States. Given the cultural, ethnic, and historical associations of the Old World, it 
was somewhat natural that many Carpatho-Russian, Syrian, Serbian, Albanian, 
and Romanian immigrants would associate their parishes with the Russian Ortho
dox archdiocese. 

The Greek immigrants did not follow the pattern that others did. Throughout the 
period of great immigration, there was very little contact between the Greek 
parishes and the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. Although some authors have 
maintained that all Orthodox in America accepted the authority of the Russian 
bishop prior to 1921, there is not sufficient evidence to support this claim.43 The 
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vast majority of the Greek parishes were organized without any contact with the 
Russian bishops in America. When a parish of Greek immigrants needed a priest, 
the parish leaders generally appealed to the ecclesiastical authorities, either Athens 
or Constantinople.44 Even the marriages of Greek immigrants in America often 
had to be approved by bishops in the homeland.45 

Having said this, however, it must also be stated that there is evidence of lim
ited cooperation between some Greek priests and the Russian Orthodox Archdio
cese. In the years prior to World War I, at least three priests of Greek background 
appear to have served under the jurisdiction of the Russian bishop. These priests 
were Father Michael Andreades, Father Kallinikos Kanellos, and Father Theo-
klitos Triantafilidis. Each of these had studied in Russia and spoke Russian as 
well as Greek. In the early part of the twentieth century, these priests served 
parishes in the western part of the United States that were composed of both 
Greeks and Slavs.46 

Some evidence also shows that a small number of Greek parishes turned to the 
Russian Orthodox Archdiocese for assistance prior to 1921. Specifically, the 
archives of the Russian Archdiocese contains letters from six Greek parishes that 
requested antimencia (altar cloths). Only one undated letter from this period was 
sent to the Russian Archdiocese from a Greek parish that was seeking a priest. 
These limited examples of Greek parishes that sought assistance from the Russian 
Orthodox Archdiocese are exceptions and not the norm.47 

Indeed, evidence indicates that the Russian Orthodox diocese recognized that 
the Greek priests and Greek Orthodox parishes were not part of its jurisdiction. 
On the parish listings of the Russian Orthodox diocese for 1906, the Greek Or
thodox parishes are not included. Furthermore, the document notes that in addi
tion to the listed clergymen, "there are several Greek priests who are under the 
Metropolitan of Athens but who, so far as Episcopal Ministrations are con
cerned, call upon the Orthodox Archbishop of North America."48 While this 
statement is ambiguous, it does indicate that the Russian Orthodox diocese rec
ognized that the Greek priests in America were not fully under its jurisdiction. In 
this regard, it should also be noted that the Greek parishes were not listed among 
those belonging to the Russian Orthodox jurisdiction in lists published in 1911 
andl918.49 

The Orthodox parishes of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were, 
for the most part, ethnic communities. Most of the earliest Orthodox parishes in 
the continental United States served all Orthodox immigrants or merchants with
out regard for ethnic background. However, as immigration increased in the three 
decades before World War I, it became common for Orthodox parishes to be orga
nized on an ethnic or linguistic basis. This practice reflected the fact that the parish 
was not only a worshiping community but also a center of social and cultural life. 
However, this practice did not contribute to a sense of Orthodox unity in America 
or Orthodox mission in America. 

While the various immigrant groups professed the same Orthodox faith and 
generally followed the same liturgical practices, there was very little evidence of 
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Orthodox unity or cooperation. In the absence of a bishop whose authority was 
recognized by all Orthodox groups and a single unifying ecclesiastical structure, 
isolation among the Orthodox groups became commonplace. When compounded 
by linguistic barriers and cultural suspicion, this isolation frequently led to a type 
of de facto division among the Orthodox. This division among the Orthodox 
groups would become more acute in the period following World War I. 
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EARLY DIOCESAN 
DEVELOPMENTS 

The Orthodox immigrants did not sever ties with their homeland. Although they 
lived in a new country, the immigrants were very much influenced by the political 
and ecclesiastical developments that occurred in their fatherlands during the late 
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. By means of ethnic newspapers, letters 
from relatives, and the reports of persons who recently arrived in America, the im
migrants were kept informed of all the events that occurred in their homelands be
fore, during, and after World War I. 

Political differences in Greece following World War I spread to the United 
States and had a profound impact upon the Greek immigrants, as well as upon 
their ecclesiastical life. Similarly, the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 and the events 
that followed it had a momentous impact upon both the immigrants from Russia 
and other parts of Eastern Europe as well as the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in 
America and the parishes associated with it. Having their roots in Eastern Euro
pean politics, fratricidal disputes, parish divisions, and schisms became the prin
cipal characteristics of Orthodox Christianity in the United States in the two 
decades following the conclusion of World War I. 

THE FOUNDING OF THE GREEK ORTHODOX 
ARCHDIOCESE 

The formal organization of the Greek Orthodox parishes in the United States 
began at a time when the people of Greece were seriously divided between the fol
lowers of King Constantine I and the followers of Prime Minister Eleftherios 
Venizelos.1 Following the assumption of power by Venizelos in 1917, Meletios 
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Metaxakis was elected Metropolitan of Athens. On 4 August 1918, the Holy 
Synod of the Church of Greece, under the presidency of Metropolitan Meletios, 
resolved to organize the Greek Orthodox parishes in America.2 

Having great interest in the American situation, Metropolitan Meletios traveled 
to the United States in order to oversee personally the organization of the parishes. 
Accompanied by Bishop Alexander (Demoglou) of Rodostolou, Father Chrysos-
tomos Papadopoulos, and Professor Amilkas Alevizatos of Athens, Metropolitan 
Meletios arrived in New York on 22 August 1918. Concerned with the need to es
tablish a central ecclesiastical authority for the American parishes, Metropolitan 
Meletios began to meet immediately after his arrival with prominent clergy and 
laypersons. The metropolitan recognized that there was a great need for a bishop 
in the United States who could act with authority to bring unity and direction to the 
parishes, which at that time numbered about 140. Before leaving the United States 
on 29 October 1918, therefore, Metropolitan Meletios appointed Bishop Alexan
der of Rodostolou as the synodical representative.3 

Bishop Alexander encountered severe difficulties from the very beginning of 
his administration. Although many Greek immigrants welcomed the presence of 
the bishop, others were firmly opposed to his leadership. This opposition was 
rooted in the struggle between the Royalists and the Venizelists, which divided not 
only the people of Greece but also the Greek immigrants in America. Both Metro
politan Meletios and Bishop Alexander were viewed by the Royalists as being 
closely associated with Venizelos and his republican political views. Therefore, the 
Royalists in America urged the priests to ignore the directives of the bishop, and 
they urged the faithful to disassociate themselves from priests who accepted the 
authority of the synodical representative. 

Although Bishop Alexander had remained in the United States with the inten
tion of uniting the Greek Orthodox parishes under his canonical authority, he 
rapidly discovered that many refused to accept his leadership. Politics, rather than 
canon law, had a greater influence upon the immigrants. A civil war among the 
Greek immigrants and division within the Greek Orthodox parishes had begun. 
This sad state of affairs would continue for about two decades. 

The situation in the United States became even more acute following political 
changes in Greece. After the defeat of the Venizelos party in the election of 1 No
vember 1920, the Royalists returned to power. Metropolitan Meletios was in
formed on 17 November 1920, in a letter from the minister of ecclesiastical affairs 
that Metropolitan Theokleitos was being restored to his see by royal order. Despite 
protests to Queen Olga and to the Ecumenical Patriarchate, Metropolitan Meletios 
was forced to vacate his residence. Still claiming to be the legitimate Metropolitan 
of Athens, he left Greece and traveled to the United States in February 1921. With
out regard for the decisions of the new Holy Synod of the Church of Greece, Met
ropolitan Meletios and Bishop Alexander continued to try to organize the Greek 
Orthodox parishes in America.4 

Despite the division between the Royalists and the Venizelists, which continued 
to deepen, and the opposition of the new Holy Synod of the Church of Greece, 
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Metropolitan Meletios and Bishop Alexander acted decisively to organize in a for
mal and legal manner the Greek Orthodox parishes in America. Through an en
cyclical dated 11 August 1921, Metropolitan Meletios called for the first Congress 
of Clergy and Laity of the parishes in America. This historic congress, held in 
New York on 13-15 September 1921, was the first time that clergy and lay repre
sentatives of the Greek Orthodox parishes from throughout the United States met 
together. The most important action of the congress was the establishment of the 
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of North and South America.5 

In order to give the new archdiocese a legal as well as an ecclesiastical author
ity, it was formally incorporated in the state of New York on 19 September 1921. 
According to the document of incorporation, the purposes of the archdiocese 
were: 

To edify the religious and moral life of the Greek Orthodox Christians in North and South 
America on the basis of Holy Scripture, the rules and canons of the Holy Apostles and of 
the Seven Ecumenical Councils of the ancient undivided Church as they are or shall be ac
tually interpreted by the Great Church of Christ in Constantinople and to exercise govern
ing authority over and to maintain advisory relations with Greek Orthodox Churches 
throughout North and South America and to maintain spiritual and advisory relations with 
synods and other governing authorities of the said Church located elsewhere.6 

New developments soon occurred in both America and Constantinople that fur
ther altered the direction of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese. Less than two 
months after the organization of the new archdiocese, Metropolitan Meletios was 
elected Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople on 25 November 1921.7 This dra
matic turn of events was to have a monumental effect upon Orthodox Christianity 
in America. Although Metropolitan Meletios was chosen to become patriarch at a 
time when the Church of Constantinople was beset with many problems, he con
tinued to have a profound concern for the Orthodox faithful in America. This is 
very clearly evident in his enthronement speech, which was delivered in the patri
archal Church of St. George on 8 February 1922. After reflecting upon the state of 
the Orthodox churches, the new patriarch spoke with much affection and with 
much vision for the church in America: 

I saw the largest and the best of the Orthodox Church in the diaspora, and I understood how 
exalted the name of Orthodoxy could be, especially in the great country of the United States 
of America, if more than two million Orthodox people there were united into the one 
Church organization, an "American Orthodox Church."8 

Less than a month after his enthronement, Meletios and the Holy Synod of the 
church of Constantinople decided on 1 March 1922 to revoke the statement of 
1908 that had placed the diaspora under temporary jurisdiction of the Church of 
Greece. Two months later, a new statement issued by Patriarch Meletios and the 
Holy Synod on 17 May 1922 canonically established the Orthodox Archdiocese of 
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North and South America as a province of the church of Constantinople. Bishop 
Alexander was subsequently appointed as the first archbishop.9 

POLITICS AND SCHISM 

The establishment of the archdiocese in 1921, the election of Metropolitan 
Meletios as Patriarch of Constantinople, and the decision to restore the American 
parishes to the jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate did not immediately di
minish the strife between the Royalists and the Venizelists in America. In fact, 
these great events may have contributed to further division. 

Prior to these developments, the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece acted to 
establish its authority over the Greek Orthodox parishes in America and to dimin
ish the authority of then-Metropolitan Meletios and Bishop Alexander. In 1921, 
the Holy Synod of the Church of Greece sent Metropolitan Germanos (Troianos) 
of Monemvasia and Lacedaemonos to be its exarch in the United States. The new 
exarch of the Church of Greece presented a serious challenge to the authority of 
Metropolitan Meletios and Bishop Alexander. Acting with the authority of both 
the Church of Greece and the government of Greece, Metropolitan Germanos 
sought to bring all priests and parishes under his authority.10 His presence, how
ever, only contributed to the division among the Greek Orthodox parishes. Metro
politan Germanos extended his authority over about fifty parishes during his brief 
stay in the United States.11 

As a consequence of improved relations between the Patriarchate of Constan
tinople and the Church of Greece, Metropolitan Germanos was recalled in 1923. 
With his return to Greece, the formal division of the Greek Orthodox in America 
into two rival ecclesiastical jurisdictions should have come to an end. But it did 
not. The division between the Royalists and the Venizelists in the United States 
persisted and also continued to manifest itself in the parishes. Under the leadership 
of Royalists, a small number of parishes continued to oppose the authority of 
Archbishop Alexander and the three newly consecrated bishops of the archdio
cese: Bishop Philaret (loannides) of Chicago, Bishop Joachim (Alexopoulos) of 
Boston, and Bishop Kallistos (Papageorgakopoulos) of San Francisco.12 

The schismatic movement was reinvigorated with the arrival in the United 
States in 1923 of Metropolitan Vasilios (Komvopoulos) of Chaldea. A strong sup
porter of the Royalist cause, this hierarch refused to accept his recent appointment 
as Metropolitan of Chaldea. Upon arriving in the United States, the metropolitan 
went to Lowell, Massachusetts, where the representatives of thirteen Royalist 
parishes proclaimed him to be the head of the autocephalous metropolis of Amer
ica and Canada. Although the Ecumenical Patriarchate deposed Vasilios on 10 
May 1924, he continued his activity in the United States and was viewed by the 
Royalists as a martyred hero. His qualities as a preacher, liturgist, and administra
tor aided him in his struggle against the authority of the canonical archdiocese.13 

The introduction of the new calendar (revised Julian) in 1923 further aggravated 
the division in America. Following the lead of its mother church and in harmony 
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with the Church of Greece, the canonical archdiocese adopted the new calendar 
and abandoned the old Julian calendar, which was thirteen days "behind." This 
change, however, did not affect the manner of reckoning the date of Pascha 
(Easter). The rival metropolis under the leader of Metropolitan Vasilios retained 
the use of the old calendar. Thus, in addition to their political stance, the Royalist 
parishes also had an ecclesiastical issue to employ in their struggle against the 
archdiocese and patriarchate. The political views of the Royalists were merged 
with the religious views of the "old-calendarists," and the union led to the increase 
of hostility. Among the Slavic Orthodox, the old calendar (Julian) generally con
tinued to be followed both in this country and abroad.14 

The division among the Greek Orthodox parishes continued without resolution 
until 1930. On 9 April of that year, Patriarch Photios II of Constantinople, with the 
support of Archbishop Chrysostomos of Athens, appointed Metropolitan Damas-
kinos (Papandreou) of Corinth as exarch to America.15 Having visited the United 
States in 1928 to collect the money for victims of the earthquake in Corinth, the 
metropolitan was well aware of the grave problems that afflicted the Greek Ortho
dox Archdiocese and its parishes. Following his arrival on 20 May 1930, Metro
politan Damaskinos began a series of meetings with clergy and laypersons. Being 
a highly respected hierarch who was admired for both his deep faith and his ad
ministrative ability, Metropolitan Damaskinos found support among many persons 
of both political persuasions. In accordance with his instructions, he formulated 
proposals to resolve the difficult situation and submitted these to the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate. 

Based upon these recommendations, the Patriarchate, in cooperation with the 
Church of Greece, made two major decisions. First, Archbishop Alexander was re
lieved of his responsibilities. He was to be replaced by Metropolitan Athenagoras 
(Spirou) of Kerkyra, who was elected Archbishop of America on 13 August 1930. 
Second, all the bishops in America who had been involved in the dispute would be 
reassigned to new sees. Only Bishop Kallistos of San Francisco was permitted to 
remain in the United States to assist the new archbishop. While all the difficulties 
that afflicted the Greek Orthodox parishes in America were not resolved at once, 
these decisions provided a basis upon which reconciliation could take place.16 

THE IMPACT OF THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION 

The Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in America was also gravely afflicted by 
difficulties resulting from the political developments occurring in Europe follow
ing World War I. As we have seen, in the four decades prior to the war, the Rus
sian Orthodox Archdiocese underwent a period of remarkable growth as a result 
of immigration and the return of Carpatho-Russian immigrants to the Orthodox 
Church. In addition to the parishes of these immigrants, the archdiocese also in
cluded a small number of parishes composed of either Arab, Serbian, Romanian, 
Albanian, or Bulgarian immigrants. Having about one hundred parishes in the 
continental United States by 1917, the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese had also 
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established a number of institutions. Among these were the Theological Seminary 
in Minneapolis (1905); Saint Tikhon Monastery in South Canaan, Pennsylvania 
(1906); and the Holy Annunciation College for Women in Brooklyn, New York 
(1915).17 

Following the revolution of 1917, however, the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese 
in America was thrust into economic and administrative chaos. The victory of the 
Bolsheviks, the disestablishment of the church, and the persecution of Patriarch 
Tikhon and the other hierarchs of the canonical church were the principal events 
that had a profound impact upon the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in America, 
its constituent parishes, and the immigrant faithful. 

The stability that the archdiocese enjoyed prior to the revolution was rooted in 
the intimate relations that it had with both the imperial government and the Church 
of Russia. Following the revolution, the relationship with the state was severed, 
and the relationship with the patriarchate was strained and eventually broken. 
Without the financial support that had come from the old imperial government and 
without reliable communication with the Patriarchate of Moscow, the Russian Or
thodox Archdiocese became afflicted with financial difficulties, internal dissen
sion, and schism.18 

Beginning during the war years, the voices of political dissent could be heard 
within the immigrant communities of the Russians in America. While most Rus
sian Orthodox immigrants accepted the reality of the Russian monarchy and the 
relationship between the church and the imperial government, there was a small 
but vocal minority who publicly advocated socialistic principles. They also chal
lenged the authority of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in America, which they 
viewed as the representative of the imperial government. The Russian Socialist 
Party, which was associated with the American Socialist Party, had chapters in 
most of the major cities of the United States where there was a sizable number of 
Russian immigrants. At its first convention in 1915, there were eighteen chapters 
with about 300 members. Within only two years, the membership had more than 
doubled in size. The meetings of the local chapters were usually held on Sunday 
morning and featured lecturers who spoke not only in favor of socialistic princi
ples but also against the church. With the coming of the revolution of 1917, these 
dissidents became even more critical of the clergy and hierarchy of the Russian 
Orthodox Archdiocese in America.19 

As a direct consequence of the Bolshevik victory in Russia, the Russian Ortho
dox Archdiocese in America was plunged into a twofold crisis of leadership and 
financial instability that was complicated by the activities of the political dissi
dents. On the eve of the revolution, Archbishop Evdokim (Meschersky), the pri
mate of the archdiocese, left the United States to attend the All-Russian Council, 
which opened on 15 August 1917. Prior to his departure, the archbishop had en
trusted the administration of the archdiocese to Bishop Alexander (Nemolovsky) 
of Canada. Following the council and the revolution, Archbishop Evdokim never 
returned to America. He subsequently joined the Living Church movement in 
1922. When the report reached America that the archbishop would not return, a 
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council of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese was held on 12-15 February 1919 
in Cleveland, Ohio. At this council, Bishop Alexander was formally elected the 
ruling archbishop of the archdiocese. However, his election was not confirmed by 
Patriarch Tikhon of Moscow until 27 August 1920.20 

Despite his good intention, Archbishop Alexander was not able to bring har
mony to the archdiocese, which was plagued by dissension and financial instabil
ity. Prior to the revolution, the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in America had 
received its financial support from the imperial government. In the year 1916, for 
example, $550,000 was received of the $1 million that had been requested. With 
the Bolshevik victory, however, all financial aid from Russia ended. Moreover, by 
1919, the archdiocese had a debt that exceeded $200,000. In an effort to reduce the 
debt and to pay clergy salaries, Archbishop Alexander weakened his position by 
making some poor financial decisions. He resorted to making additional loans and 
to mortgaging church property. Both of these actions were not approved by many 
laypersons and priests, who began to charge the archbishop with gross misman
agement. 

Recognizing that the situation was beyond his control, Archbishop Alexander 
resigned his position on 7 June 1921 and turned over the administration of the 
archdiocese to Metropolitan Platon (Rozhdestvensky), who had recently returned 
to the United States as a refugee. Archbishop Alexander left America for Europe 
on 20 June 1920. After spending some time in Constantinople and on Mount 
Athos, he was appointed archbishop of Brussels and Belgium.21 

The Third Council of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese was held 5-9 Novem
ber 1922 in Pittsburgh. Recognizing the decision of Archbishop Alexander, the 
delegates elected Metropolitan Platon as ruling hierarch of the archdiocese and in
vested him with the title Metropolitan of All America and Canada. Well known by 
many of the delegates, Metropolitan Platon had been archbishop of the archdio
cese from 1907 to 1914. He became archbishop of Kishinev and Khotin in Russia 
in 1914 and was subsequently made Metropolitan of Kherson and Odessa. With 
the defeat of the White Army during the Russian civil war, Metropolitan Platon 
left Russian and went to Constantinople. There, he joined with other exiled bish
ops in establishing the Highest Russian Church Administration Abroad in 1920. 
He had returned to the United States initially to seek the support of the American 
government against the Bolsheviks.22 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INDEPENDENT 
METROPOLIA 

The authority of Metropolitan Platon was not recognized by all. Following the 
departure of Archbishop Alexander, Bishop Stephen (Dzubay) of Pittsburgh 
claimed that he was the rightful primate of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. He 
charged that Patriarch Tikhon had not formally approved the transfer of Metropol
itan Platon to America. Indeed, there was no formal documentation of the ap
pointment of Metropolitan Platon. However, most believed that Patriarch Tikhon 
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had given his oral permission for the appointment of Metropolitan Platon through 
a representative of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese who had been in Moscow in 
1922. Bishop Stephen, however, did not accept this and became the leader of ap
proximately sixty Carpatho-Russian parishes, which for a number of years had re
fused to recognize the authority of Metropolitan Platon.23 

Another serious challenge to the authority of Metropolitan Platon came from 
the representatives of the Living Church movement in the United States. Begin
ning 1922-1923, a group of clergy sought to gain control of the Moscow Patriar
chate with the covert support of the Soviet government. This schismatic group, 
which came to be known as the Renovated or Living Church, received the support 
of some bishops and began to introduce ecclesiastical reforms. Chief among these 
was the introduction of a married episcopacy. Hierarchs of the Living Church con
secrated Father John Kedrovsky as their archbishop of America on 9 October 1923 
in Moscow. He was a married priest from America and had been suspended in 
1918 by Archbishop Alexander. Following his return to the United States, he be
came the leader of about twenty priests and a small number of faithful.24 

With formal documentation from the Living Church synod in Moscow, Arch
bishop John Kedrovsky sought to take control of the Russian Orthodox parishes in 
the United States through the process of litigation. Although he was generally un
successful in his legal efforts, he did manage to gain control of the historic St. 
Nicholas Cathedral in New York City by a court decision in 1926. The control of 
the cathedral remained in the hands of his followers until 1943. This court decision 
was a critical blow to the authority and prestige of Metropolitan Platon.25 

During the course of his struggle against the dissident cleric, Metropolitan Pla
ton received a letter from Patriarch Tikhon dated 16 January 1924 that was to have 
great impact upon Russian Orthodoxy in the United States. The letter declared: 

As we have data proving that the Metropolitan of North America has engaged in public acts 
of counterrevolution directed against the Soviet Power and of harmful consequences to the 
Orthodox Church, Metropolitan Platon will be dismissed from the government of the North 
American Diocese from the day on which this present decree is announced to him. 
The choice of a candidate for the North American Hierarchical See will be the object of 
special discussion. It will be his duty personally to announce this decision to Metropolitan 
Platon and to take over from him all the Church property, governing the North American 
Diocese according to special instructions which will be given to him. Metropolitan Platon 
will be invited to come to Moscow to put himself at the disposal of the Patriarch.26 

Not long after this decree was made public, the Fourth Council of the Russian 
Orthodox Archdiocese was held in Detroit 2-4 April 1924. The delegates were 
confronted with the serious dissension in the archdiocese, the threat of the Living 
Church movement, and the recent patriarchal decree. In the light of all of this, the 
delegates made two major decisions. First, the delegates reconfirmed the election 
of Metropolitan Platon as ruling hierarch of the archdiocese. Second, the delegates 
resolved "to declare the Russian Orthodox Church in America a self-governed 
Church so that it be governed by its own elected Archbishop by means of a Coun-
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cil of Bishops, a council of those elected by the clergy and laity, and periodic 
Councils of the entire American Church."27 The delegates also stipulated that 
"spiritual contact and communion" with the Church of Russia should not be bro
ken despite the decision to break administrative ties. From this time, the Russian 
Orthodox archdiocese of North America and the Aleutian Islands came to be 
known formally as the Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church or, simply, the 
Metropolia.28 

The decision of the delegates at the council of 1924 to proclaim the Russian Or
thodox Archdiocese to be autonomous was not an easy one. Yet, it was made by 
them with the belief that the Patriarchate of Moscow was not in a position to over
see the dioceses outside Russia at that time and with the hope that the action would 
strengthen the position of Metropolitan Platon against the activity of schismatic 
groups. 

In order to substantiate their decision, the delegates based their action upon a 
decree issued by Patriarch Tikhon on 20 November 1920. This decree provided in
struction for diocesan bishops to follow in the event that communication with the 
patriarchate was severed because of the Russian civil war. While the decree was 
not designed to deal with dioceses outside Russia, it became a basis for the dra
matic action of the Metropolia.29 

The council of 1924 helped to strengthen the position of Metropolitan Platon, 
but it did not prevent further divisions. Within ten years of the council, two signif
icant events occurred. 

First, the Russian Orthodox Synod Outside of Russia, also known as the 
Karlovtsy Synod or the Synod Abroad, established a rival diocese in the United 
States in 1927. Composed initially of about twenty parishes, this diocese was led 
by Archbishop Apollinary (Koshevoy), who had been at one time a vicar bishop of 
Metropolitan Platon. Made up of bishops who fled Russia after the civil war, the 
Karlovtsy Synod claimed jurisdiction over the entire Russian diaspora. Both in 
Western Europe and in America, this diocese attracted those Russians emigres 
who were loyal to the monarchy and looked forward to the destruction of the Com
munist regime in the Soviet Union. 

As a church organization, the Karlovtsy Synod Abroad was formally established 
by White Russian clergy and laity who fled their homeland in the wake of the 
Communist revolution and Russian civil war. In the company of thousands of 
refugees, some Russian bishops who had abandoned their dioceses in Russia fled 
to Constantinople in 1920. The Patriarchate of Constantinople provided assistance 
for these refugees in its schools, orphanages, and hospitals. On 20 December 
1920, the patriarchate granted the Russian clergy limited canonical authority to 
minister to the refugees in the Archdiocese of Constantinople. Based upon this, the 
emigre bishops established an organization known as the Highest Ecclesiastical 
Administration of the Russian Church Abroad in Constantinople in 1921.30 

Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of Kiev, the leader of the exile bishops, 
decided to move the organization to Sremsky-Karlovtsy in Serbia in 1921 at the in
vitation of the Patriarch of Serbia. On 18 August 1921, the Church of Serbia per-
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mitted the exile Russian clergy to establish their administration within the canon
ical boundaries of the Church of Serbia and under its supervision. At Sremski-
Karlovtsy, the Russian exiles held a council in 1921. There they called for the 
restoration of the Romanov monarchy in Russia. They also urged the European na
tions to arm the exiles so that they could return to Russia and overthrow the Com
munists.31 

Recognizing the extreme political character of the administration, the belea
guered Patriarch Tikhon of Moscow and the synod of the Church of Russia de
nounced the statements of the Karlovtsy Council and formally abolished the 
administration in a letter dated 22 April (5 May) 1922.32 

The exile bishops accepted the decision, but they established a Temporary Epis
copal Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad in 1922. This new organi
zation was established on the basis of the 1920 decree of Patriarch Tikhon. As we 
have noted, this decree addressed the situation of dioceses in Russia that lost touch 
with the patriarchate during the civil war. The decree permitted the temporary as
sociation of neighboring diocesan bishops in Russia to deal with church affairs 
until normal communications were restored with the patriarchate. While the de
cree was not intended to apply to their situation, the exiled Russian bishops used 
this document to justify their new organization and to circumvent the earlier deci
sion of Patriarch Tikhon. 

In the period prior to his death, the beleaguered Patriarch Tikhon appears to 
have authored another document that opposed the activities of the emigre bishops. 
Known as the Last Testament, the document appeared after the death of Patriarch 
Tikhon on 25 March (7 April) 1925. Here, the patriarch clearly opposed the exis
tence and action of the Karlovtsy Synod in no uncertain terms.33 

The members of the Karlovtsy Synod refused to have any type of relationship 
with the Patriarchate of Moscow after 1927. They held that the official church in 
Russia had become a tool of the Communist regime. Thus, they forcefully af
firmed the conviction that their jurisdiction was the authentic Russian Orthodox 
Church "in Exile."34 

Second, Metropolitan Benjamin (Fedchenkov) came to the United States in 
1933 as the exarch of the Moscow Patriarchate. After Metropolitan Platon refused 
to profess loyalty to the Soviet government as had been requested, Metropolitan 
Benjamin was appointed Archbishop of the Aleutian Islands and North America 
by Metropolitan Sergius, the acting locum tenens of the Patriarchate of Moscow, 
on 22 Nove nber 1933. This followed the formal suspension of Metropolitan Pla
ton, which occurred on 16 August 1933. While only a few parishes initially joined 
the "exarchate" under Metropolitan Benjamin, he claimed to be the legal and 
canonical representative of the Patriarchate of Moscow. This diocese attracted 
those who believed that the Russian Orthodox Church in America had to maintain 
a canonical relationship with the Patriarchate of Moscow.35 

By 1933, therefore, the Russian Orthodox in America were tragically divided. 
Four major Russian Orthodox jurisdictions claimed to be the rightful and legiti
mate successor of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese that existed in America prior 
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to the Russian revolution of 1917 and that traced its origin to the Alaskan mission. 
In terms of size, these were the Metropolia, the exarchate of the Moscow Patriar
chate, the diocese of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad, and the diocese asso
ciated with the Living Church movement. Each of these four jurisdictions had very 
different perspectives on the relationship of the Russian Orthodox Church in 
America to the Church in Russia. 

THE ANTIOCHIAN ORTHODOX ARCHDIOCESE 

The development of a separate jurisdiction for Arab Orthodox was accompanied 
by many peculiar features. As early as 1904, Bishop Raphael (Hawaweeny) had 
been consecrated to care for the Arab immigrants within the Russian Orthodox 
Archdiocese, a task begun as early as 1896. However, after 1915, the visiting Met
ropolitan Germanos (Shehadi) of Zahle in the Patriarchate of Antioch sought to 
draw the immigrants away from the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. His followers, 
known as Antacky (pro-Antiochian), were opposed to the leadership of Bishop Afti-
mios (Ofiech), the successor of Bishop Raphael. They were known as Russy (pro-
Russian). The former controlled about eighteen parishes, and the latter about forty.36 

The Patriarchate of Antioch directly entered the situation in 1922, when it dis
patched its first official observer, Metropolitan Gerasimos (Messara). He conse
crated Archbishop Victor (Abo-Assaley) as the first bishop of the Syrian 
(Antiochian) Orthodox Archdiocese in 1924. Division among the Arab-speaking 
immigrants continued, however. In 1936, two rival groups of Russian bishops con
secrated Archbishop Antony (Bashir) in New York and Archbishop Samuel 
(David) in Toledo, Ohio. The Patriarchate of Antioch eventually recognized both 
bishops and their parishes and permitted the two jurisdictions to function side by 
side. This situation remained in effect until a unified Antiochian Orthodox Chris
tian Archdiocese was established in 1975.37 

OTHER PARALLEL DIOCESES 

The internal difficulties that afflicted the Greek Orthodox, Russian Orthodox, 
and Antiochian Orthodox in this country, combined with a growing sense of na
tionalism among the immigrants, had a profound impact upon the other Orthodox 
parishes and ethnic groups. 

The Patriarchate of Constantinople claimed authority over the developing 
church in America on the basis of canon law and ancient ecclesiastical practices. 
However, the tremendous difficulties that the Greek immigrants experienced 
throughout the early decades of this century demanded the full attention of the pa
triarchate. This meant that the patriarchate was not in a position to deal with the 
various other Orthodox immigrant groups and to unite them into a single ecclesi
astical province as had been envisioned by Patriarch Melitios in 1922. 

As we have seen, the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese had made an attempt to 
gather the Serbian, Syrian, Romanian, Bulgarian, and Albanian immigrants and 
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their parishes under its authority during the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen
turies. Leaders such as Archbishop Tikhon attempted to devise a creative plan that 
would recognize ethnic differences but also maintain administrative unity among 
the Orthodox undei the aegis of the Church of Russia. 

However, the emphasis upon Russian nationalism and the attempts at Russifi-
cation advocated by some leaders of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese, such as 
Metropolitan Evdokim (Mischersky), combined with a sense of nationalism 
among the other immigrants, provided a basis for alienation between the Russian 
and non-Russian members of the archdiocese. This was further compounded by 
the difficulties that the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese experienced in the wake of 
the Russian revolution. 

The Serbian parishes, which numbered about thirty-six, were organized into a 
diocese by the Patriarchate of Serbia in 1921. From 1920 to 1921, these parishes 
received leadership from Bishop Nikolaj (Velimirovich). Their first formal resi
dent bishop was Mardarije (Uskokovich), who was assigned in 1927.38 

The Romanians, with about forty parishes at the time, entered into a relationship 
with the Archbishop of Sibiu in Romania in 1923 and were organized into a dio
cese in 1930 by the Patriarchate of Bucharest. Bishop Polycarp (Morusca) was as
signed to be the resident bishop in 1935.39 

The Albanians, with three parishes, were organized into a diocese associated 
with the Church of Albania by Metropolitan Theophan (Noli) in 1932. As a priest, 
Father Noli had begun to organize the Albanian immigrants as early as 1908. Al
though he was elected a bishop in 1918, he was not consecrated until 1923 in Al
bania. Bishop Theofan permanently returned to the United States in 1931.40 

The Bulgarians, with only five parishes, established a relationship with their 
mother church in 1922 and were finally organized into a diocese by the Church of 
Bulgaria in 1938. The diocese was led initially by Bishop Audrey (Velichky).41 

Ukrainian immigrants, considering themselves ethnically and linguistically dis
tinct from both Russians and Carpatho-Russians, organized parishes, especially 
after 1918. These Ukrainian immigrants came from Galicia, a non-Hungarian 
province of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire. When they arrived in America, most 
were Eastern-Rite Roman Catholics whose union with Rome dated from the 
Union of Brest in 1596. Like many of the Carpatho-Russians, a number of 
Ukrainians began to join the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese after their arrival in 
this country. Because of their growing sense of Ukrainian nationalism as well as 
the unwillingness of some Russian Orthodox leaders to recognize legitimate di
versity in liturgical language and customs, the Ukrainian parishes gradually began 
to separate from the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. In 1924, they organized an 
independent diocese under the leadership of Father John Theodorovich. He 
claimed to have been consecrated a bishop in Kiev. However, because of a question 
related to the status of those who consecrated him, Father John Theodorovich's or
dination as a bishop was not recognized by other Orthodox churches. Because of 
this, the clergy and parishes associated with him had little contact with other Or
thodox jurisdictions.42 
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The Ecumenical Patriarchate acted to establish a diocese for Ukrainian parishes 
and Carpatho-Russian parishes that left the Roman Catholic Church and entered 
Orthodoxy. The Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the United States, with about fifty 
parishes, was established in 1931. Under the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate of 
Constantinople, Father Bogdan Spilka was consecrated as its bishop in 1937.43 The 
American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic diocese was established in 
1938 with Bishop Orestes (Chornock) as its bishop. At that time it contained about 
forty parishes.44 

Writing in 1927, Archbishop Aftimios of Brooklyn emphasized the tragic con
sequences of the lack of jurisdictional unity when he said: 

With a possible three million or even greater number of communicants residing in North 
America, the Holy Eastern Orthodox Catholic and Apostolic Church should be one of the 
major religious bodies in America. That it is not is due solely to the failure of its responsi
ble leaders to come together as one Orthodox Catholic body for the organization of the 
Church in this country.... Though the Orthodox Church boasts a litany in her daily Divine 
Services beseeching God "for the peace of the Churches and the union of them all," she is 
herself in America the most outstanding example of the disastrous effects of disunion, dis
order, secret strife, and open warfare that this country of divided and warring sects can 
offer.45 

The concerns of Archbishop Aftimios and others led to an attempt to establish 
the Holy Eastern Orthodox Catholic and Apostolic Church in North America in 
1927. Known popularly as the American Orthodox Catholic Church, this jurisdic
tion was designed initially to bring greater unity to a number of ethnic dioceses 
and to have special concern for Orthodox faithful born in America who were pri
marily English-speaking. Its organization had the formal support of Metropolitan 
Platon of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese and the five other bishops of that ju
risdiction. Much of the direction for the new jurisdiction came from Father Boris 
Burden and Father Michael Gelsinger. They had a genuine concern for making the 
Orthodox Church better known within American society. They were also con
cerned with the fact that many Orthodox young people were being attracted to the 
Roman Catholic Church and the Episcopal Church. 

Despite the noble intentions of some of those involved in the new jurisdiction, 
it never received recognition from any of the mother churches. It also became af
flicted with internal divisions. Metropolitan Platon of the Russian Orthodox 
Metropolia eventually distanced himself from the new organization. This led to se
rious tensions between him and Archbishop Aftimios. 

In an effort to bolster the status of the new jurisdiction, Archbishop Aftimios 
began to consecrate others to the episcopacy. Father Sophronios Bashira was con
secrated bishop of Los Angeles in 1928. Father Joseph Zuk was consecrated a 
bishop in 1932 and served about twelve Ukrainian parishes, which returned to Or
thodoxy from Roman Catholicism. Father Ignatius Nichols was also consecrated 
bishop of Washington in 1932. He eventually disassociated himself from Arch-
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bishop Aftimios and became associated with other church groups claiming to be 
related to the Orthodox Church. After losing a court battle to Metropolitan Platon 
over control of his cathedral in Brooklyn in 1932, Archbishop Aftimios had few 
supporters. The plans for a unified church fell victim to the same tensions and con
flicts that afflicted the ethnic dioceses in the 1930s.46 

The difficulties attendant to the development of these parallel diocesan juris
dictions were great. With each wave of immigration, the disputes of the Old World 
often were manifested in the church life of the Orthodox in America. Although 
they were united in the same faith, the Orthodox were divided into numerous ec
clesiastical jurisdictions. The establishment of these ethnic or even political dio
ceses, rather than genuine territorial dioceses, may have served the short-term 
needs of the immigrants. The practice, however, contravened traditional Orthodox 
polity and canon law. 

These developments in America came a little more than fifty years after a his
toric council in Constantinople in 1872 dealt with very similar concerns. In the 
midst of the development of new regional autocephalous churches in the Balkans, 
this council condemned "ethnophylitism," sometimes translated as nationalism or 
tribalism, as a basis for the organization of the church. The council affirmed that 
the church in each place must be organized in such a manner that it includes all the 
believers in a particular region regardless of their ethnic or linguistic differences. 
A diocese or even a collection of dioceses by very definition, therefore, cannot be 
created to serve only a particular racial or ethnic group of believers to the exclu
sion of other believers. On the contrary, in order to reflect the gospel, which calls 
all to unity in Christ, a diocese must bring together all the believers in a given ter
ritory without regard to their specific particularities.47 

The decision of this council simply reflected traditional Orthodox teachings re
garding the church and its bishops. According to Orthodox canon law, it is ex
pected that there be one bishop in each city or region, that this bishop serve all the 
Orthodox in his territory, that the bishops of a given province form a synod, and 
that one among them be recognized as the primate. As the head of a diocese, each 
bishop is meant to be a sign of unity.48 

The period after World War I saw the Orthodox in America subdivided into a 
number of ecclesiastical jurisdictions. While these jurisdictions were structured as 
dioceses or archdioceses, each served a particular ethnic group. Although they 
were united in the same faith, they were tragically divided in a very real way. 
Clearly, there was an absence of true administrative unity, which should have re
flected their unity in faith. From that time onward, the Orthodox appeared to give 
the impression that there was a variety of Orthodox denominations. Referring to 
this development, Father John Meyendorff says: 

The multiplicity of jurisdictions is the fruit of the religious nationalism which was so wide
spread between the two World Wars. This nationalism found fertile ground in certain as
pects of the American social structure In the case of the Orthodox, religious nationalism 
imported from Europe was superimposed on the American social strata. The result is that 
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often the "Russian Orthodox" is thought to belong to a different denomination from the 
"Greek Orthodox."49 

By 1933, there were at least twelve separate Orthodox jurisdictions in the 
United States. All claimed to profess the same Orthodox faith. But, there was 
very little contact or practical cooperation among them. This peculiar pattern of 
multiple and parallel ecclesiastical jurisdictions was alien to traditional Orthodox 
practice and contrary to canon law. However, the unparalleled immigration of Or
thodox to America, combined with linguistic differences, cultural barriers, and 
Old World differences, led to the establishment of dioceses and archdioceses that 
gathered together the parishes serving the needs of particular ethnic groups. By 
1933, the existence of parallel ethnic dioceses had become an unfortunate but 
characteristic feature of American Orthodoxy. 
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5 
PROPOSALS FOR 
JURISDICTIONAL 
COOPERATION 

The period of diocesan development was a time when the various Orthodox auto
cephalous churches of Europe and the Middle East sought to organize and unite 
their parishes into dioceses or archdioceses headed by a recognized bishop. This 
generally took place at a time when the American Orthodox were greatly influenced 
by political developments in the old countries. While the majority of the parishes re
sponded to the initiates of the mother churches, some refused to accept these assoc
iations. By 1933, there existed at least twelve separate ecclesiastical jurisdictions 
serving, for the most part, the needs of particular ethnic groups. Some jurisdictions 
were associated with one of the autocephalous churches, and others were not. Al
though all the Orthodox claimed to profess the same faith and observe the same 
sacramental life, there were little regular contact and cooperation among them. 

During the 1930s and 1940s a number of Orthodox leaders began to recognize 
the irregular status and the tragic consequences of the de facto disunity that afflicted 
the Orthodox in America. While there was no doctrinal issue dividing the various 
Orthodox jurisdictions, the role of language, politics, and Old World suspicions had 
provided a basis for estrangement. As a remedy for this situation, these leaders 
began to advocate the need for greater contacts among Orthodox clergy and laity of 
all jurisdictions, and they proposed a number of practical means for cooperation. 

THE SEMINARY PROPOSAL 

Archbishop Athenagoras (Spirou) arrived in New York on 24 February 1931 to 
take up his responsibilities as the new primate of the Greek Orthodox Archdio
cese. Coming from the position as Metropolitan of Corfu, Athenagoras was se-
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lected by the Ecumenical Patriarchate and given the mandate to heal the bitter di
vision of the Greek immigrants in America. The wounds between the Royalists 
and the Venizelists continued to afflict many parishes.1 

The new Greek Orthodox archbishop quickly learned that the old disputes 
among the Greek immigrants would not be the only problem he would have to 
face. His attempts to heal divisions among the Greek Orthodox parishes would be 
greatly affected by the fact that there was little cooperation among the Orthodox 
jurisdictions. This lack of cooperation provided the basis for some serious diffi
culties involving parishes and clergy. 

Slightly less that two years after his arrival, Archbishop Athenagoras had his au
thority challenged by Archbishop Apollinary (Koshevoy) of the Russian Orthodox 
Synod Abroad. The Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad claimed to have suspended 
Metropolitan Platon of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese in 1927. A year earlier, 
Metropolitan Platon had rejected the authority of this synod of emigre bishops 
over the Russian diaspora. In order to challenge his authority, the Synod Abroad 
established a parallel jurisdiction in 1927 and appointed Bishop Apollinary as its 
head. While the extreme monarchial politics of this group and its scheme to unite 
all Russians outside the Soviet Union were repudiated by most of the members of 
the Russian Orthodox Metropolia in America at that time, a small number of 
parishes aligned themselves with Bishop Apollinary. 

Bishop Apollinary also apparently envisioned the enlargement of his jurisdic
tion through the inclusion of Greek Orthodox parishes that opposed the leadership 
of Archbishop Athenagoras and the use of the new calendar (revised Gregorian) by 
the archdiocese. By 1932, Bishop Apollinary reportedly ordained to the priesthood 
three Greek immigrants. There was also some indication that the Russian Ortho
dox Synod Abroad (the Karlovtsy Synod) planned to consecrate a bishop to serve 
the needs of the dissident Greek Orthodox parishes. Bishop Apollinary's actions 
were based upon his view that the Greek Orthodox parishes were rightly under the 
jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Church in America since the days of the 
Alaskan mission.2 

The initial difficulties between the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and the Rus
sian Orthodox Synod Abroad subsided following the death of Bishop Apollinary 
in 1933. Indeed, it would seem that the relationship between Archbishop 
Athenagoras and the new head of the Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad diocese, 
Archbishop Vitaly (Maximenko), was quite cordial. However, this did not end the 
interjurisdictional difficulties that were to afflict the ministry of Archbishop 
Athenagoras in particular and the cause of inter-Orthodox cooperation in general.3 

A new schism among the Greek Orthodox erupted in 1934. Father Christopher 
Contogeorge, a critic of Athenagoras and a former priest of the archdiocese, was 
consecrated a bishop by Archbishop Sofronios (Bashira) and Archbishop Theo-
phan (Noli) of the Albanian Orthodox diocese. Bishop Christopher Contogeorge 
then established a rival Greek Orthodox jurisdiction, known as the Archdiocese of 
America and Canada, initially headquartered in Philadelphia and subsequently in 
Lowell, Massachusetts. Challenging the leadership of Archbishop Athenagoras, 
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this movement continued to attract a small number of Greek Orthodox parishes 
until it finally collapsed in 1955.4 

Archbishop Athenagoras appears to have recognized the havoc that could easily 
result from the jurisdictional disunity in America. He saw that the efforts to heal 
schism among the Greek Orthodox and to reconcile dissident parishes could not be 
undertaken in isolation from the other Orthodox jurisdictions. Disunity, lack of un
derstanding, and dissension could easily be employed by dissident clergy and laity. 

Archbishop Athenagoras made a bold proposal in 1934 to establish an Orthodox 
theological seminary that would serve the needs of all the Orthodox jurisdictions 
in America. While pastoral schools and seminaries had been established for brief 
periods of time in the past, both by the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and the Rus
sian Orthodox Archdiocese, this was the first time that a proposal had been made 
to unite efforts on such an important venture. It was a masterful proposal to bring 
greater unity and cooperation to the major Orthodox jurisdictions. 

From the earliest days of the development of Orthodoxy in North America, far-
sighted leaders recognized the need to develop schools that would train future lay 
leaders and clergy for the church in America. Bishop Innocent had established a 
seminary in Sitka in 1858. Sometime about 1888, its limited activity was comple
mented by a school established in San Francisco. With the demise of these early 
institutions about the turn of the century, an attempt was made to establish a sem
inary in Minneapolis in 1905. This was subsequently transferred to Tenafly, New 
Jersey, in 1912. The seminary fell victim in 1923 to the administrative and eco
nomic chaos that shook the Russian-American church in the years following the 
Russian revolution of October 1917.5 

Likewise, the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese had made an early attempt to estab
lish a seminary. During his stay in the United States in 1921, Metropolitan Mele
tios was a forceful advocate for a seminary that would prepare future clergy to 
serve the needs of the church in America. Under the leadership of Meletios, Saint 
Athanasius Seminary formally opened on 4 November 1921 in Astoria, New York. 
Despite the critical need for such an educational institution, the seminary closed in 
1923. Its demise perhaps resulted from two major factors. First, the archdiocese 
was still too weak to provide the necessary financial and administrative support, 
chiefly because of the continuing struggle between the Royalists and the 
Venizelists. Second, it appears that many of the immigrant clergy were opposed to 
the concept of a local seminary. They may have feared the development of a cadre 
of new clergy who possessed a better education and who were better able to serve 
the needs of the developing American church.6 

The proposal of Archbishop Athenagoras for an Orthodox seminary, therefore, 
must be understood against the background of this history. This was not the first 
time that there had been a call for a seminary. It was, however, the first time that a 
proposal had been made for a seminary that would truly serve the needs of all the 
Orthodox jurisdictions in America. 

During 1934, an interjurisdictional organization committee met to discuss the 
development of the plan that had also received the preliminary approval of Metro-
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politan Platon of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. It was proposed that the 
school be located in Pomfret, Connecticut, on a large estate that the Greek Ortho
dox Archdiocese had recently purchased. The organizational committee recom
mended that the seminary receive students from all the jurisdictions and, likewise, 
that the faculty reflect the many jurisdictions. English was to be the language of in
struction. Greek and Church Slavonic would be used in the liturgical services. It 
was also recommended that the seminary be a graduate-level institution accepting 
young men who already possessed an undergraduate degree. The plans referred to 
the school as the General Orthodox Theological Seminary.7 

The proposal fell victim to the changing situation of the Russian Orthodox ju
risdictions. During the period in which the plans were being formalized, Metro
politan Platon died on 30 April 1934. He was succeeded by one of his vicars, 
Bishop Theophilus (Pashkovsky). With these significant changes, an opportunity 
arose for a reconciliation between the Russian Orthodox archdiocese, generally 
known then as the Metropolia, and the Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad. Metro
politan Theophilus traveled to Serbia in November of the same year to participate 
in a conference of Russian bishops from the Russian diaspora. At that conference, 
a plan was established to unite the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia. 

When Metropolitan Theophilus returned to the United States, he met with the 
four other bishops of the Metropolia and two bishops of the jurisdiction of the 
Karlovtsy Synod Abroad. These bishops agreed to the plan and sent an encyclical 
to the faithful declaring that the division of the Russian Orthodox Church in Amer
ica had come to an end. This accord essentially subordinated the Metropolia to the 
authority of the Council of Bishops of the Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad, then 
headquartered in Sremsky-Karlovtsy, Serbia. The president of this synod was Met
ropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky), formerly of Kiev and Galicia. This plan re
mained in effect until 1946.8 

With his new relationship with the Karlovtsy Synod, Metropolitan Theophilus 
refused to proceed with plans to establish the Pan-Orthodox Seminary. Indeed, it 
appears that the proposal had been discussed in Serbia by the Russian bishops and 
had been disapproved. This led Metropolitan Theophilus to initiate plans to estab
lish his own seminary.9 

When Archbishop Athenagoras learned that the Metropolia had rejected the co
operative proposal and was proceeding to establish its own seminary, he had no 
other alternative than to proceed with his own plans. Archbishop Athenagoras 
presided over the opening of Holy Cross Theological School on 5 October 1937 in 
Pomfret, Connecticut.10 

Nearly a year later, on 3 October 1938, Metropolitan Theophilus opened St. 
Vladimir's Seminary in New York City. Another institution, known as a pastoral 
school, was also opened on 24 October 1938 at St. Tikhon Monastery in New 
Canaan, Pennsylvania. The fact that the Metropolia opened two schools at the 
same time appears to reflect an unresolved division between those who wanted a 
pastoral school and those who wanted a more advanced theological seminary 
somewhat equivalent to the academies of old Russia.11 
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With the establishment of these schools, an important chapter in Orthodox the
ological education in America began. The opening of these schools indicated that 
the leadership of both the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and the Russian Orthodox 
Metropolia recognized the need to provide education here in America for future 
clergy and laity who would serve the developing church in this country. However, 
at the same time, an important opportunity for interjurisdictional cooperation was 
lost. The two schools would serve the particular needs of each jurisdiction and 
would not be able to bring about a greater sense of unity and common mission 
among the future clergy. 

THE COUNCIL OF BISHOPS PROPOSAL 

Archbishop Athenagoras was not alone in the desire for greater cooperation 
among the Orthodox in America. The primate of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese 
found a friend and a committed ally in the person of Metropolitan Antony 
(Bashir), who became the head of the Syrian (Antiochian) Orthodox Archdiocese 
in 1936. Following his appointment by the Patriarchate of Antioch, Metropolitan 
Antony worked vigorously for the eradication of divisions among the Arab Ortho
dox immigrants. For about two decades, they had been divided between those who 
favored association with the Russian Orthodox in America and those who favored 
direct association with the Patriarchate of Antioch. During his thirty-year tenure as 
head of the Syrian (Antiochian) Orthodox Archdiocese, Metropolitan Antony was 
a forceful advocate of the use of the English language in liturgical services. He 
also graciously welcomed into his archdiocese persons who had been raised in 
other religious traditions but who were attracted to the Orthodox Church. Like 
Archbishop Athenagoras, Metropolitan Antony also seems to have realized that di
visions among his own flock could not be healed without giving attention to the 
larger issue of the lack of concrete cooperation among all the Orthodox. 

Shortly after becoming head of his archdiocese, Metropolitan Antony joined 
with Archbishop Athenagoras in proposing the establishment of a Conference of 
Orthodox Bishops. This was a bold proposal that reflected an idea that had been 
discussed by individual Orthodox leaders for decades. With the support and ap
proval of Archbishop Athenagoras, Metropolitan Antony wrote a letter to Metro
politan Theophilus on 2 October 1937, in which the proposal was presented. 
Antony and Athenagoras envisioned a conference that would bring together at 
least once a year the canonical heads of the various Orthodox jurisdictions in 
America. The essential purpose of the conference was "to work together for the es
tablishment of order and respect for Orthodox laws and traditions among the vari
ous Orthodox Churches."12 

Clearly, the proposal was a bold and significant one aimed at increasing har
mony and cooperation among the Orthodox jurisdictions, beginning with their 
heads. Despite its merits, however, Metropolitan Theophilus refused to accept the 
proposal. His continued association with the Karlovtsy Synod Abroad appears to 
have prevented collaboration. Nonetheless, this rejection did not deter Metropoli-
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tan Antony and Archbishop Athenagoras. As we shall see, the proposal subse
quently provided the basis for the establishment of a cooperative association of 
bishops in 1943. 

THE MAGAZINE PROPOSAL 

Archbishop Athenagoras was persistent in his desire to find ways of increasing 
Orthodox cooperation in America. While the earlier proposals for the Pan-Ortho
dox Seminary and a conference of bishops were rejected by Metropolitan 
Theophilus, the head of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese once again made an
other dramatic proposal in a letter dated 27 March 1941. Archbishop Athenagoras 
expressed grave concern in this letter over the fact that the jurisdictional divisions 
among the Orthodox in America prevented their church from being a valuable wit
ness in American society. 

It should be remembered that, as Europe began to be engulfed in war, the Or
thodox in America were divided into at least about twelve separate jurisdictions. 
Some of these had direct links with an autocephalous Orthodox Church in Europe 
or the Middle East. Others, most notably the Metropolia, had no direct link with a 
mother church and considered themselves autonomous. Some followed the new 
calendar, while others followed the old calendar. In addition, the language barriers, 
cultural and political hostilities, and geographical isolation tended to contribute to 
the isolation of the heads of the various Orthodox jurisdictions. These divisions 
gave the impression that the Orthodox Church in the United States was a sadly di
vided body with no common witness in the society. 

With this tragic reality of disunity in mind, Archbishop Athenagoras said in his 
letter to Metropolitan Theophilus: 

Our Church, although she is the Orthodox Church of Christ and although our Christian 
faithful have exceeded the five million mark, is still, officially, "the forgotten Church in 
America." Clergy and faithful are not sufficiently known to each other. We have made no 
effort to make our Orthodox Church and the immense treasure of her dogma, her moral 
teachings, history, traditions and rituals known to the American government, churches of 
other denominations, intellectuals, and to the American public in general. We do not have 
the means to defend our Faith against any kind of proselytism.13 

To assist the Orthodox in making their faith better known and to defend the 
church's faithful against forms of proselytism, Archbishop Athenagoras made an
other creative proposal for pan-Orthodox cooperation. He suggested to Metropol
itan Theophilus that the jurisdictions join to establish and to publish a magazine 
that would be dedicated to the propagation of the Orthodox faith. 

A number of the jurisdictions had already begun to publish their own newspa
per or journal. Beginning about 1908, the Metropolia began publishing the Rus
sian-American Orthodox Messenger in Russian and subsequently in English. 
Likewise, the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese briefly published the weekly Ecclesi-
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astical Heraldbetween 1921 and 1923. It was succeeded in 1934 with The Ortho
dox Observer. Both were published in Greek. Despite the existence of these peri
odicals, Archbishop Athenagoras recommended that the new publication be the 
official organ of all the Orthodox jurisdictions in America. He proposed that it be 
published in English, that the editorial board be made up of clergy and laity of the 
various jurisdictions, and that the sponsoring jurisdictions assume the cost of fi
nancing the magazine.14 

THE FEDERATION 

As in the case of the earlier proposals, there is no record of any positive re
sponse from Metropolitan Theophilus. However, the initiatives taken by both 
Archbishop Athenagoras and Metropolitan Antony began to bear some fruit. Dur
ing the period of World War II, a movement was inaugurated to have Orthodox 
Christianity formally recognized as a major faith in the United States. This move
ment was actually inaugurated in order to ensure that Orthodox members of the 
armed forces would receive their proper religious designation and to assure that 
Orthodox chaplains receive the same recognition as those of the other recognized 
religions. 

To strengthen the Orthodox position in this matter, the proposal for the Confer
ence of Orthodox Bishops was revived. With the approval of their respective bish
ops, Father Michael Gelsinger of the Syrian Orthodox Archdiocese, Father Boris 
Burden of the Russian Orthodox Patriarchal jurisdiction, and Attorney George 
Phillies of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese drafted a plan for what was called the 
Federated Orthodox Greek Catholic Primary Jurisdictions in America. This was 
designed to be an association of four jurisdictions led by their presiding hierarchs. 
The four primary jurisdictions that composed the federation were the Greek Or
thodox under Archbishop Athenagoras, the Syrian (Antiochian) Orthodox under 
Metropolitan Antony, the Russian Orthodox patriarchal under Metropolitan Ben
jamin (Fedchenkov), and the Serbian Orthodox under Bishop Dionysius. Also par
ticipating in the work of the federation were Bishop Bogdan (Spilka) of the 
Ukrainian Orthodox diocese and Bishop Orestes (Chornock) of the Carpatho-
Russian Orthodox diocese. Both of these jurisdictions were associated with the Pa
triarchate of Constantinople.15 

The federation gained major recognition when its existence was formally recog
nized in a bill passed by the New York State legislature and signed into law with 
some degree of fanfare by Governor Thomas E. Dewey on 25 March 1943. This 
was followed by an Orthodox Service of Thanksgiving held in the Senate chamber. 
The service was led by the four presiding Orthodox bishops. This event, which was 
widely publicized, appears to have been the beginning of a process whereby various 
state legislatures and agencies of the federal government began to identify Ortho
dox Christianity as a major faith in the United States in the following decades.16 

At the time of the signing of the bill, Governor Dewey spoke about the signifi
cance of the occasion. Although his words may have exaggerated somewhat the 
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actual situation of the Orthodox, they provide us with an indication of the hope 
that many saw in the new organization. The governor said: 

In the Old World, their jurisdictions differed only in languages and in the nationalities of 
their parishioners. Transported to the New World, their worshippers came to realize that 
even those superficial differences were erased by their common language. In short they 
were no longer Greek, Russian, Syrian or Serbian but American. Hence, the union resulting 
in the "Federated Orthodox Greek Catholic Primary Jurisdictions in America" . . . the 
Church which shall be known in the future as the American Orthodox Church.17 

The federation became a legal corporation on 7 October 1943. The Articles of 
Incorporation state that the primary purpose of the federation was "to secure unity 
of action and effort in all matters which are of common concern to Orthodox 
Greek Catholic jurisdictions in America." It is also interesting to note that the ar
ticles stated that the federation would establish and maintain a theological school 
and would also establish committees to address problems and concerns from a 
Pan-Orthodox perspective.18 

A Eucharistic Liturgy on 22 August 1943 solemnly marked the formal estab
lishment of the federation. The Liturgy was held in the civic auditorium in Buffalo, 
New York, because the space in the local Orthodox churches was limited. The 
liturgy was led by Archbishop Athenagoras, Metropolitan Antony, and Bishop 
Bogdan. For many, the liturgy was an important sign that the Orthodox had entered 
upon a new phase of cooperation. 

The federation had two major weaknesses, which ultimately contributed to its 
becoming inactive by 1945. The first weakness was that membership in the feder
ation was limited. It included only those jurisdictions that had direct canonical 
links to the Patriarchates of Constantinople, Antioch, Moscow, and Serbia. While 
the Romanian Orthodox diocese and the Bulgarian Orthodox diocese were techni
cally eligible for membership in the federation, internal difficulties apparently pre
vented their participation. 

Because of the insistence of Metropolitan Benjamin, full membership in the 
federation was restricted to those hierarchs who had a canonical relationship with 
an autocephalous church. Consequently, Metropolitan Theophilus of the Russian 
Orthodox Metropolia was not invited to participate in the federation. This is ex
plained because Metropolitan Benjamin considered the Metropolia to be in a state 
of schism from the Church of Russia. The fact that Metropolitan Theophilus had 
chosen to ignore invitations to cooperate with other hierarchs since 1935 must 
have contributed to the decision of Archbishop Athenagoras and Metropolitan 
Antony to accept the rather strict position of Metropolitan Benjamin. However, the 
Metropolia was the largest of the Russian Orthodox jurisdictions in America. The 
fact that it was excluded meant that the federation did not represent a sizable num
ber of Orthodox clergy and laity. 

The second major factor that contributed to the dissolution of the federation 
centered upon its administrative leadership. Attorney George E. Phillies had been 
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active from the beginning in the organization of the federation, so active that he ac
quired the title of chancellor of the federation. Difficulties arose, however, when it 
became common knowledge that Phillies not only belonged to the Greek Ortho
dox Archdiocese but also was actively involved in a Protestant Episcopal parish in 
the Buffalo area. While serving as the administrative head of the federation, 
Phillies apparently saw nothing wrong with continuing his association with the 
local Episcopal parish.19 

Metropolitan Benjamin viewed the position of Phillies as a clear violation of 
Orthodox Church polity. From his perspective, it was simply impossible for an Or
thodox Christian to be also a member of a Protestant parish. Upon the insistence 
of Metropolitan Benjamin, the other hierarchs met and came to an agreement re
garding the leadership of the federation. They agreed that there was no lay head of 
the federation, that the bishops were to exercise the leadership of the federation, 
and that it is not permissible for an Orthodox Christian to be a member or a com
municant of another church.20 

Apparently, this agreement did not resolve the crisis. When Phillies refused to 
renounce his participation in the Episcopal parish, Metropolitan Benjamin pub
licly announced that the attorney was no longer the chancellor of the federation. 
By the end of 1944, Bishop Dionysios and Metropolitan Benjamin withdrew their 
active support of the federation.21 

The debate over the position of Phillies reflected a deeper question regarding the 
relationship of the Orthodox Church to other Christian groups in general and the 
Episcopal Church in particular. Early Orthodox leaders in America had sought to 
establish close relationships with the leaders of the Protestant Episcopal Church. 
At the international level, the Orthodox and the Anglicans had been involved in 
contacts and informal theological dialogue from the late nineteenth century, and 
these became more intense during the 1930s. These cordial relations and discus
sions appear to have been reflected in the positive attitude toward the American 
Episcopalians that can be seen especially in the ministry of both Archbishop 
Tikhon and Metropolitan Meletios. 

However, most Orthodox leaders were quick to point out that the cordial rela
tionships between the Orthodox and the Episcopalians did not imply that there was 
an agreement in faith between the two churches. Indeed, despite their desire for 
recognition and, at times, financial assistance from the Episcopalians, knowledge
able Orthodox representatives were careful to avoid accepting a fundamental 
equality between the Orthodox Church and other Christian groups. At the same 
time, however, there is evidence that some Orthodox faithful were encouraged by 
some leaders to attend Episcopal parishes in those parts of the country where Or
thodox parishes had not been established. These diverse perspectives must have 
created confusion in the minds of some Orthodox and Episcopalians. The diffi
culties involving Phillies clearly reflect this. 

This relationship between Orthodox and other Christians was a major issue that 
did not receive sufficient attention in the United States during the 1930s and 
1940s. Yet, it could not be long ignored. This was especially true as Orthodox 
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clergy and laity began to emerge from the isolation of the old immigrant commu
nities and become more involved in the larger society. In the United States Ortho
dox would find themselves in direct and constant contact with Roman Catholics 
and Protestants in a manner that was rare in the Old World at that time. 

Despite its lofty goals, therefore, the federation could not endure major diffi
culties related to its membership and its leadership. Both Archbishop Athenagoras 
and Metropolitan Antony continued to support the principles of the federation 
with the hope that it could be reorganized. However, the difficulties that afflicted 
the federation were compounded by developments within a number of Orthodox 
jurisdictions during the postwar years. Among these developments was the elec
tion of Archbishop Athenagoras as Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople on 1 
November 1948.22 

Although the federation had a limited existence, its significance cannot be di
minished. It was the first formal association of Orthodox bishops in the United 
States. The establishment of the federation was an indication that the old barriers 
of language, politics, and cultural suspicion could be overcome and that issues of 
common concern could be addressed. Bringing together in a consultative body the 
primates of six jurisdictions, the federation was an important association that in
dicated a growing recognition of the critical need for cooperation and the common 
resolution of problems. As we shall see, the federation provided a historical prece
dent for the establishment of the Standing Conference of Canonical Orthodox 
Bishops in America (SCOBA) in 1960. The federation gave a sign that coopera
tion among Orthodox at the local level was not only possible but also greatly de
sirable. 

Moreover, as we shall see in the next chapter, the changing political situation in 
parts of Eastern Europe would once again affect a number of the Orthodox juris
dictions in America. While some Orthodox in America moved toward greater 
unity in the postwar years, others became more divided over political develop
ments in Eastern Europe. 



6 
THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE OLD WORLD 

The period from about 1945 to about 1965 was one of slow but gradual transition 
for the Orthodox Church in the United States. Yet, it was a transition marked by two 
major characteristics, which appear to be in opposition. First, the political changes 
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union occurring during and after World War II not 
only affected the condition of the Orthodox Church in that part of the world but also 
had a profound impact upon a number of the Orthodox jurisdictions in this country. 
Differences in the evaluation of the political and ecclesiastical situations in the old 
country frequently led to further divisions among the Orthodox in this country. 

The second characteristic of this period of transition was the gradual develop
ment of the Orthodox Church from one comprising chiefly immigrants to one 
comprising persons born in this country and nurtured by its educational system. 
Although this process had been actually taking place from at least the 1920s, it ap
pears to have become more pronounced in the postwar period. While migration of 
Orthodox from the Balkans, Russia, and the Middle East by no means ceased, the 
quotas imposed by the government in the 1920s assured that the numbers of the 
earlier period would never be repeated. 

The changing character of church membership in the postwar period, in turn, 
provided greater stability for the development of parishes and diocesan institutions 
for the larger Orthodox jurisdictions, especially the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese, 
the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, and the Antiochian Orthodox Archdiocese. 
While cultural differences and Old World rivalries did not cease to affect the mem
bers of the various jurisdictions, there was evidence of a greater interest in forms 
of Orthodox cooperation that would bring together the clergy and laity of the var
ious jurisdictions, especially at the local level. There were also some important in-
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dications that Orthodox theologians were in a better position to express their dis
tinctive teachings within ecumenical forums. 

THE RUSSIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

The Russian Orthodox parishes and diocesan administrations in the United 
States were greatly affected by both political and ecclesiastical developments in 
the Soviet Union that began as early as 1939. From that year, the threat of war 
began to provide a basis for a new relationship between the church and the Com
munist government. This dramatic change brought to an end the overt persecution 
of the church by the state that had begun in 1917. Antireligious activities were 
abruptly terminated and the services of the church and its hierarchs were accepted 
by the government as the country entered into battle with the Nazis. From the per
spective of the church, what was at stake was not a political system but the moth
erland itself. The most obvious expression of this modus vivendi was that the 
Soviet government permitted the election of Metropolitan Sergius (Stragorodsky) 
as patriarch in 1943 and Metropolitan Alexis (Simansky) as patriarch in 1945. 
This concordat between the church and the Soviet government would have an af
fect not only upon the place of Orthodoxy in the Soviet Union but also upon Or
thodox Christianity throughout the world.1 

Patriarch Alexis of Moscow initiated a concerted effort to strengthen the posi
tion of the church in the Soviet Union and to increase the activities of the Church 
of Russia within the affairs of world Orthodoxy almost immediately after his in
stallation in 1945. Closely related with these goals was his desire to reconcile the 
dioceses and paradiocesan administrations of the Russian Orthodox in Western 
Europe, America, and the Far East that had separated from the patriarchate in the 
period following the death of Patriarch Tikhon in 1925. The Moscow patriarchate 
clearly recognized that the newfound and limited freedom of the church in Russia 
could be greatly damaged by the ecclesiastical dissidents in Europe, America, and 
the Far East. Likewise, the Moscow patriarchate recognized that the attempt to as
sert its position within world Orthodoxy would be weakened by the existence of 
Russian Orthodox dioceses in the so-called diaspora that were not in full commu
nion with their mother church.2 

The Russian Orthodox Synod Outside of Russia, the Karlovtsy Synod Abroad, 
presented the Moscow Patriarchate with its greatest opposition. As we have noted, 
this body united the Russian Orthodox jurisdictions in Europe, America, and the 
Far East in 1937. The concordat between the church in Russia and the Soviet gov
ernment was not well received by most of the bishops of the Synod Abroad. Fol
lowing the election of Patriarch Sergius 1943, the bishops of the Synod Abroad 
met in Vienna on 8-13 October 1943. Under the leadership of Metropolitan Anas-
tasy (Gribanovsky), formerly of Kishinev, the eight bishops authored a resolution 
that denounced the election of the new patriarch and opposed the new relationship 
between the church and state in the Soviet Union. In a portion of their harshly 
worded statement, the bishops of the Synod Abroad said: 
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The election of Metropolitan Sergius to the throne of Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia 
is an act that is not only uncanonical, not even religious, but rather political and elicited by 
the interests of the Soviet Communist party authorities and their leader-dictator, Stalin 
The election of a Patriarch and the convocation of the Synod is necessary to Stalin and his 
party as a means of political propaganda. The Patriarch is only a toy in his hands.3 

While many Russian Orthodox in Western Europe and America were less criti
cal of the developments in the Soviet Union, the Synod Abroad clung to its offi
cial position even after the subsequent election of Patriarch Alexis in 1945. The 
Synod Abroad refused to acknowledge the legitimacy of the official church in 
Russia and continued to view its bishops as "pseudobishops" who were the instru
ments of the Communist government. 

Some of the members of the Synod Abroad also looked upon the Hitler regime 
quite differently than did the Russians in the Soviet Union. Many Russian exiles 
looked to German National Socialism as an adversary to Soviet Communism. In 
1938, for example, Metropolitan Anastasy of the Synod Abroad wrote a letter to 
Adolph Hitler to thank him for assistance given for the construction of the Russ
ian Orthodox cathedral in Berlin. A portion of the letter states: 

We see a special providence in the fact that precisely now when in our homeland churches 
and shrines are being destroyed and desecrated, this church is founded and built. Together 
with many other omens, the construction of this church strengthens our hopes that an end is 
approaching for our long-suffering country. He who manages destiny will send us a leader 
and that leader will raise up our land and give it once more national greatness, just as He 
sent you for the German people.4 

Shortly after the close of the war in Europe, Patriarch Alexis sent a letter on 10 
August 1945 to the leaders of the Synod Abroad. The letter reviewed from the per
spective of the Moscow Patriarchate the development of the Synod Abroad. Ref
erences were made to both Patriarch Tikhon and Patriarch Sergius, who repudiated 
the activities of the Synod Abroad. Adding his voice to theirs, Patriarch Alexis 
stated that the Synod Abroad existed in clear violation of the canons of the church 
that dealt with organization and polity. He referred to the Synod Abroad as a 
"Renegade Assembly" that had done great damage to the church. In spite of this, 
however, the patriarch appealed to the leaders of the Synod Abroad to repent of 
their sins and reestablish a canonical relationship with their mother church.5 

Responding indirectly to the appeal of the patriarch, Metropolitan Anastasy, the 
presiding hierarch of the Synod Abroad, wrote a letter to the Russian Orthodox 
faithful in January 1946. This letter reviewed the Synod Abroad's own under
standing of its development. The metropolitan claimed that the Synod Abroad was 
organized as a result of a directive given by Patriarch Tikhon in 1920. Having said 
this, Metropolitan Anastasy affirmed that the Synod Abroad could not unite itself 
with the Patriarchate of Moscow because its bishops have collaborated with the 
atheistic government. "Having linked their fate with the government which has 
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never ceased to proclaim its atheism," he said, "the clergy have lost their power to 
preach the truth. To please the government, even the highest and most responsible 
of the bishops are not ashamed to propagate the manifest untruth that there was 
never any religious persecution in Russia." Metropolitan Anastasy concluded his 
letter by stating that any ecclesiastical actions taken by the Moscow Patriarchate 
against the Synod Abroad would be considered without authority.6 

In the United States, the Russian Orthodox Metropolia began to take a more 
conciliatory position with regard to the Patriarchate of Moscow as early as 1943. 
In that year, a majority of the Metropolia bishops voted to commemorate in the 
liturgical services the new patriarch of Moscow. An official delegation from the 
Metropolia went to Moscow in 1945 at the time when a council was being held to 
elect a new patriarch. Although the American delegation was not permitted to par
ticipate in the deliberations, its members did meet privately with Patriarch Alexis 
after his election. These developments occurred in spite of the fact that the 
Metropolia was still officially associated with the Synod Abroad.7 

These conciliatory actions of the leaders of the Metropolia enabled the Patriar
chate of Moscow to issue a decree on 14 February 1945, that stipulated the condi
tions by which the Metropolia could be reconciled to its mother church. The 
essential portion of the decree indicated that the primate of the Metropolia would 
have to be approved by the patriarchate and that the bishops of the Metropolia 
would have to abstain from political activities directed against the government of 
the USSR. Naturally, reconciliation would also mean that the Metropolia would 
have to disassociate itself from the Synod Abroad. 

Indications from both sides seemed to show a genuine willingness for reconcil
iation. Representing the Patriarchate of Moscow, Archbishop Alexis of Yaroslav 
and Rostov came to the United States in September 1945 and met with leaders of 
the Metropolia in order to work toward reconciliation. A series of meetings took 
place with both clergy and laity. However, no agreement could be reached. For the 
representatives of the Metropolia, the critical issue appears to have been the degree 
of autonomy that the church in America would enjoy.8 

A significant statement on the status of the Russian Orthodox Church in Amer
ica was published on 18 October 1946 in the Russian language newspaper Novoye 
Russkoye Slovo in New York. Popularly known as the Letter of the Five Professors, 
the document analyzed the position of the Metropolia and proposed a course of ac
tion. The authors recognized that the difficult position of the Metropolia was de
termined by two major facts. First, it had broken its ties with the Patriarchate of 
Moscow in 1933 and was viewed by the mother church as being in schism. Second, 
the Metropolia had subordinated itself to the Synod Abroad in 1937.9 

Since the time of this affiliation, the authors also noted that significant changes 
had taken place in the relationship between church and state in the Soviet Union. 
A new relationship had developed during the war that led to the election of new pa
triarchs in 1943 and 1945. 

Also of importance is the fact that the authors of the Letter of the Five Pro
fessors noted that significant developments had taken place with regard to the 
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Synod Abroad. In advance of a Communist victory in Yugoslavia, the Synod 
Abroad moved its headquarters to Munich, Germany, in 1944. While centered in 
Serbia, the Synod Abroad had maintained some form of canonical association 
with the Church of Serbia. However, according to the Letter of the Five Profes
sors, the synod lost the blessing and protection of the Church of Serbia when it 
moved its headquarters to Germany. Because of this move, the professors de
clared that the Synod Abroad "lost ties with the universal Church." The profes
sors then continued: 

Subordinating ourselves to this Synod, our Church (the Metropolia) in substance subordi
nates itself to a group of bishops who really have no jurisdiction themselves. Because of 
this, some people are inclined to speak only of our cooperation with the Synod. This term 
"cooperation," however, is not correct because the acts of 1936-1937 definitely subjected 
our Church under the Synod Abroad.10 

Claiming that the existence of the Synod Abroad had no basis in the canonical 
tradition and that it was not recognized formally by any autocephalous church, the 
professors recommended that the Metropolia formally break its ties with the 
Synod Abroad and work to establish full communion with the Patriarchate of 
Moscow. Such a new relationship, they argued, should recognize a broad auton
omy for the Metropolia that "would remove all influences of the Soviet govern
ment, direct or indirect, on our church."11 

The authors of the letter recognized the need for a canonical relationship to exist 
between the Metropolia and the Patriarchate. But, they also recognized the need to 
keep the Metropolia free from political influence coming from the Communist 
government in the Soviet Union. 

The Seventh Council of the Metropolia, bringing together clergy and laity from 
the parishes, was held on 26-29 November 1946 in Cleveland. The majority of the 
delegates agreed with the general positions expressed by the Letter of the Five Pro
fessors. They voted overwhelmingly in favor of a historic resolution that requested 
Patriarch Alexis of Moscow to unite the Metropolia to his fold and to be its spiri
tual head upon the conditions that the Metropolia retain its autonomous status and 
the right of self-government. In the same resolution, the delegates stated that the 
relationship between the Metropolia and the Synod Abroad was terminated. Fi
nally, the delegates affirmed that the Metropolia would remain a self-governing 
church even if the Patriarchate failed to accept the conditions of reconciliation.12 

While this resolution was approved by a majority of the delegates, the bishops 
of the Metropolia were deeply divided over the issues. No agreement could be 
reached among them in Cleveland. Over the next twelve months, it became clear 
that four bishops were in favor of the resolution, and four were opposed. Metro
politan Theophilus led those who accepted the resolution, and Archbishop Vitaly 
(Maximenko) led those who refused to accept it. Eventually, Archbishop Vitaly 
and the three other bishops left the Metropolia and reestablished a jurisdiction of 
the Synod Abroad in North America. About fifty parishes eventually left the 
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Metropolia and accepted their authority. The Metropolia retained about 200 
parishes.13 

Despite these developments, negotiations between the bishops of the Metropo
lia and the Moscow Patriarchate did not end in a formal agreement. Metropolitan 
Gregory (Chukov) of Leningrad came to this country on 17 July 1947 and began a 
series of meetings with Metropolitan Theophilus and other leaders of the Metropo
lia over the course of two months. The negotiations were suspended when it be
came clear that the Moscow Patriarchate would not recognize the conditions for 
reconciliation established by the Cleveland council.14 

As a consequence, Patriarch Alexis issued a decree on 16 December 1947 that 
suspended Metropolitan Theophilus and the other bishops of the Metropolia. Es
sentially, the Moscow Patriarchate reaffirmed that the Metropolia was in a state of 
schism. At the same time, the Patriarchate appointed Archbishop Markary (Ilin-
sky), a bishop formally part of the Metropolia, as its Archbishop of New York and 
Exarch of the Moscow Patriarchate. With only a few exceptions, however, the 
clergy and faithful of the Metropolia continued to recognize the authority of Met
ropolitan Theophilus, who was in his thirteenth year as primate. While it eventu
ally gained legal right to the historic St. Nicholas Cathedral in New York, the 
exarchate headed by Archbishop Makary acquired no more than ten parishes 
throughout the country.15 

The development of the Russian Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States was 
further affected when the bishops of the Synod Abroad transferred their head
quarters to New York in 1950. The Synod Abroad had moved from Sremski-
Karlovtsy, Yugoslavia, to Munich, Germany, in 1944. The new move to the United 
States in 1950 coincided with the migration to this country of thousands of Rus
sian emigres from Eastern Europe and the Far East in the years following the close 
of the war. As the war in Europe came to a close, Russian bishops, clergy, and laity 
who were ardent opponents of Communism hid in isolated areas of Austria, Bo
hemia, and Bavaria. There, they carefully calculated their activities so that they 
would come under American and not Soviet jurisdiction when the war ended. For 
many, it was their second escape from Communism. It is understandable, there
fore, that these displaced persons looked to America as the land where they could 
not only practice their faith but also maintain their political views without the fear 
of Communist advance. 

The majority of these Russian exiles became associated with parishes of the 
Synod Abroad when they came to America, thus breathing new life into this juris
diction. During the 1950s, the Synod Abroad claimed to have eighty-one parishes 
which served 55,000 members. The new exiles were not attracted to the parishes 
of the Exarchate of the Moscow Patriarchate because of its affiliation with the of
ficial church in Russia. Likewise, the exiles were generally not attracted to 
parishes of the Metropolia. The reasons for this varied. First, most of the Metropo
lia parishes had a strong Carpatho-Russian character, which was unacceptable to 
the new immigrants. Second, the Metropolia was on record as recognizing the Pa
triarch of Moscow, although there were no formal ties to the Church of Russia. Fi-
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nally, the majority of the Metropolia parishes were composed primarily of Ameri
can-born members whose attitude differed greatly from that of the new emigres.16 

The three Russian Orthodox jurisdictions were deeply divided over issues re
lated to the legitimacy of the church in Russia and the mission of Orthodox in 
America. It was only to be expected that tremendous rivalry developed. In many 
places, members of parishes became divided in their allegiances. Civil courts fre
quently had to determine which party owned parish property. As the cold war 
heated up, and McCarthyism began to flare, the loyalty of many Russian Ameri
cans was questioned because they recognized authority of the official church in 
Russia and the position of the Moscow Patriarchate. These accusations were ag
gravated by the anti-Communistic rhetoric of many of the newly arrived displaced 
persons. The division among the Russian Orthodox jurisdictions and the tragic war 
of words that was carried on did very little to contribute to the witness of Ortho
doxy during this period. 

The three Russian Orthodox jurisdictions were not the only ones to be affected 
by European political and ecclesiastical developments in the postwar period. The 
smaller Romanian, Serbian, Bulgarian, Albanian, and Ukrainian dioceses also 
were divided over political and ecclesiastical events in Eastern Europe. 

THE ROMANIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

The Romanian diocese was the first to experience a division rooted in the polit
ical developments in the motherland. A Communist-dominated government came 
into existence as early as 1945, although King Michael did not abdicate until 1947. 
In the wake of these changes, a number of those who were associated with the ear
lier government and who were strongly anti-Communistic fled the country and 
eventually made their way to the United States. 

A Romanian diocese had been established in the United States in 1932. Bishop 
Polycarp (Morusca) arrived from Romania to serve as head of this diocese in 
1935, which came to be known as the Romanian Orthodox Missionary Episcopate. 
On the eve of the war, Bishop Polycarp returned to Romania in 1939 with the in
tention of providing a personal report to the synod of the Church of Romania on 
his activity. Although he continued to maintain some contact with his diocese in 
America, Bishop Polycarp was never permitted to return to the United States. This 
fact, together with the political changes in Romania, gradually thrust the diocese 
into a crisis. A candidate to replace Bishop Polycarp was proposed by the Patriar
chate of Bucharest in 1947. However, because of the new Communist regime in 
Romania, many of the newly arrived Romanian emigres were suspicious of the po
tential dangers inherent in the church-state relationship there. 

A congress of clergy and lay delegates met in Detroit in 1950. At this meeting, 
Father Andrei Modolvan was elected to serve as bishop. His election was approved 
by the Patriarchate, and he was consecrated on 12 November 1950, in Sibiu, Ro
mania. When Bishop Andrei returned to this country, he immediately began to en
counter opposition, especially from those emigres who had left Romania with the 
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Communist takeover. They claimed that the official church in Romania had com
promised itself because of its relationships with the government. Because of this, 
they challenged the legitimate authority of Bishop Andrei. 

Representing the majority of parishes, the opponents of Bishop Andrei con
vened a congress in July 1951 in Chicago. They declared that the parishes that they 
represented were completely autonomous from the Church of Romania, and they 
established a new diocesan jurisdiction independent from the authority of Bishop 
Andrei. It was titled the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America. At the same 
congress, Viorel Trifa was selected to be a bishop. Since Bishop Polycarp was still 
alive in Romania and viewed as a political prisoner of its Communist regime, the 
bishop-elect was at first proposed to be a vicar bishop. A former political activist, 
he had arrived in the United States in 1950 and became an ardent critic of both po
litical and ecclesiastical developments in Romania. 

Viorel Trifa was consecrated a bishop by bishops of the Ukrainian Orthodox 
Church in the United States in 1952. At that time, he took the name Bishop Valar-
ian. Many of the other Orthodox jurisdictions in America viewed the development 
of this diocese as irregular and the consecration of Bishop Valarian as question
able. Following the death of Bishop Polycarp in Romania in 1958, Bishop Valar
ian Trifa was recognized by his diocese as its formal head, and he began to seek 
closer relationships with the Russian Orthodox Metropolia. In 1960, he was once 
again consecrated a bishop by bishops of the Metropolia, and his diocese began an 
affiliation with the Metropolia. The diocese consisted then of about thirty 
parishes. 

Bishop Andrei died in 1963. Three years later, a diocesan congress with repre
sentatives from about twelve parishes that remained under the jurisdiction of the 
Patriarchate of Bucharest elected Father Victorin Ursache as the new bishop. With 
approval of the Patriarchate of Bucharest, he was consecrated in August of that 
year in Windsor, Ontario. Archbishop Iakovos of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese 
was the presiding hierarch.17 

THE BULGARIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

Political developments in Bulgaria in the period following World War II also 
had an effect upon the Bulgarian Orthodox diocese in the United States. The synod 
of the Church of Bulgaria had acted in 1922 to establish a mission to unite the sev
eral parishes that had come into existence. Not until 1938, however, was a diocese 
formally established. Bishop Andrei (Petkov) came to this country in the same 
year to head the new diocese. With the outbreak of war, Bishop Andrei returned to 
Bulgaria. 

In the wake of the Communist victory in Bulgaria, Bishop Andrei returned to 
this country in 1945 and identified himself with anti-Communistic factions. Two 
years later, in 1947, he led his diocese to a formal break with the Church of Bul
garia. At a meeting of clergy and lay representatives in 1947, it was resolved that 
the diocese was an inseparable part of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church. However, 
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the delegates declared that as long as the Communist regime existed in Bulgaria, 
they would not accept decisions from the synod of the Church of Bulgaria but 
would maintain only a spiritual relationship.18 

In response to this decision, the Church of Bulgaria refused to accept the actions 
of the assembly and dismissed Bishop Andrei from his duties as bishop. For the 
most part, however, the Bulgarian Americans were solidly behind their bishop and 
firmly opposed to the Communist government in Bulgaria. Under the leadership 
of Bishop Andrei, his diocese remained in a state of formal separation from the 
mother church from 1947 to 1962. During this period Bishop Andrei made some 
overtures to the Russian Orthodox Metropolia to establish a relationship with it. 
However, no agreement could be reached. 

Finally, in 1962 the division ended. The Church of Bulgaria formally recognized 
Bishop Andrei and his diocese. This reconciliation, however, led to a new division. 
At a diocesan assembly in Detroit in 1963, the leaders of eighteen parishes charged 
Bishop Andrei with violating the provisions of the diocesan reorganization in 
1947. Claiming that the official church in Bulgaria was a tool of the Communist 
government, the representatives of these parishes proceeded to establish a new dio
cese and to elect Father Kyrill Yonchev as their bishop. He was consecrated a 
bishop in 1964 by bishops of the Russian Orthodox Synod Outside of Russia.19 

THE SERBIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

Division among the Serbian Orthodox in America in the postwar period also re
flected political developments in Yugoslavia. The Church of Serbia acted to estab
lish its own diocese in this country in 1921. Five years later, Father Mardarje 
Uskokovich was consecrated as its first bishop. Following the death of the bishop 
in 1935, the diocese was directed from Yugoslavia until 1940, when Bishop Dion
isije was dispatched to this country to take charge of the diocesan administration. 
With the postwar political developments in Yugoslavia, Bishop Dionisije became 
more and more vocal in his opposition to the Communist government, although he 
claimed to remain faithful to the official church in Serbia. 

The Church of Serbia acted to reorganize its diocesan administration in the 
United States in 1963. At that time, it divided the single diocese into three dio
ceses. Each diocese was designed to contain no more than twenty parishes each. In 
the midst of this reorganization, Bishop Dionisije was accused of financial mis
management and removed from authority by the synod of the Church of Serbia. 
Three new bishops were appointed to lead the dioceses.20 

Representatives from a majority of the parishes refused to accept the removal of 
Bishop Dionisije and the ecclesiastical reorganization effected by the Church of 
Serbia. These representatives believed that the actions were based upon political 
motivations. As a result of this, the representatives established their own indepen
dent diocese, with Bishop Dionisije as its head. They declared that this diocese 
was completely autonomous and free from the official church in Serbia as long as 
Yugoslavia is under Communist control. In subsequent letters to other Orthodox 
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Church leaders, Bishop Dionisije claimed that the actions taken against him were 
a direct result of his anti-Communistic position.21 

The division led to a series of lawsuits involving the authority of the Church of 
Serbia over its administration in this country and property rights. The Supreme 
Court of Illinois at first decided a case in favor of the Bishop Dionisije faction. It 
ruled that he had been improperly removed from his position and that the diocesan 
reorganization was invalid. However, in 1976 the United States Supreme Court re
versed the decision. The High Court determined that civil courts must accept the 
rulings of duly constituted religious bodies when they adjudicate disputes over in
ternal discipline and government. This decision was seen as a landmark one for 
churches with a hierarchical form of internal government.22 

Although Bishop Dionisije lost the court case, about fifty Serbian Orthodox 
parishes continued to accept his leadership. From time to time, he sought to align 
his diocese with such bodies as the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church 
and the Patriarchate of Alexandria. This was done because most of the larger Or
thodox jurisdictions in this country failed to recognize this independent Serbian 
Orthodox diocese.23 

THE ALBANIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

Both political and ecclesiastical developments in Albania also stand behind a 
further division of Albanian Orthodox Christians in America in the postwar pe
riod. The Russian Orthodox Archdiocese set about to organize the handful of Al
banian parishes in 1908, when Theophan Noli was ordained a priest. Father Noli 
was a forceful advocate of the use of Albanian in the liturgical services for the Al
banian immigrants whom he served, especially in Boston. In 1918 he became the 
administrator of the Albanian Orthodox Mission in America, which continued to 
maintain a tenuous relationship with the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. Father 
Noli returned to Albania and served in the Albanian Parliament from 1921 to 
1924. During this period, he participated in a synod in 1923 that declared the 
Church of Albania to be autocephalous. Father Noli was ordained a bishop in the 
same year. The Patriarchate of Constantinople did not formally recognize the au
tocephalous status and continued to claim jurisdiction over the church in Albania 
until 1937. 

Soon after becoming a bishop, Theophan Noli was elected premier. However, 
after serving for about six months, he was banished from Albania in the midst of a 
political upheaval. After spending eight years in Germany, Bishop Theophan was 
finally admitted to the United States in 1932, where he resumed leadership of the 
Albanian Orthodox diocese. He devoted much of his time to translating liturgical 
books into both Albanian and English. He also became an advocate of Pan-Ortho
dox cooperation.24 

The Patriarchate of Constantinople granted autocephaly to the Church of Alba
nia in 1937 and recognized Archbishop Christopher (Kissi) as its primate. 
Through the intrigues of the Communist government, Archbishop Christopher was 
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deposed, imprisoned, and replaced as primate by Archbishop Paisi (Vodica) in 
1949. The Patriarchate of Constantinople refused to recognize the uncanonical re
moval of Archbishop Christopher as primate and continued to recognize his au
thority. Consisting of twelve parishes, the Albanian Orthodox Diocese in America 
under Archbishop Theophan, however, recognized the new primate and sought to 
develop a relationship with him. 

Chiefly as a result of this difference, a small number of clergy and laity with
drew from the diocese and sought to come under the jurisdiction of the Patriar
chate of Constantinople. In response to their petition, the Patriarchate sent Bishop 
Mark (Lipa) to the United States in 1950 to serve these parishes. An administra
tion serving no more than three parishes was established in 1956.25 

UKRAINIAN ORTHODOX DIOCESES 

A new wave of political refugees from Ukraine arrived in the United States es
pecially during the period between 1949 and 1955. Among these were clergy and 
laity who had established Ukrainian Orthodox Church organizations either in 
Ukraine or in Western Europe during World War II or in the wake of the war. At 
the time of their arrival, there were already in existence in the United States two 
separate Ukrainian Orthodox dioceses. One of these, led by Metropolitan Bohdan 
(Shpilka), was under the jurisdiction of the Ecumenical Patriarchate. It contained 
about twenty parishes. The other jurisdiction, known as the Ukrainian Orthodox 
Church of the United States, was led by Archbishop Mstyslaw (Skrypnyk) and 
contained about one hundred parishes. The clergy of this jurisdiction generally did 
not receive recognition from other Orthodox in America because of canonical 
questions associated with its origin in the Ukraine in 1921 and the manner by 
which its first bishops were ordained.26 

These new Ukrainian immigrants of the early 1950s generally preferred to re
main a part of the church organizations with which they had been associated in Eu
rope. These organizations were essentially transferred to the United States after 
having been organized in refugee centers of Europe in the years after the war. The 
Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church in the United States was established 
in this country in 1950 under the leadership of Archbishop Hrihoriy (Osiychuk). 
About twenty parishes constituted this jurisdiction. The Holy Ukrainian Auto-
cephalic Church in Exile was established in this country in 1954 under the leader
ship of Metropolitan Polycarp (Sikorsky). About ten parishes constituted this 
jurisdiction. The life of both of these jurisdictions has been characterized by ex
treme Ukrainian nationalism and a general unwillingness to become involved in 
Pan-Orthodox cooperation or witness.27 

The postwar period was one in which new divisions arose among some of the 
Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States. As was the case in the period follow
ing World War I, political developments during the course of World War II and in 
its wake had a profound impact upon the Orthodox Church in the Soviet Union 
and other parts of Eastern Europe. 
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The political and ecclesiastical developments in the Soviet Union and the 
Balkans also had a profound impact upon die Orthodox faithful of Russian, Ro
manian, Bulgarian, Serbian, Albanian, and Ukrainian backgrounds in the United 
States. 

Many Orthodox in America sought to maintain canonical ties to their mother 
church in spite of the latter's association with Communistic governments. Other 
Orthodox in America, especially newly arrived political exiles, came to believe 
that canonical ties with the mother church had to be broken because of perceived 
political involvement in the latter's administrative affairs. The divisions that af
flicted many Orthodox dioceses in America reflected not only ecclesiastical con
cerns but also political ideologies. 

During the period following World War II, divisions within many Orthodox ju
risdictions were aggravated by the political and nationalistic ideologies of newly 
arrived emigres who were strongly anti-Communist. As we have seen, the dioce
san divisions usually reflected divergent political perspectives. The new emigres 
had little concern for the unity of Orthodoxy in America or for the witness of the 
Orthodox faith in this society. On the contrary, they frequently viewed their dio
cese and their parishes as political associations that existed not only to maintain 
ethnic traditions but also to challenge the authority of the government and the 
church in Communist-controlled lands. Often with little real knowledge of the 
mission and purpose of the church, persons with specific political ideologies 
sought to use particular dioceses in order to advance their political and ethnic 
creeds. 
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The political developments in the Soviet Union and the Balkans, as well as ethnic 
rivalries, continued to have a profound impact upon certain elements of the Or
thodox in America in the period following World War II. Yet, at the same time, 
both external and internal factors were also forcing many within the Orthodox 
Church in the United States to move beyond these divisive tendencies and to take 
more seriously the pastoral needs of the younger generations, as well as its mis
sionary responsibilities within the wider society. The changes in demographics, 
the need for new avenues for religious education, the need for liturgical renewal, 
and the dialogue with the Christian West were powerful challenges that could not 
be easily ignored. Despite the presence of divisive tendencies, many Orthodox 
boldly sought to address these challenges. 

A CHANGING MEMBERSHIP 

The various immigrant groups who were related to the Orthodox Church had a 
number of characteristics in common with other immigrant groups in the United 
States during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The immigrants in 
most major cities formed an insulated subculture. Within this subculture, the lan
guage of the fatherland was spoken, and the ethnic customs were preserved. While 
the immigrants usually had jobs outside their ethnic neighborhood, their social 
contact with the wider society was limited. They lived in their own "society" and 
seldom had much contact with persons from other ethnic backgrounds. As a result 
of this, interethnic marriage outside one's ethnic group was uncommon and gen
erally frowned upon. 
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For the Orthodox immigrants of the various ethnic backgrounds, the parish 
church was central to their subculture. Normally, the parish church was at the ge
ographical heart of their neighborhood. The immigrants could easily walk to the 
church for the liturgical services not only on Sunday and feast days but also at 
other times. The music, ritual, and especially the language of worship not only nur
tured their spiritual development but also heightened their emotional contact with 
the Old World. 

In addition to preserving the Orthodox faith, the parish church was also viewed 
by the immigrants as an important place where the language of their former 
homeland was preserved and taught. The religion and language of the Old World 
were inextricably linked in the minds of the immigrants. It was not uncommon, 
therefore, that the immigrants sought to organize, from the 1920s onward, after
noon schools to teach their children the language and culture of the old country 
and to counter the inevitable movement toward acculturation. During the 1930s 
and 1940s, these afternoon schools could be found in the parishes of nearly all the 
Orthodox immigrant groups. In some major cities, especially in the postwar pe
riod, modest attempts were even made to establish and maintain parochial 
schools.1 

Especially during the postwar period, three powerful factors contributed to the 
gradual transformation of the Orthodox Church in the United States from an im
migrant church to a more indigenous church composed primarily of persons born 
and educated in this country. The first factor was the decrease in immigration. The 
immigration laws passed in the 1920s placed greater restrictions on immigration 
from the Balkans, Russia, and the Middle East. The massive immigration of Or
thodox Christians that took place in the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen
turies would never be repeated. During the period between 1930 and 1960, the 
influx was more measured and contained. Indeed, each Orthodox jurisdiction was 
affected somewhat differently by this fact. Migration of Russians and Carpatho-
Russians during this period was quite meager. On the other hand, certain juris
dictions, such as the Greek Orthodox, continued to receive a steady flow of 
immigrants into the urban parishes. As we noted in the previous chapter, a number 
of displaced persons who came to America as political refugees had an impact 
upon some of the smaller jurisdictions. 

The second factor was the changing membership of the Orthodox parish. After 
the period of World War II, it was clear that the composition of most Orthodox 
parishes had begun to change radically. With the decrease in immigration, the ma
jority of the parishes of the larger and older jurisdictions were composed primar
ily of Orthodox Christians born in this country, nurtured by its educational 
institutions, and far more acclimated to the wider society. To be sure, the majority 
of these were the sons and daughters of the immigrants. Yet, these new generations 
were not as acquainted with the language, culture, and politics of the old country 
as were their parents and grandparents. While generally treasuring their cultural 
inheritance, the new generation of Orthodox Christians were Americans who saw 
themselves neither as immigrants nor as strangers in a foreign land. 
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The divisions that afflicted many parishes and a number of jurisdictions in the 
wake of World War II reflect a subtle conflict between those Orthodox who were 
born and raised in this country and those who were newly arrived. The former had 
less interest in the political developments in Eastern Europe and generally sought 
to maintain canonical ties between their diocese and the mother church. The im
migrants of the post-World War II period, however, were generally strongly op
posed to the Communist governments and the official church in their homelands. 
Together with speaking against Communism, they also sought to separate the 
American dioceses from association with the mother churches.2 

The third factor was the suburbanization of the parish. In the years after 1950, 
the majority of the Orthodox parishes established in the United States were in the 
suburbs. In some cases, there were newly created parishes. In other cases, parishes 
relocated their church buildings from the inner city to the suburbs. This develop
ment reflected the fact that the majority of the Orthodox had themselves left the 
inner city and had moved to the suburbs. While the inner-city parishes continued 
to attract those newly arrived immigrants, the suburban parish served the needs of 
very different types of Orthodox parishioners. Some were the children or grand
children of the immigrants. Some had come to Orthodoxy after being raised in 
other Christian traditions. Some were the non-Orthodox spouses of Orthodox. In
deed, it was becoming increasingly common for Orthodox to marry outside their 
ethnic group. While this had been frowned upon in earlier times, it was becoming 
increasingly common from the 1950s onward.3 

These factors led to some important developments in Orthodox parish life. Dur
ing this period, the use of English in the liturgical services began to increase. Re
ligious education programs for children and classes for adults became more 
popular. Clergy were expected to be not only better educated but also more sensi
tive to the pastoral needs of parishioners who were less homogeneous and increas
ingly more educated and more affluent. 

There is no doubt that the changing character of membership in Orthodox 
parishes created a tension that affected Orthodox in America from that time 
onward. This tension essentially centered upon the degree of adaptation that 
Orthodoxy had to undergo in order to serve the new generations of parish
ioners, to engage in missionary activity, and to be a forceful witness in Ameri
can society. 

On one hand, some advocated little, if any, adaptation. They felt that the ancient 
liturgical language and the myriad of ethnic customs were essential to the Ortho
dox faith. For them, ethnicity and religion were intimately related and could not be 
easily separated, and the distinctiveness of Orthodoxy was in its external charac
teristics that were inherited from the old country. Moreover, they believed that the 
church had a responsibility to preserve the language, customs, and folkways of the 
old country. Placing much emphasis upon the ethnic character of their parish and 
diocese, these persons were not able to make a distinction between the unchanging 
affirmations of the Orthodox faith and those changeable characteristics of the 
church throughout the ages.4 
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Others affirmed that the Orthodox Church in this country was not a church in 
exile but one destined to provide a distinctive witness in this society. These per
sons recognized that, in the past, Orthodoxy had penetrated a wide variety of cul
tures and Christianized a wide variety of peoples precisely because of its ability to 
preach the faith in a manner that was meaningful and understandable. While not 
altering the ancient faith, the church throughout the ages had always adapted its 
liturgical language to suit the needs of new populations. They affirmed that the 
church had never been bound to a particular language or culture; rather, the church 
had sought to use every language for the propagation of the gospel and to trans
form every culture with its message.5 

At both the level of the local parish and the level of the national church, each ju
risdiction responded somewhat differently to this tension. It was clear that it was a 
tension rooted in the maturation of Orthodox Christianity in this country that could 
not be easily ignored. 

Father Georges Florovsky spoke boldly to the Orthodox about their obligation 
to share their faith with others: 

Now let us be frank and outspoken. Have you really fulfilled your obligation? Your spiritual 
obligation to your American home and nation? Have you brought into the common treasury 
of American civilization all your treasures which you have inherited from your forefathers 
and ancestors? Have you taught Americans of other descriptions to know the Orthodox 
Church? Have you taught them to understand the pure Orthodox Faith? . . . Have you not 
rather kept your traditions to yourselves? . . . Have you not regarded it rather as something 
which belonged only to Russians, or else to Greeks, to Romanians, to Albanians and does 
not belong to other nations, to people with other national backgrounds? Have you done 
what was your first responsibility?6 

RELIGIOUS EDUCATION AND YOUTH MINISTRY 

One of the principal areas where the changing membership and its concerns be
came manifest, especially between 1945 and 1960, was religious education and 
ministry to youth. Following some practical patterns established by Roman 
Catholics and Protestants, most of the Orthodox jurisdictions greatly increased the 
formal attention given to nurturing the young in the teachings of the church and 
keeping the youth involved in church-related activities. 

From as early as the 1930s, there are signs of interest in developing programs 
for the religious education of young people. About 1932, for example, the Greek 
Orthodox Archdiocese established a Department of Sunday Schools. This depart
ment encouraged the development of parish Sunday schools and eventually pub
lished some religious education texts in Greek. Sponsored by the Syrian 
(Antiochian) Orthodox Archdiocese, Father Michael Gelsinger wrote a Handbook 
for Orthodox Sunday Schools in 1938. It contained a small catechism and selected 
Bible verses. The Russian Orthodox Metropolia in 1935 appointed an Educational 
Council in order to encourage and standardize Sunday school instruction in the 
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parishes. This led to the publication in Washington, D.C., of a series of leaflets 
known as The Orthodox Sunday School, which contained a discussion theme and 
Scripture reading for each Sunday class.7 

Although this series was published in English, this was an exception to the rule. 
The limited religious education pamphlets and texts published in the period be
tween 1930 and 1950 and used in the parishes were usually not written in English. 
During this period especially, those Sunday schools or afternoon schools that ex
isted in local parishes normally had the dual tasks of imparting religious instruc
tion and teaching the language and customs of the old country. 

It was difficult for many Orthodox clergy and laity, especially those born else
where, to recognize the distinctive importance of religious education and the need 
to teach classes for children in English. As early as 1926, however, Bishop Joachim 
(Alexopoulos), the Greek Orthodox bishop of Boston, could see the direction that 
the church would have to take. In a rather insightful observation, he said: 

We place the Sunday Schools in the series of priorities since we regard them to be greater in 
significance than the Greek Schools, as regards the desired purpose of molding character 
and preserving religious and ethnic conscience over a period of time, because we fear, what
ever measure is taken to perfect the Greek School, the children will not be able to speak 
Greek fluently and satisfactorily, as they will speak and feel about English, which will be
come for them a living language while Greek will be forgotten and difficult, as it has al
ready started in our day.8 

Between 1950 and 1960, the movement among the Orthodox for sound and sub
stantial religious education programs took on a greater importance. The Tenth 
Clergy-Laity Congress of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese in 1950 formally au
thorized the establishment of a Sunday school curriculum in English. At the 
Twelfth Clergy-Laity Congress in 1954, a formal program for the administration 
of Sunday schools was approved. Similarly, the Russian Orthodox Metropolia es
tablished the Metropolitan Council Sunday School Committee in 1951, which led 
to a new series of Sunday school texts. At about the same time, the Syrian (Anti
ochian) Orthodox Archdiocese and the Carpatho-Russian diocese began the pub
lication of their own religious education materials. 

The work of religious educators in the various jurisdictions began to be coordi
nated in 1954 by Sophie Koulomzin, a distinguished Orthodox educator and a per
son greatly responsible for conveying to others the importance of Orthodox 
religious education. She was the first person to teach a course on religious educa
tion at St. Vladimir's Seminary in 1956. The religious educators who informally 
became associated with Koulomzin included Father Michael and Mary Gelsinger 
of the Antiochian Orthodox Archdiocese, Xenaphon Diamond of the Greek Or
thodox Archdiocese, Father John Kivko of the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, and 
Father Vasile Hategan of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate.9 

A conference of about twenty-five Orthodox religious educators was held in 
1956 in Valley Cottage, New York. The representatives of the seven Orthodox ju-
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risdictions present decided to formally establish the Orthodox Christian Education 
Commission. The aims of the commission were "to find an Orthodox approach to 
the readily adapted Protestant pattern of Sunday Schools . . . , to relate Orthodox 
teachings to the American situation and particularly to new approaches to educa
tion, and perhaps most significant, to seek to create an inter-Orthodox forum for 
the exchange of ideas, problems, and practical solutions for the educational needs 
of Orthodox parishes and dioceses."10 

During the first decade of its existence, the commission was responsible for 
publishing a bulletin that promoted research and the exchange of information in 
the field of Orthodox religious education. The commission also sponsored yearly 
conferences devoted to specific themes related to religious education and youth 
ministry. The early work of the commission did much to sketch the fundamental 
principles of an Orthodox approach to religious education in this country. 

Despite the many accomplishments of the commission during its first decade of 
existence, it was unable to sponsor a unified curriculum for the Orthodox religious 
education of youth designed to be used by all the jurisdictions. Each of the major 
jurisdictions continued to publish and promote its own materials. The commission 
was able to provide its members with valuable advice and guidance in the areas of 
religious formation and educational psychology. Certainly, this contribution can
not be underestimated. Yet, the leaders of the various jurisdictions were simply not 
at a point where they could recognize the value of a unified curriculum. They 
could not see that a unified curriculum not only could embody the best approach 
to Orthodox religious formation but also could contribute to the establishment of 
greater unity among the Orthodox in America. 

However, the significance of the commission must not be underestimated. Its 
work was, from the beginning, Pan-Orthodox in its composition, its scope, and its 
concerns. It did much to establish new relationships among clergy and laity from 
the various jurisdictions who were concerned especially with the religious forma
tion of young people. While it did not establish a unified curriculum, it did a great 
deal to promote Pan-Orthodox cooperation and consultation. Indeed, it was a 
grassroots organization that did much to indicate that Orthodox from various ju
risdictions had a great deal in common despite their past differences and their past 
isolation. Constance Tarasar, a distinguished Orthodox educator in her own right, 
said: "The very idea of bringing together Orthodox pastors and teachers from var
ious nationalities and jurisdictions was, in itself, a relatively new idea, and the ac
tual foundation and development of the Commission became the first successful 
cooperative Pan-Orthodox project on a national scale."11 

Closely related to these developments in the area of religious education were 
a number of Pan-Orthodox endeavors in the area of specialized ministry to 
teenagers and college students. In 1950, the Orthodox Christian Fellowship was 
established at Columbia University in New York by Father Georges Florovsky. 
This expression of pastoral ministry was designed to serve all the Orthodox stu
dents at that university regardless of jurisdictional affiliation. This fellowship 
became the model for similar associations established by Orthodox clergy and 
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laity at a number of colleges and universities throughout the country in the 
1950s.12 

During the same period, a number of the jurisdictions acted to establish national 
organizations designed to serve the specialized needs of teenagers. The Council of 
Eastern Orthodox Youth Leaders was established in 1954. Its principal aim was to 
bring together on a regular basis the leaders of the numerous jurisdictional youth 
organizations. The council was designed to create a forum for contact and cooper
ation among all Orthodox youth and their leaders. During the same year, a Pan-Or
thodox Committee was established to oversee the development of an Orthodox 
award for deserving Boy Scouts. Like the Orthodox Christian Education Commis
sion, these organizations were essentially grassroots in nature. Yet, they did much 
to bring together Orthodox from a variety of jurisdictions and to encourage pan-
Orthodox cooperation.13 

Despite these noble accomplishments, little formal attention was given to the 
development of programs for adult religious education and faith formation during 
this period. This was a critical failure that would have profound consequences. In 
the period after World War II, most Orthodox young adults who were born in this 
country were furthering their education and were in constant contact with other 
Americans of different religious backgrounds. Yet, most Orthodox young adults 
were sadly limited when it came to understanding and expressing their faith. Many 
had been taught to understand the church chiefly as an ethnic community. Few had 
developed a genuine appreciation of the doctrinal and ethical teachings of the Or
thodox Church. Few heard sermons that they could truly understand. Fewer under
stood the meaning of the church's ritual. 

Many church leaders appear to have ignored these facts. Yet, these difficult facts 
led some farsighted clergy to begin to pay more attention to the importance of 
adult religious education and worship. As a result, there was an increase in the 
number of books and pamphlets in English designed to provide explanation of the 
teachings, customs, and traditions of the Orthodox Church. It is interesting to note 
that Archbishop Michael of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese published his study 
entitled The Orthodox Church in 1952. About the same time, Metropolitan Antony 
(Bashir) of the Antiochian Orthodox Archdiocese published his study entitled 
Studies in the Greek Orthodox Church. Father George Mastrantonis, a pioneer in 
the writing of books and pamphlets for American Orthodox readers, published his 
What Is the Eastern Orthodox Church? in 1956. Father Timothy Andrews in 1953 
provided a comprehensive bibliography of the growing number of books and pam
phlets.14 

This period saw the publication of a number of prayer books, often bilingual, 
that contained the text of the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. Within the Greek Or
thodox Archdiocese, no less that four such bilingual versions of the liturgy ap
peared between 1948 and 1955. While three of these were prepared by parish 
priests, one was published by the seminary press in 1950 and received the official 
sanction of the archdiocese. In addition to these prayer books, a number of guides 
to the liturgical services began to appear.15 
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It should be remembered that, for nearly all of the jurisdictions, the Eucharist 
Liturgy was celebrated in their own particular liturgical language. The most com
mon were Greek, Church Slavonic, and Arabic. Other languages, such as Alban
ian, Romanian, and Ukrainian, were used by particular jurisdictions. During this 
period, English was beginning to be used in some degree by some clergy in certain 
jurisdictions, but by no means all. 

Metropolitan Antony (Bashir), an early proponent of the use of English in litur
gical services, expressed forcefully his view in 1957 when he said: 

While we must still minister to many who remember the ways and customs of another land, 
it is our policy to make the Church in the United States an American Church. In my own 
Archdiocese, under my administration, we have pioneered in the introduction of English in 
our services and sermons. From the beginning of my ministry, I began printing English ser
vice books, and the training of English speaking priests. We are tied to no sacred language; 
we recognize all tongues as the creation of God, and employ them in worship. We have no 
desire to perpetuate anything but the Gospel of Christ, and that we can do as effectively in 
English as in any other tongue.16 

Not all the leaders of the Orthodox Church in the United States would have stated 
the case for the liturgical use of English as strongly as Metropolitan Antony did in 
1957. While many recognized the pastoral and missionary imperative to introduce 
the greater use of English into the liturgical services, others emphasized the historic 
value and cultural significance of the more ancient liturgical languages. Many 
clergy and laypersons viewed the use of English as an abandonment of ethnic con
cerns. The language question was by no means resolved between 1950 and 1960. 
Indeed, it continued to affect all the Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States. 

Despite the controversies that erupted, the 1950s saw a growing use of English 
in liturgical services. Often, it was used first at Pan-Orthodox vesper services or 
Divine Liturgies that brought together clergy and laity from a number of jurisdic
tions. During the 1950s, these services were often held in conjunction with retreats 
and conferences. In addition, the first Sunday of Lent, known as the Sunday of Or
thodoxy, became a significant day on which clergy and laity from various juris
dictions in a particular city would gather together for the celebration of vespers. 
These Pan-Orthodox services of worship and prayer did much to bring the Ortho
dox closer together in professing the same faith and in enabling them to move be
yond differences. 

EARLY ECUMENICAL WITNESS 

The entrance of some American Orthodox clergy and laity into the activities of 
the National Council of Churches and the World Council of Churches provided 
them with an opportunity not only to cooperate with Western Christians in social 
activities and theological dialogue but also to work together in providing a unified 
Orthodox witness. 
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The participation of American Orthodox theologians in ecumenical organiza
tions and conferences became more pronounced and more formal especially after 
1950. We have taken note of some early positive contacts between Orthodox and 
Western Christians. While in California, Father John Veniaminov visited Roman 
Catholic missions about the year 1836. In the early decades of the twentieth cen
tury, both Metropolitan Meletios of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and Arch
bishop Tikhon of the Russian Orthodox Archdiocese sought to maintain cordial 
relationships with bishops in the Protestant Episcopal Church. An Anglican-
Orthodox Fellowship was established in the United States in 1934 and served as 
the American counterpart to the more famous Fellowship of Sts. Sergius and 
Alban, begun in England in 1928. Both organizations reflected the conviction held 
by many at the time that Anglicanism and Orthodoxy had much in common and 
that these points of agreement deserved greater study. 

These early attempts at building positive relationships and establishing oppor
tunities for dialogue were frequently damaged, however, by covert and overt at
tempts by some Protestants to bring Orthodox Christians into their fold and also 
by the harsh reaction of some Roman Catholics to the entrance of Eastern-Rite 
Catholics into the Orthodox Church. The mutual respect and understanding that 
would later become part of the ecumenical movement were not always central to 
the relationship among Christian groups in America in the early decades of this 
century. 

The National Council of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. was founded in 1950. 
As a cooperative ecumenical association, it initially reflected a merger of the ear
lier Evangelical Alliance, founded in 1867, and the Federal Council of Churches 
of Christ, founded in 1908. Although the new council was dominated by Protestant 
denominations and Protestant perspectives from the beginning, it was viewed by 
some as an American counterpart to the World Council of Churches, which was 
established in 1948. 

Within the first few years of the establishment of the National Council of 
Churches, a number of Orthodox jurisdictions formally became members. These 
included the Syrian Orthodox Archdiocese, the Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic 
Church (the Metropolia), the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate, the Ukrainian Or
thodox diocese, and the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese. Between 1954 and 1958, 
Father Georges Florovsky served as one of the vice presidents of the council.17 

The participation of Father Florovsky and other Orthodox in the early work of 
the council certainly brought to it theological perspectives that were distinctive. 
Yet, the Orthodox frequently found themselves in meetings with Western Chris
tians who had little or no appreciation of the history and teachings of the Christian 
East. Because of this, the Orthodox frequently found themselves engaged in theo
logical deliberations that were dominated by Protestant perspectives. While the 
Orthodox were full members of the council, their impact upon its work during its 
early years was minimal.18 

The Second Assembly of the World Council of Churches, held in Evanston, Illi
nois, in 15-31 August 1954, provided a number of American Orthodox theolo-
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gians with a valuable opportunity for active participation. At the First Assembly of 
the World Council of Churches in Amsterdam in 1948, there was a total of eigh
teen Orthodox delegates present. None of these came from America. At the 
Evanston assembly, there were twenty-eight Orthodox delegates present. Of this 
number, nine were from America. In addition, there were two consultants and 
eight accredited visitors from the Orthodox jurisdictions in America. Because of 
this, a number of American Orthodox took a very active part in the activities of the 
assembly. Father Georges Florovsky, for example, delivered one of the major ad
dresses, and Archbishop Michael of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese was elected 
one of the copresidents of the council.19 

Speaking of the importance of Orthodox participation in the Evanston assem
bly, Archbishop Michael said: 

Did our participation in Evanston result in gain or loss? Beyond all doubt, in gain and even 
very great gain, prodigious for the prestige of our Mother, the ancient and most holy Or
thodox Church. We were not there without being noticed. We did not mingle with the other 
representatives so as to lose our own color and to become agreeable to them. We were not 
afraid to proclaim to those present the whole truth on the subject of the faith of the 
Church.20 

Another significant ecumenical conference occurred only a few years later in 
1957: the North American Study Conference on Faith and Order held at Oberlin, 
Ohio. Jointly sponsored by the National Council of Churches and the World Coun
cil of Churches, the conference was devoted to the theme "The Nature of the Unity 
We Seek." Of the over 200 delegates, only 10 were American Orthodox, repre
senting four jurisdictions. Despite their small number, the Orthodox contributed to 
the work of the conference, which came in the wake of the Evanston assembly.21 

The Orthodox delegates presented the conference with a brief but very signifi
cant commentary on the theme. This statement remains one of the most cogent and 
precise articulations of the Orthodox Church in ecumenical conferences.22 A por
tion of the statement says: 

"The Unity We Seek" is for us a given unity which has never been lost and, as a Divine gift 
and essential mark of Christian existence, could not have been lost. The unity of the Church 
of Christ is for us a unity in the historical Church, in the fullness of faith, in the fullness of 
continuous sacramental life. For us this unity is embodied in the Orthodox Church which 
kept, catholikos (fully) and anelleipos (flawless), both the integrity of the apostolic faith and 
the integrity of the apostolic order.23 

The early activity of the National Council of Churches, as well as the Evanston 
assembly of the World Council of Churches (WCC), provided the Orthodox par
ticipants from America with valuable opportunities to present the teachings of 
their church and to enter into theological dialogue with Western Christians. Al
though the Orthodox presence in North America dated from 1794, the opportuni-
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ties for genuine dialogue between Orthodox and Western Christians in this coun
try had been minimal prior to the 1950s. While these new encounters were not 
without their difficulties, the presence of the Orthodox clearly reflected their de
sire to acquaint the delegates from the Western Christian traditions with the dis
tinctive faith perspectives of the Christian East. 

For the American Orthodox, this period marked their fledgling steps into the 
arena of inter-Christian dialogue, a movement that would become much more pro
nounced in subsequent decades. In these early ecumenical meetings, the Orthodox 
delegates demonstrated that the presence of the Orthodox Church and the distinc
tive character of its teachings could no longer be ignored in inter-Christian dia
logues in the United States. 

These ecumenical organizations and conferences also provided the Orthodox 
delegates from the various jurisdictions with the opportunity to have greater direct 
contact with each other. Faced with the challenge of presenting the Orthodox faith 
to Western Christians, the Orthodox delegates recognized the need to cooperate 
with each other and to present a united Orthodox witness that transcended the dif
ferences of ethnic languages and cultures as well as Old World rivalries. The ju
risdictional divisions did not prevent the Orthodox from affirming their common 
faith and presenting it in a unified manner.24 

Closely related to the unified Orthodox ecumenical witness was a drive to have 
the Orthodox Christianity better recognized as a major faith. This movement had 
its origin in the work of the old federation and was associated at first with the 
movement to have Orthodox military personal during World War II receive their 
appropriate religious designation. During the period after the war, committees of 
Orthodox clergy and laypersons organized to have state governments and federal 
agencies grant the same recognition to the Orthodox faith that had been given to 
others. Throughout the 1950s and into the early 1960s a number of states and gov
ernmental agencies passed resolutions that designated Orthodox Christianity as a 
major faith insofar as this could be done legally.25 

The concern expressed by so many Orthodox over this issue was an important 
sign that they were looking for greater recognition from the wider society. In 
earlier decades, the Orthodox were concerned primarily with survival in an envi
ronment that was seen as hostile. Bolstered by movements toward greater coop
eration and unity as well as the presence of Orthodox theologians in high-level 
ecumenical forums, many Orthodox had now come to believe that the Orthodox 
faith deserved to be recognized as one of the major religious traditions in Amer
ican society. 

Throughout the period following the close of World War II, there was a demon
strable increase in contacts and cooperative activities among the members of the 
various Orthodox jurisdictions in America. As a consequence of ethnic and polit
ical differences, divisions continued to afflict many parishes and many dioceses. 
Yet, there was a growing recognition that all the Orthodox shared the same faith. 
Indeed, among many there was a growing recognition that the Orthodox Church 
had a distinctive witness to make in American society. With joint liturgical ser-
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vices and joint educational projects and through unified participation in ecumeni
cal gatherings, the representatives of the major Orthodox jurisdictions began, in 
some measure, to overcome the isolation from one another that had generally char
acterized the Orthodox in America for decades. At the same time, the American 
Orthodox began to recognize, in some measure, their responsibility to all Chris
tians and to the society in which they lived. 



8 
TOWARD GREATER 
UNITY AND WITNESS 

The quest for greater administrative unity among the Orthodox jurisdictions in 
America found concrete expression in the establishment of the Standing Confer
ence of Canonical Orthodox Bishops in America (SCOBA) in 1960. Building 
upon the tradition of the earlier federation, SCOBA began to oversee the various 
inter-Orthodox activities and to coordinate ecumenical witness, which was born 
during the 1950s. It also became the focal point of efforts to establish a Provincial 
Synod of Orthodox Bishops, which would better serve the needs of Orthodox 
faithful and better reflect the organizational principles of Orthodox ecclesiology.1 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF SCOBA 

About two years after his arrival in this country to become head of the Greek 
Orthodox Archdiocese in 1949, Archbishop Michael (Constantinides) convened a 
meeting of Orthodox bishops on 12 March 1952. Participating in this historic gath
ering were Metropolitan Anthony (Bashir) of the Syrian (Antiochian) Orthodox 
Archdiocese, Metropolitan Leonty (Turkevich) of the Russian Orthodox Greek 
Catholic Church (Metropolia), Metropolitan Anastasy (Gribanovsky) of the Rus
sian Orthodox Synod Abroad, Metropolitan Markary (Illinsky) of the Exarchate of 
the Patriarchate of Moscow, Bishop Orestes (Chornak) of the Carpatho-Russian 
Orthodox Greek Catholic diocese, and Bishop Bogdan (Spilka) of the Ukrainian 
Orthodox diocese. The latter two jurisdictions were dioceses of the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate, like the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese.2 

The meeting was significant if only because the heads of the three Russian Or
thodox jurisdictions met together. There were intense rivalry and disputes between 
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these jurisdictions resulting from divergent claims of authority in America and 
very different understanding of the authority of the Patriarchate of Moscow. The 
Exarchate was directly responsible to the Moscow Patriarchate. The Metropolia 
was in formal schism from the Moscow Patriarchate since 1924 but open to some 
form of mutual recognition. The Synod Abroad had only recently established its 
headquarters in New York as hundreds of its members came to the United States 
fleeing from further Communist advances in the Balkans and the Far East. The 
Synod Abroad was composed of Russian exiles who were staunch monarchists 
and who claimed that the Moscow Patriarchate had no authority because of coop
eration with the Communist government. In addition to these significant differ
ences, each jurisdiction saw itself as the rightful and canonical continuation of the 
old Alaskan mission. 

At this historic meeting in New York, the bishops resolved to establish a con
sultative body. Like the federation that proceeded it, this body was meant to deal 
with common issues that affected the Orthodox in America. Since it was only a 
voluntary association, it was not meant to have any formal or canonical character. 
Unlike the federation, however, membership in this voluntary association was not 
restricted only to those primates who had a direct canonical association with an au
tocephalous church. 

Despite the resolution of the meeting, no formal association of bishops came 
into existence. While this was a period of increased cooperation at the grassroots 
level, it would appear that the growing rivalry between the three Russian Orthodox 
jurisdictions precluded the development of a formal association of bishops. In
deed, among many of the Russian Orthodox hierarchs in America, there was little 
concern for cooperation at this time. Each of these jurisdictions was concerned 
with affirming its distinctive characteristics and attracting parishioners.3 

A new phase in the development of greater conciliarity among the Orthodox in 
America began in 1960. SCOBA came into existence under the leadership of 
Archbishop Iakovos (Coucousis), the newly elected primate of the Greek Ortho
dox archdiocese. 

Archbishop Iakovos was no stranger to the church in America. Born in Turkey 
and educated at the famous Patriarchal Theological School of Halki, he came to 
America in 1939 to serve on the faculty of the Holy Cross Greek Orthodox School 
of Theology. He later served as the pastor of the Annunciation Cathedral in Boston 
from 1942 to 1954. During these years, he became well aware of the difficulties 
that affected Orthodoxy in America and the unique opportunities for its develop
ment. Prior to his election to head the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese in 1959, he 
served for five years as the representative of the Patriarchate of Constantinople to 
the World Council of Churches. 

Slightly more than a year after his arrival in the United States, Archbishop 
Iakovos set in motion a new proposal for a conference of Orthodox bishops. At his 
invitation, the representatives of eleven jurisdictions met on 15 March 1960 at the 
headquarters of the Greek Orthodox archdiocese in New York City. The ten bish
ops and one priest who were the official representatives of their respective juris-
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dictions resolved to establish a Standing Episcopal Conference. Archbishop 
Iakovos became its president.4 

At the fifth meeting of the eleven presiding bishops, a formal constitution for 
SCOBA was approved. Although the conference did not contain representatives 
from every jurisdiction, it was certainly far more representative than the earlier 
federation. Like the earlier federation, however, the conference remained a volun
tary association of the presiding bishops. Yet, the establishment of the conference 
was seen as a very significant expression of conciliarity that could lead to more 
formal unity.5 

During the first decade of its existence, the conference became a very important 
forum in which the bishops, as well as the theological and pastoral staff, could 
meet regularly to deal with issues of common concern. Moreover, during the early 
years of its existence, the conference brought under its aegis a number of Pan-
Orthodox committees and activities that had been established at the grassroots 
level in previous years. The conference also began to oversee and coordinate a uni
fied Orthodox witness in ecumenical gatherings.6 

Archbishop Iakovos spoke about the early accomplishments of SCOBA and its 
potential: 

The cooperation of the Orthodox Churches within the Standing Conference has borne 
fruits: i.e., the body of the Orthodox Armed Forces chaplains, the pan-Orthodox Commit
tee on Scouting, the Office of Campus Ministry for the benefit of our university students, 
the Ecumenical Relations Commission, and the Religious Education Publishing Commis
sion. If this cooperation continues with the same sincerity toward our Orthodox faithful in 
America, perhaps it will have as its result one day the blessing of the Mother Churches to 
change the Standing Conference into a pan-Orthodox provincial synod, under the aegis of 
the Ecumenical Patriarchate. Such a provincial synod will contribute immeasurably to the 
perpetuation and growth of Orthodoxy in the United States.7 

The establishment and early development of the conference took place at a 
time when the Orthodox Church throughout the world was also reaffirming its 
conciliar tradition. The most concrete expression of this renewed conciliarity 
was the four Pan-Orthodox conferences held between 1961 and 1968. At the in
vitation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, representatives from the autocephalous 
and autonomous churches sent their representatives to these gatherings, which 
were held in Rhodes in 1961, 1963, and 1964 and at Chambesy (Geneva) in 
1968.8 

The most important result of these gatherings was that the age-old principle of 
conciliarity had been reaffirmed. Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries, political developments and wars had made it very difficult for the rep
resentatives of the regional Orthodox churches to meet together and to address 
common concerns. These conferences provided the opportunity for bishops and 
theologians from the various regional churches to meet one another and to begin 
to develop a consensus on critical issues affecting the entire church. 
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Two themes received the greatest attention in these conferences. First, the rep
resentatives resolved to begin the process of convening a Great and Holy Council, 
which would someday gather together Orthodox bishops and theologians from 
throughout the world. The term ecumenical council was carefully avoided. But in 
the minds of many, this gathering would certainly have the potential of being re
ceived as one. In order to prepare for this council, the conferences eventually set
tled upon ten topics, which would be examined in preconciliar meetings.9 

Second, the conferences approved the presence of the Orthodox Church in ecu
menical dialogue designed to restore the visible unity of Christians. This decision 
led directly to greater Orthodox involvement in the World Council of Churches. It 
also led to the establishment of bilateral theological consultations between the Or
thodox and Oriental Orthodox churches, the Anglican Church, the Reformed 
Churches, the Roman Catholic Church, and the Lutheran Church.10 

The renewal of Orthodox conciliarity at the worldwide level was very well re
ceived by SCOBA. There was a strong feeling that the breakdown of isolation 
among the Orthodox at the worldwide level could only help strengthen Orthodox 
unity in America. From its very inception, SCOBA became, in the words of Father 
John Meyendorff, "a symbol and a hope for all those who were consciously work
ing towards a united Orthodoxy in America in accordance with the Orthodox un
derstanding of the church and in agreement with the holy canons."11 

ECUMENICAL WITNESS AND DIALOGUE 

The Standing Conference took very seriously the challenge of Orthodox in
volvement in ecumenical witness and dialogue. The fact that Orthodox Christians 
in America lived, worked, and studied in such close proximity with Roman 
Catholics and Protestants was a reality that could not be ignored. The Orthodox in 
America were not living in religious ghettos insulated from other Christians. Un
like their counterparts in other parts of the world, the Orthodox in America were 
confronted with the tragedy of Christian disunity on a daily basis. 

From the beginning of the twentieth century, there had been opportunities for 
formal dialogue between Orthodox and Protestants. The historic encyclical of the 
Patriarchate of Constantinople in 1920 called for the establishment of a Fellowship 
of Churches that would lead to greater understanding and dialogue. This proposal 
found a measure of fulfillment with the establishment of the World Council of 
Churches in 1948. The Orthodox churches of Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti
och, Jerusalem, Cyprus, and Greece were among the founding members. Two 
American Orthodox jurisdictions, the Russian Orthodox Metropolia and the Syr
ian Orthodox Archdiocese, also held independent memberships.12 

The contemporary ecumenical movement entered a dramatic period of develop
ment in the 1960s. The Orthodox Church of Russia began to adopt a more moder
ate position regarding dialogue with the Christian West. This was signaled 
dramatically by its entrance into the WCC in 1961. The Orthodox churches of Ser
bia, Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Finland also joined the WCC 
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in subsequent years. This meant that all the regional autocephalous and au
tonomous Orthodox churches were members of the WCC by 1966.13 

At the Second Vatican Council (1963-1965), the Roman Catholic Church be
came more attuned to the need for dialogue with the other Christian churches and 
especially with the Orthodox Church. The historic meeting between Patriarch 
Athenagoras of Constantinople and Pope Paul VI in Jerusalem in 1964 was a sig
nificant sign of this new relationship. The historic lifting of the anathemas of 1054 
between Constantinople and Rome in 1965 gave some the impression that the cen
turies-old schism was about to end.14 

Especially significant about this new phase in ecumenical relations was that 
these developments were not simply affecting the clerics and theologians. Espe
cially in America, the laity was becoming interested in the movement to overcome 
prejudices, to understand differences, and to work for Christian reconciliation. 

SCOBA responded in a number of significant ways to the emerging ecumenical 
movement and to some of the issues being raised in the American context. First, a 
statement entitled "The Discipline of Holy Communion" was issued by SCOBA 
on 22 January 1965. In this pastoral statement, the SCOBA bishops stated that 
they "viewed with satisfaction the progress in mutual understanding that is leading 
the separated Christian bodies closer to each other in faith and life." With this in 
mind, the bishops urged the faithful to understand these historic developments and 
to become "instruments of peace and reconciliation."15 

At the same time, the bishops clearly stated that developments in the ecumeni
cal movement did not mean that Orthodox Christians were free to participate in the 
sacramental life of other churches. The bishops reaffirmed the Orthodox position 
that the Eucharist is not principally the means toward unity but rather primarily the 
expression of communion with the church and the acceptance of its teachings. In 
their concluding words, the bishops said: 

The Standing Conference would at this time remind the children of the Church as they pray, 
study and work for Christian reunion that the Eucharistic Mystery is the end of our unity not 
the means to that end; and that, therefore, decisions reached by Christian bodies outside the 
Orthodox Church have no significance of validity for the Orthodox Church or her mem
bers.16 

Second, SCOBA approved on 12 October 1966, and subsequently published, a 
document entitled Guidelines for Orthodox Christians in Ecumenical Relations. 
This document was a clear result of the recognition that the Orthodox position on 
ecumenical witness and dialogue had to be given greater amplification. The pri
mary purpose of this text, therefore, was to provide the clergy and laity of the 
eleven jurisdictions of SCOBA with concrete guidance for their participation in 
ecumenical gatherings. The document sought to express the principles of Ortho
dox involvement in the quest for Christian reconciliation that were not only rooted 
in the Orthodox understanding of the church but also responsive to the demands of 
a society that was religiously pluralistic. 
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This brief text could not answer every question that was being raised at a time 
when relationships among the Christian churches were undergoing dramatic 
changes. Yet, this document does have an important historic significance. It was 
the first attempt by Orthodox bishops and theologians to deal in a formal manner 
with some of the doctrinal and practical issues associated with issues of Christian 
reconciliation.17 

The Standing Conference also authorized the establishment, and oversaw the 
activity, of a number of committees of theologians to meet with their counterparts 
from other Christian churches in the United States. Theological consultations were 
established with the Episcopal Church in 1962, the Roman Catholic Church in 
1966, the Lutheran Churches in 1968, and the Reformed Churches in 1968. With 
varying degrees of fruitfulness, these consultations examined points of doctrinal 
differences and agreement. Despite the inherent difficulties in such endeavors, the 
establishment of these consultations has remained one of the most significant ac
complishments of SCOBA.18 

Father John Meyendorff expressed some of the Orthodox concern over their in
volvement in the ecumenical movement: 

There will certainly be no Christian unity outside Orthodoxy: the uninterrupted, organic 
tradition of united Christianity is authentically preserved in the Orthodox Church. And it is 
our responsibility to make this truth to be accepted as a relevant challenge in the ecumeni
cal movement. Unfortunately, Orthodox thought in this matter is too often polarized be
tween two equally wrong positions: "open" relativism and "closed" fanaticism. The first 
accepts the naive Protestant idea that it is sufficient to forget about "doctrines" and practice 
"love" to secure unity. The second fails to accept the authentically Christian values of the 
West, which Orthodoxy simply cannot reject, if it wants to be faithful to the fullness of 
Christian truth. 

Between these two positions—which are both unfaithful to the present Orthodox real
ity—lies the road of a conscious and sober participation in the ecumenical movement, im
plying no compromise, but much love and understanding. This road is the right one, not 
simply because it is the "middle road," but mainly because it reflects the truly catholic spirit 
of the Orthodox faith.19 

AN OPPOSING PERSPECTIVE 

While SCOBA was the national church body that brought together the primates 
and other leaders of the major Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States, there 
were a small number of other jurisdictions claiming to be Orthodox who were not 
part of the conference. These other jurisdictions generally did not accept the Or
thodox conciliar developments and the expressions of Orthodox ecumenical wit
ness that were supported by SCOBA. 

The Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad was one such jurisdiction. Popularly 
known as the Karlovtsy Synod or the Synod Abroad, it had been invited to send a 
representative to the organizational meeting in 1960 that led to the establishment 
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of SCOBA. Although the Synod Abroad had a representative at Pan-Orthodox 
meetings in 1952 and 1959, it refused to participate in the meetings that led to the 
birth of SCOBA. 

As we have already noted, the Synod Abroad established a diocese in the 
United States in 1927. A tentative unity was established between the Synod 
Abroad and the Metropolia in America between 1935 and 1946. Aligning them
selves with the Nazi opposition to Communism, the leadership of the Synod 
Abroad moved their headquarters to Berlin in 1945. Five years later, in 1950, the 
headquarters was again moved to New York City in conjunction with the migra
tion of thousands of Russian Orthodox from Eastern Europe and the Far East. 
With a slight increase of parishes in the United States, the Synod Abroad contin
ued to see itself as the Russian Orthodox "church in exile," having the responsi
bility of preserving not only the Orthodox faith but also Russian language and 
culture until the day when Russia would be freed of Communism and its faithful 
could return to their homeland. 

The initial reason for the Synod Abroad's aversion to the developing conciliar
ity in America was its repudiation of the activity of the Patriarchate of Moscow. 
The Synod Abroad refused to recognize the legitimate authority of the Patriarchate 
of Moscow and its clergy since 1926. Never abandoning its allegiance to the old 
Russian monarchy, the Synod Abroad claimed that the Patriarchate was thoroughly 
controlled by the Communists after the death of Patriarch Tikhon in 1925.20 

The Synod Abroad made the bold claim that it was the free and legitimate Rus
sian Orthodox Church in exile. With this declaration, the Synod Abroad consis
tently opposed those Orthodox conciliar movements both in America and 
worldwide in which the Patriarchate of Moscow had representatives. Referring to 
the representative of the Patriarchate of Moscow, Metropolitan Anastasy of the 
Synod Abroad said: 

We must avoid as a pestilence every kind of contact with them. You know that these people 
with thoroughly buried consciences will never cease from waging war on us, although they 
constantly change their methods of warfare. At times they openly attack us and at times they 
utilize a circumventing maneuver in order to conceal their true purpose. Often they appear 
as angels of light, in order to delude even the chosen ones if possible.21 

Within the American context, therefore, the Synod Abroad would not be a part 
of any organization at which there was a representative of the Exarchate of the Pa
triarchate of Moscow. In refusing the invitation to the meeting of 15 March 1960, 
Metropolitan Anastasy, the primate of the Synod Abroad, said that neither he nor 
any other bishop of theirs would sit at the same table with the representatives of the 
Patriarchate of Moscow.22 

This perspective of the Synod Abroad was also reflected in its view of the Pan-
Orthodox Conference in Rhodes in 1961. Because a delegation from the Patriar
chate of Moscow was present, members of the Synod Abroad began to question 
the very authenticity of this and subsequent Pan-Orthodox gatherings. Referring 
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to the first Rhodes conference, one member of the Synod Abroad declared that it 
was "a gathering even more shameful, for the primacy of the Soviets garbed in 
Church vestments was recognized in a free Orthodox milieu. And through this, a 
question mark arose over all of free Orthodoxy with regards to its gracefulness, 
whether it still remained in Christ or had already gone over to the anitchrist."23 

In addition to being a vocal opponent to the authority and the activities of the 
Patriarchate of Moscow, the Synod Abroad took a number of actions that reflected 
its anti-Communistic political ideology and its unwillingness to contribute to 
greater Orthodox unity in America. Throughout the late 1950s and 1960s, the 
Synod Abroad received from the Russian Orthodox Metropolia the parishes that 
refused to commemorate at liturgical services the Patriarch of Moscow. Likewise, 
in 1958 the Synod Abroad accepted a group of anti-Communistic, immigrant 
clergy and laity from the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate. A few years later, in 
1963, the Synod Abroad accepted a like-minded group clergy and laity from the 
Bulgarian Orthodox diocese. In this case, the Synod Abroad even consecrated Fa
ther Kyril Yonchev as a bishop and established a new diocese especially for those 
staunchly anti-Communistic Bulgarian Orthodox immigrants who repudiated the 
authority of the Patriarchate of Bulgaria.24 

The Synod Abroad also became a vocal opponent of Orthodox participation in 
ecumenical dialogues and organizations. This position appears to have become 
more acute after the conciliar decisions of the Pan-Orthodox conferences of 1961 
and 1963 and especially after the entrance of the Patriarchate of Moscow into the 
World Council of Churches in 1961. 

The Orthodox Church both at the worldwide level and in the United States 
viewed ecumenical witness as an expression of the mission of the church. How
ever, one of the bishops of the Synod Abroad viewed ecumenical witness as "a 
path which leads to the embrace of godless communism and prepares for the king
dom of the anti-Christ." He declared that those Orthodox who participate in ecu
menical forums "mutilate the teachings concerning the Church of Christ and 
adjust it to the demands of the current mode."25 

Between 1965 and 1969, Metropolitan Philaret (Voznessensky), who became 
primate of the Synod Abroad in 1964, wrote four public letters of protest that op
posed the conciliar movement in Orthodoxy as well as Orthodox ecumenical wit
ness. These letters not only further isolated the Synod Abroad from world 
Orthodoxy but also depicted the Synod Abroad as the "remnant" in which the faith 
is held in purity free from all forms of modernism, Communism, and ecumenism. 
Because of this, some in the Synod Abroad viewed it as "the only Orthodox 
Church remaining in America and the entire world whose hierarchy stands fully 
behind traditional Orthodoxy and against the approaching union."26 

During this same period especially, the Synod Abroad became a haven for those 
clergy and laity of other Orthodox jurisdictions in America who opposed Ortho
dox ecumenical witness. Certainly, the Synod Abroad continued to maintain a 
strongly Russian identity and character. However, because of its opposition to de
velopments in the Orthodox world, it began to attract persons who were not of 
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Russian background but who were opposed to the policies articulated by the auto
cephalous churches and by those jurisdictions that were part of SCOBA. On this 
trend, one member of the Synod Abroad said: 

It is through no intention of its own that the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia 
has become, in these critical times for world Orthodoxy, a veritable beacon and haven for 
Orthodox clergy and faithful of all nationalities who strive to learn and preach the truths of 
Orthodox Christianity in harmony with a fully Orthodox hierarchy.... Whole Orthodox 
Churches are being led by a hundred forms of worldly influence into forgetfulness of Or
thodoxy and into outright apostasy; and Orthodox bishops in every Church and jurisdiction 
are either taking the lead in this suicidal movement or maintaining what has now surely be
come a traitorous silence.27 

These extreme sentiments were to be expressed in the publications and tracts 
produced in many quarters of the Synod Abroad. In somewhat less of an extreme 
manner, the views were more formally expressed by the Council of Bishops of the 
Synod Abroad in their meeting in Montreal in 1971. There, the bishops formally 
repudiated the developments in the Patriarchate of Moscow. They also declared 
that ecumenism "was a heresy against the dogma of the Church." Although the 
Synod Abroad represented less than fifty parishes and perhaps less than 1,000 
parishioners in the United States, the words of their bishops only further alienated 
this body from other Orthodox both in this country and throughout the world.28 

PROPOSALS FOR A PROVINCIAL SYNOD 

Throughout the first decade of its existence, it was obvious that SCOBA had be
come an important vehicle for common witness and limited cooperation among 
the jurisdictions that voluntarily became members. It had far outlived its prede
cessor. It was viewed by many as an important expression of Orthodox unity in the 
United States. Despite the vocal opposition of some smaller groups, such as the 
Synod Abroad, SCOBA expressed the concern for greater unity and the desire for 
ecumenical witness that the vast majority of Orthodox in America affirmed. 

However, there always had been a serious defect in the organizational status of 
SCOBA. The conference began as, and had always remained, a voluntary associa
tion of bishops who were related to particular jurisdictions. Each presiding hier
arch had maintained his own ultimate autonomy in relationship to other SCOBA 
bishops. Each jurisdiction had maintained its own distinct independence and char
acteristic features. Finally, most of the jurisdictions associated with SCOBA had 
been actually provinces of mother churches in Europe or the Middle East. This 
meant that the pastoral needs of the Orthodox in America had sometimes come 
into conflict with policies of the various mother churches. 

All this shows that SCOBA was simply a consultative body. It had never had any 
genuine authority over and above the jurisdictions that constituted it. Any decision 
that it made ultimately had to be approved by each of the jurisdictions and in some 
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cases by the mother churches. Indeed, this is the fundamental reason SCOBA 
could not deal with the critical organizational challenges that confronted Ameri
can Orthodoxy. Paradoxically, SCOBA was in a better position to cultivate a com
mon ecumenical witness than it was to deal with serious issues of division within 
American Orthodoxy. 

From its beginning, SCOBA was not able to gather together regularly all the Or
thodox bishops in America for any type of consultation. According to its constitu
tion, membership in the Standing Conference was limited to one bishop from each 
jurisdiction. Normally, this would be the presiding bishop of each jurisdiction. 

SCOBA was never able to establish a national association of clergy. While 
SCOBA was able to foster some clergy associations at regional and local levels, it 
was simply not able to bring about any genuine sense of common witness and 
common support among the Orthodox clergy as a whole. Indeed, throughout most 
of their histories, the various seminaries and graduate schools of theology have 
been primarily concerned with preparing future clergy to serve the particular 
needs of persons in particular jurisdictions. Only recently have the two graduate 
schools of theology begun to take more seriously their obligation to rise above nar
row interests and to serve the greater needs of the Orthodox in America. 

SCOBA was never able to bring together clergy and laity from all the jurisdic
tions to discuss common concerns and to fashion common resolutions. Each of the 
particular jurisdictions has had its own national gathering of delegates that met ei
ther annually, biannually, or triennially. There has been no serious and consistent 
attempt to establish any contact among the delegates to these jurisdictional gath
erings. 

SCOBA was always hard-pressed to deal effectively with points of differences 
between jurisdictions. Relationships between the jurisdictions had frequently been 
strained when a parish or a clergyman sought to move from one ecclesiastical body 
to another. Relationships had also been strained when differences arose over the 
qualifications for ordination, the requirements for marriage, and the manner in 
which new parishes are established. SCOBA had little ability to adjudicate differ
ences or to provide guidelines for relationships among the jurisdictions. 

Finally, SCOBA was not able truly to speak and act in the name of the Orthodox 
Church in the United States. For all practical purposes, SCOBA was not able to ex
press the position or the view of Orthodox Christianity in relationship to other re
ligious bodies, to ecumenical bodies, to charitable agencies, or to governmental 
agencies. This has been painfully evident on many occasions. 

Father John Meyendorff expressed with clarity the need for Orthodox unity in 
America when he wrote in 1968: 

We must be united. The nationalistic feelings which currently separate the Orthodox 
Church in America into a dozen or more jurisdictions is sinful, uncanonical and impracti
cal for further progress. It is sinful because it is contrary to Christian love. It is uncanonical 
because it contradicts the clearest statements of the Ecumenical Councils: "That there not 
be two bishops in one city (First Ecumenical Council, canon 8). It is impractical for the ob-



GREATER UNITY AND WITNESS 97 

vious reason that a unified Church of some 3,000,000 communicants would be much more 
able to face the problems we face now in our individual jurisdictions.29 

From the time of SCOBA's formation, there were movements to alter its funda
mental consultative character and transform it into a genuine provincial synod of 
bishops. This provincial synod would have to have all the characteristic dignity and 
authority accorded to it by Orthodox canon law. It would also have to have the recog
nition of the autocephalous churches acting with the leadership of the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate. This synod of bishops not only could be an effective, canonical expres
sion of full Orthodox unity in this country but also could be a positive force to guide 
the development of unifying structures at the regional and local levels. 

Even at the first planning meeting for the new conference in 1960, a memoran
dum was presented by Metropolitan Antony (Bashir) that emphasized the need to 
form a genuine synod of bishops and not simply a consultative body. "Our failure 
to form one united jurisdiction in America," said the Metropolitan, "is a constant 
reproach as well as an absolute violation of the sacred canons and must be cor
rected. This can be done by forming an American Synod composed of the chief hi
erarchs of each national jurisdiction who shall retain their present autonomy in 
internal matters, but act together in common issues, and plan a corporate union at 
the earliest opportunity."30 While he had been one of the founders of the earlier 
federation, Metropolitan Antony clearly recognized that the success of a new or
ganization depended upon it being a genuine synod. 

At the eleventh regular meeting of SCOBA on 22 January 1965, the Commis
sion on Unity presented a bold report that reviewed the reasons it was desirable to 
change the fundamental character of SCOBA. The report also affirmed that 
greater unity does not preclude legitimate diversity in practices, customs, and lan
guages. The report recognized that the unification of the jurisdictions could not be 
achieved immediately. Rather, there must be a gradual unification by degrees. The 
first degree would be the canonical unification of the Orthodox episcopate in 
America. 

The report then proposed that the Standing Conference petition all the auto
cephalous churches to be recognized as "the Holy Synod of the Orthodox Church 
in America." The proposal stated that this synod would achieve a high degree of 
coordination by having authority to approve all episcopal consecrations, to be a 
court of appeal for bishops, to establish ecumenical policy, to oversee inter-Ortho
dox chaplaincies, and to be responsible for communications with other Orthodox 
churches. The proposal stated that the Exarch of the Ecumenical Patriarchate 
would serve as the president of the synod and that each national jurisdiction would 
be represented by one bishop.31 

The proposal was formally opposed by the Russian Orthodox Patriarchal 
Exarch and the bishop of the Bulgarian Orthodox jurisdiction. However, the pro
posal passed with the approval of six representatives. Then, SCOBA adopted 
unanimously the following recommendation: "The report of the Ad Hoc Commis
sion [will] be submitted to the Mother Churches by the respective hierarchs, ac-
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companied by a personal letter of explanation, and a request for blessing and ac
tion and that the Chairman submit the Report to the Ecumenical Patriarchate with 
an additional request, signed by the Chairman and the Secretary, that it be placed 
on the agenda of the next Pan-Orthodox Conference at Rhodes."32 

Subsequent meetings of SCOBA in 1965 and 1966 considered the responses 
that gradually came from some of the autocephalous churches. While not oppos
ing the proposal in principle, the Ecumenical Patriarchate requested further study 
of the American situation. It subsequently indicated its willingness to approve the 
establishment of a provincial synod. The Church of Antioch believed that the topic 
should be placed on the agenda of the Pan-Orthodox Conference. Strong negative 
reaction, however, came from the Church of Russia and the Church of Serbia. It 
was clear that on the worldwide level, there was no clear consensus coming from 
the autocephalous churches regarding developments in America.33 

A more modest proposal was offered by SCOBA on 9 May 1968. A majority of 
the hierarchs voted to send three representatives to the forthcoming Pan-Orthodox 
Conference scheduled for Chambesy (Geneva). The task of the delegation would 
be to initiate discussion among the representatives of the autocephalous churches 
on the topic of forming a united church in America. Within five months, however, 
the Ecumenical Patriarchate informed Archbishop Iakovos, the chairman of 
SCOBA, that the subject of Orthodoxy in America could not be placed on the 
agenda because its topics had already been determined.34 

Once again, at the 18 May 1968 meeting of SCOBA, the representatives ap
proved an appeal to the organizers of the Pan-Orthodox Conference and authorized 
Archbishop Iakovos to write letters directly to the heads of the autocephalous 
churches regarding the situation of Orthodoxy in America. After noting a number 
of reasons greater unity is desirable, the Appeal to the Pan-Orthodox Conference 
says: 

All of us and all our faithful priests and people are aware of this pressing need as we are 
hampered in all of our common efforts by divisions not of our own making which stand as 
unavoidable obstacles to our spiritual and ecclesiastical welfare and progress. We cannot 
overstate the seriousness of our need for some early canonical solution to our jurisdictional 
confusion which is unprecedented in the history of our Orthodox Church and in absolute vi
olation of its well known structure.... 

Therefore, we respectfully request that an immediate canonical basis be formed with the 
agreement of the Autocephalous Churches for the creation of one Orthodox Church in 
America which will provide for the pastoral care of the several cultural and national enti
ties in America, and guarantee the common witness and mission of Orthodoxy to the 
West.35 

It is difficult to determine all the reasons that prevented the mother churches 
from responding favorably to the request from SCOBA. But, two reasons seem to 
predominate during this period. First, many of the mother churches were simply 
reluctant to relinquish any authority over their particular dioceses. Despite the 
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clear witness of the traditional principles of ecclesiology, many of the mother 
churches believed that their dioceses were made up of "their people," and they had 
legitimate authority to care for them. The mother church was usually unwilling, 
therefore, to lose the support that came from the daughter diocese in America. 
Second, there often was no clear consensus within the jurisdiction itself. Within 
each jurisdiction, some argued for greater unity. Yet, the movement toward greater 
unity was opposed either overtly or covertly by others who preferred to maintain 
the distinctive character of their jurisdiction. 

Despite these conflicting views, significant attempts to express better the unity 
of the Orthodox Church in the United States found a valuable expression in the 
work of the Standing Conference of Canonical Orthodox Bishops, especially be
tween 1960 and 1970. As a consultative body bringing together the heads of eleven 
jurisdictions, SCOBA became a significant association that began to oversee and 
direct many of the grassroots Pan-Orthodox organizations that had come into ex
istence. At a time when the ecumenical movement was gaining momentum in the 
United States, SCOBA was instrumental in organizing and directing a unified Or
thodox witness. 

Moreover, the various appeals of SCOBA to the autocephalous churches were a 
sure sign that the Orthodox in the United States were on the threshold of a new pe
riod of witness and mission that would be best served by a provincial synod of 
bishops. This synod would bring together all the canonical Orthodox bishops in 
this country. Such a body would better serve the needs of the Orthodox faithful and 
better reflect the principles of Orthodox ecclesiology. Although preliminary ef
forts did not meet with complete success at the time, they did help to bring greater 
attention to the situation of the Orthodox in the United States. 
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AN ERA OF TRANSITIONS 

The year 1970 marked the beginning of two major controversies that profoundly 
affected the development of the Orthodox Church in the United States and marked 
a transition to a new stage of growth. The Russian Orthodox Metropolia was 
granted autocephalous status by the Patriarchate of Moscow in 1970. This meant 
that the Metropolia, from then on, known as the Orthodox Church in America, had 
been given recognition to be a fully independent, self-governing local church. This 
dramatic decision, however, was not recognized by all. During the same period, the 
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese became embroiled in discussions over greater use of 
vernacular languages in worship. While both issues created much discord lasting 
well over a decade, they were expressions of deeper concerns over the permanent 
witness and mission of Orthodox Christianity in the United States. 

THE AUTOCEPHALY QUESTION 

The position and status of the Russian Orthodox Metropolia were dramatically 
altered by the political and ecclesiastical developments in the Soviet Union, espe
cially after the death of Patriarch Tikhon in 1925. The October revolution of 1917 
not only affected the relationship between church and state in the Soviet Union but 
also dealt a profound blow to the Russian Orthodox communities in the United 
States and Western Europe. The loss of financial support, combined with crisis in 
leadership and schisms, shook the Russian Orthodox Church in America through
out the 1920s. Under the leadership of Metropolitan Platon (Rozdestvensky), the 
Metropolia in 1924 declared itself to be "temporally autonomous" from its mother 
church, the Patriarchate of Moscow. This action was taken chiefly because many 
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in America felt that communication with the official church in the Soviet Union 
was unreliable. Moreover, by 1933, the leaders of the Russian Orthodox Metropo
lia were refusing to give any pledge of loyalty to the government in the Soviet 
Union.1 

When attempts to reconcile the Metropolia to its mother church failed, the Holy 
Synod of the Patriarchate of Moscow, led by the acting locum tenens of the Patri
archate, Metropolitan Sergius, declared on January 5, 1935, that the Metropolia 
was schismatic. Despite this bold action, the majority of the clergy and laity of the 
Metropolia's approximately 250 parishes remained faithful to the leadership of 
Metropolitan Platon.2 

In the period following World War II, there were attempts to reconcile the 
Metropolia with the Moscow Patriarchate. While the Metropolia recognized the 
"spiritual authority" of the Patriarch of Moscow and commemorated him in litur
gical services, no formal reconciliation took place. In fact, the Patriarchate of 
Moscow reaffirmed its interdict upon the Metropolia in 1947.3 

This means that from 1935 to 1970, the Metropolia was in a state of formal 
schism from its mother church. Given the difficult situation for the church in the 
Soviet Union, however, the Patriarchate of Moscow was not in a position to press 
its concerns. At the same time, the Metropolia continued to have a type of de facto 
recognition from the Patriarchate of Constantinople and its Archdiocese in Amer
ica. As early as 1930, the Metropolia received its sacramental chrism from the Pa
triarchate of Constantinople by means of the archdiocese.4 More recently, evidence 
of the close relationship can be seen in the episcopal ordination of Father Theodo-
sius Lazar as the Metropolia's bishop of Alaska on 6 May 1967. In addition to four 
bishops of the Metropolia, two bishops of the Patriarchate of Constantinople's 
American jurisdictions participated in the ordination.5 

Some leaders in the Metropolia during the late 1950s and early 1960s proposed 
that it formally petition to enter into communion with the Patriarchate of Constan
tinople. Based upon canon law and ecclesiastical practice, the Patriarchate 
affirmed jurisdiction over the developing church in America. However, the Patri
archate was not always in a position to act upon its claims. Some in the Metropo
lia believed that its irregular status could be cleared through formalizing the 
informal relationship that had developed with Constantinople since 1924.6 

Perhaps recognizing these tendencies in the Metropolia, the Patriarchate of 
Moscow began in 1966 to intensify its opposition to those Russian Orthodox juris
dictions in America and Europe that were not in communion with the Church of 
Russia. As part of this opposition, the Patriarchate of Moscow asked other auto
cephalous churches to cease contact with those jurisdictions that it considered schis
matic. The principal jurisdictions with which the Moscow Patriarchate was 
concerned were the Metropolia, the Synod Abroad, and Russian Orthodox exarchate 
of Western Europe, which had entered into formal communion with the Patriarchate 
of Constantinople 1931. Clearly, what was at stake were the Pan-Orthodox concil
iarity and cooperation at the highest level, which had been growing since the first 
Pan-Orthodox Conference of 1961.7 
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The Metropolia found itself in a very difficult situation. Metropolitan Ireney 
(Bekish), the primate of the Metropolia (1965-1968), addressed a Christmas mes
sage to all Orthodox patriarchs in 1965-1966. In this letter, the Metropolitan af
firmed that the Metropolia simply could not return to the jurisdiction of the 
Patriarchate of Moscow. He said that "the existence of two very different and often 
contradictory social structures in America and Russia, and the fundamental dis
trust we have toward any instruction issued from communist countries, make the 
submission to the Moscow Patriarchate virtually inconceivable." In order to sup
port this position further, the Metropolitan noted that church canons disapprove of 
structures "in which the Christians of one country are submitted to ecclesiastical 
authority of another state. Even when the political relations between the two states 
are normal and friendly, the Church which is under the authority of foreign lead
ership is suspected of being 'alien.' "8 

Father Alexander Schmemann, the dean of St. Vladimir's Theological Semi
nary, traveled in May 1966 to the Ecumenical Patriarchate in Constantinople as the 
envoy of the bishops of the Metropolia. There, he met with Patriarch Athenagoras. 
This was the same person who had served as archbishop of the Greek Orthodox 
Archdiocese in America from 1931 to 1948. Although he was well aware of the 
situation in America, the Patriarch apparently did not envision the possibility of 
the Metropolia coming into communion with Constantinople at that time. In fact, 
Constantinople had only recently relinquished its relationship with the Russian Or
thodox Archdiocese of Western Europe. Father Schmemann reported that the Pa
triarch urged him to encourage the Metropolia to be reconciled with its mother 
church.9 

Metropolitan Ireney planned his own journey to Constantinople and to the other 
patriarchates in 1967 in order to plead the cause of the Metropolia. However, this 
plan was thwarted when Patriarch Alexis of Moscow wrote to the heads of the au
tocephalous churches and urged them not to permit Metropolitan Ireney to offici
ate at liturgical services in their respective jurisdictions.10 

Against the backdrop of these events, new contacts were established between 
the Metropolia and the Patriarchate of Moscow. While attending the assembly of 
the World Council of Churches in Uppsala, Sweden, in 1968, three representatives 
of the Metropolia met with Metropolitan Nikodim (Rostov) of the Moscow Patri
archate. At this meeting the Patriarchate broached the topic of autocephaly and, 
thus, clearly went beyond previous positions regarding the potential status of the 
Metropolia. Subsequent meetings of representatives from both quarters were held 
in New York, Geneva, and Tokyo in 1969. Following additional meetings, the final 
agreement was signed in New York on 31 March 1970 by Metropolitan Nikodim 
and Metropolitan Ireney. Central to the agreement was a request from the 
Metropolia to the Patriarchate of Moscow to be recognized formally as an auto
cephalous church.11 

The Patriarchate of Moscow lifted its interdiction against the Metropolia on 8 
April 1970, which had been in effect since 1935 and reaffirmed in 1947. This ac
tion marked the formal end of the schism. On 10 April 1970, the Patriarchate for-



104 THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 

mally issued the Tome of Autocephaly for the "Orthodox Church in America." 
This document affirmed that the Patriarchate of Moscow recognized the former 
Metropolia as one of the self-governing Orthodox churches. It also noted that the 
exarchate of the Patriarchate of Moscow was abolished, although individual clergy 
and parishes could choose to remain directly under the Moscow Patriarchate. Fi
nally, it called upon the other autocephalous churches to recognize the new status 
of the Metropolia as the autocephalous Orthodox Church in America.12 

The grant of autocephaly was formally announced at the All-American Council 
of the Metropolia held on 20-22 November 1970, in South Canaan, Pennsylvania. 
At this meeting the representatives formally changed the name of their jurisdiction 
from the Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Church in North America to the Or
thodox Church in America.13 

In a Message to All Orthodox Christians in America, the council addressed the 
theme of greater unity. A portion of the message says: 

We have the same faith, the same Tradition, the same hope, the same mission. We should 
then constitute one Church, visibly, organically, fully. Such is the requirement of our Or
thodox Faith and we know that always and everywhere the Orthodox Church has existed 
as one Church. There can, therefore, be no excuse for our jurisdictional divisions, alien
ation from one another, and parochialism. The removal of such divisions and the organic 
unity of all Orthodox in America is the goal of our Church and we invite you to become 
part of the unity.14 

While there were indications at least as early as 1965 that autocephaly could be 
granted to the Metropolia by the Moscow Patriarchate, the actual event set off a 
new storm of controversy. In a certain sense, the Metropolia had been acting as a 
de facto autocephalous jurisdiction since 1927, although it was viewed as schis
matic by the Patriarchate of Moscow. Thus, by 1970 it seems that the leaders of the 
Metropolia would not be content with any lesser status, such as autonomy, which 
would still subordinate the jurisdiction to the Patriarchate of Moscow. The fact that 
the Patriarchate of Moscow agreed to the granting of autocephaly did regularize 
the Metropolia in the eyes of its mother church. However, the action did not lead 
immediately to the resolution of the multiple jurisdictional situation in America. 
Indeed, the situation appears to have become more complex. 

During the first years of its existence, the new Orthodox Church in America 
took a number of important actions. First, on 9 August 1970, clergy and laity gath
ered in Kodiak, Alaska, for the solemn services at which the missionary monk 
Herman of Spruce Island was proclaimed a saint, the first formally recognized in 
North America.15 

Second, the Orthodox Church in America received two other jurisdictions. The 
Albanian Orthodox Archdiocese under Bishop Stephen (Lasko) became a diocese 
within the Orthodox Church in America in 1971. This jurisdiction had been asso
ciated with the Church of Albania prior to its liquidation by the Communist gov
ernment.16 The Bulgarian Orthodox diocese under Bishop Kyril (Ionchev) became 



ERA OF TRANSITIONS 105 

part of the Orthodox Church in America in 1976. This jurisdiction had been part 
of the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia since 1964.17 These two juris
dictions essentially followed the example of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate, 
which had become part of the old Metropolia in I960.18 In agreeing to accept these 
jurisdictions, the new Orthodox Church in America permitted them to maintain a 
high degree of autonomy and to maintain their identity as ethnic dioceses. 

Finally, at the Fifth All-American Council in 1977, the retiring Metropolitan 
Ireney was succeeded by Bishop Theodosius (Lazor). The new Metropolitan was 
the first American-born primate of any jurisdiction. The election of the young for
mer bishop of Alaska was viewed as a further sign of the growing indigenous char
acter of the Orthodox Church generally. 

THE PAN-ORTHODOX CRISIS 

The granting of autocephaly to the former Metropolia by the Patriarchate of 
Moscow led to discussions within the entire Orthodox world over a number of top
ics. Chief among these was the topic of how autocephaly is properly granted. 
Closely associated with this were questions related to the canonical authority of 
the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the canonical authority of other auto
cephalous churches. Indeed, it seems that the peculiar situation of Orthodoxy in 
America became the backdrop against which interpretations of history and canon 
law were discussed.19 

Father Alexander Schmemann, one of the leading advocates of autocephaly at 
the time, spoke of the debate that followed its granting: 

The storm provoked by the "autocephaly" of the Orthodox Church in America is probably 
one of the most meaningful crises in several centuries of Orthodox ecclesiastical history. Or 
rather it could become meaningful if those who are involved in it were to accept it as a 
unique opportunity for facing and solving an ecclesiastical confusion which for too long a 
time was simply ignored by the Orthodox. For if America all of a sudden has become the 
focus of Orthodox attention and passions, it is because the situation of Orthodoxy here, 
being the most obvious result of confusion, was bound to reveal sooner or later the true na
ture and scope of, indeed, a Pan-Orthodox crisis.20 

The most significant documents dealing with these issues are the four letters ex
changed between the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the Patriarchate of 
Moscow during the years 1970-1971. Even before autocephaly was granted, the 
patriarchate of Constantinople indicated that it would not recognize this new sta
tus for the Metropolia. Yet, these letters provide some insight into the points of 
agreement and the points of disagreement that characterized the discussions at the 
time. As can be expected, the letters also reflect some of the emotions of the mo
ment as well as some underdeveloped historical perspectives.21 

There are important points of agreement between Constantinople and Moscow 
regarding the situation in America. First, both agree to the restoration of normal 
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canonical relations between Moscow and the Metropolia. Here, there is a clear 
recognition that the Metropolia had been in a peculiar situation since 1924. 

Second, both Constantinople and Moscow agree on the crucial principle that 
only one unified Orthodox Church can properly exist in any country. They recog
nize that canon law demands the unity of a territorial jurisdiction. This point is es
pecially important because it opposes those who promote the multiplicity of 
jurisdictions in America in order to propagate ethnicity or political ideologies. 

Third, both Constantinople and Moscow agree that only an Ecumenical Council 
will finally confirm the development of a united church in America. Both recog
nize the importance of the process of preparation for the Great and Holy Council, 
which is examining a number of themes, including diaspora and autocephaly. 

Finally, both Constantinople and Moscow agree that the Ecumenical Patriar
chate of Constantinople has a primacy of rank and honor in the church. This affir
mation clearly opposes those who believed that Moscow was making an attempt to 
usurp the rightful place of Constantinople within the Orthodox Church.22 

Of course, the four letters also express some serious points of disagreement. 
First, Constantinople affirms that autocephaly is properly recognized only by an 
ecumenical council. Until such a council is held, however, Constantinople claims 
that it has the right to designate a local church to be autocephalous. Moscow, on 
the other hand, affirms that each autocephalous church has the right to grant 
canonical independence to one of its parts. 

Second, there is disagreement over the development of Orthodoxy in America. 
Moscow appears to claim canonical authority over the church in America in virtue of 
the fact that it established the Alaskan mission in 1794. Constantinople does not rec
ognize the absolute right of Moscow over the developing church in America. Con
stantinople does recognize the reality of overlapping jurisdictions in America, which 
have created an extraordinary and irregular situation. While not abandoning its 
own canonical privileges, Constantinople indicates that a clear resolution to the situa
tion cannot come about without the agreement of the various Orthodox churches.23 

The action of the Patriarchate of Moscow in granting autocephalous status to the 
Metropolia/Orthodox Church in America was subsequently recognized by the au
tocephalous churches of Georgia, Bulgaria, and Poland.24 

The action of the Patriarchate of Moscow has not been formally recognized by 
the autocephalous churches of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, Jerusalem, 
Serbia, Romania, Cyprus, and Greece. These churches have not broken commu
nion with the Metropolia/Orthodox Church in America. They view the Metropo
lia/Orthodox Church in America as a jurisdiction that is no longer in a state of 
schism from its mother church.25 

THE LANGUAGE QUESTION 

At the very same time that the controversy over autocephaly was developing, the 
Greek Orthodox Archdiocese, the largest of the American jurisdictions, also was 
shaken by debate regarding the use of a fifth-century form of Greek as the princi-
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pal language of liturgical services. By 1970, English had certainly become the 
principal language of the vast majority of Greek Orthodox faithful. Most of these 
were second-, third-, or fourth-generation Americans with some Greek ancestry. 
Others had entered the Archdiocese after having been raised in different religious 
traditions. Since the 1950s, English had become the principal language of reli
gious education. By the early 1960s, English was the principal language of ad
ministrative meetings. In 1964, the Archdiocesan Clergy-Laity Congress formerly 
recommended that certain prayers, the Creed, and the Scripture lessons be read in 
both English and Greek in the Eucharistic Liturgy. This action sanctioned a prac
tice that was already in place in many parishes.26 

After serving as primate of the vast Archdiocese for more than a decade, Arch
bishop Iakovos was well aware of the diversity of its membership, as well as the 
pastoral needs of his flock. Therefore, in planning for the 1970 Clergy-Laity Con
gress, the Archbishop himself courageously proposed a reevaluation of the Arch
diocese's position on the use of the vernacular in liturgical services: 

During the 1970-1980 decade, it will be necessary for us to face the language problem 
under more demanding and critical circumstances. The two present American-born gener
ations, mixed marriages, the indigenousation of our Church, the educational level of our 
children, the limited Greek academic preparation of our priests—all these shall demand that 
our Church proceed in a logical and imperative re-evaluation of our known position in terms 
of language.27 

Even before the more than 1,000 delegates convened in New York for the twen
tieth Clergy-Laity Congress, the cautious, pastoral approach to the language issue 
expressed by Archbishop Iakovos came under attack by extremists. These persons 
claimed that the greater use of English would be a threat to the perpetuation of the 
Greek language and culture in America. 

The archbishop did not bow to the pressures of the extremists. In his keynote 
address to the congress, he reaffirmed his conviction that greater use of English 
in the liturgical services was necessary. Furthermore, he proposed the produc
tion of a new translation of the liturgy that would contribute to more actwe par
ticipation by the faithful. In his response to the extremists, the arcnbishop 
consistently affirmed his own devotion to Greek ideals, culture, and language. 
Yet, he also affirmed that the Orthodox Christians of Greek descent had a pro
found obligation to share their faith and their religious heritage with the rest of 
America: 

I believe that our Church, without ceasing to be racially rooted in Greece and religiously 
in Phanar (the Ecumenical Patriarchate), must accept the fact that America is the place in 
which God has intended it to grow and bring many more into its fold; and that it has an 
obligation, without compromising in matters of faith, to adapt itself to the existing con
ditions and needs, changing in the final analysis even the language, but never its spirit or 
ethos.28 
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Under the leadership of the archbishop, the majority of the delegates at the 
Clergy-Laity Congress subsequently approved the report of the Committee on 
Liturgical and Linguistic Renewal. This report recognized that people in the vast 
Archdiocese of North and South America speak a number of vernacular lan
guages, such as Greek, English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese. It also affirmed 
that it is important in the Orthodox tradition that the faith, teaching, and liturgies 
of the church be transmitted to the faithful in the vernacular language. With this in 
mind, the report recommended that "the Archdiocese permit the use of the ver
nacular language as needed in Church services in accordance with the judgement 
of the parish priest in consultation with the bishop."29 

There is no doubt that the modest decision of the Clergy-Laity Congress re
garding the use of the vernacular in worship was wholeheartedly approved not 
only by the delegates in New York but also by the vast majority of pastors and 
parishioners throughout the Archdiocese. In reality, the decision simply reflected 
the fact that the vernacular was already being used in one degree or another in 
many parishes. Moreover, the decision also reflected the deeper reality that the 
vast majority of parishes of the Archdiocese were serving Americans of diverse 
cultural and ethnic backgrounds. 

However, a small but vocal minority criticized the decision of the congress and, 
in some cases, even distorted its intent. This opposition was led by the Greek lan
guage press in the United States, and it was generally supported by the press in 
Greece. An organization devoted to the "preservation of the Greek language and 
the Greek Orthodox Church" issued a manifesto that not only rejected the decision 
of the congress but also called for the replacement of the archbishop. Comprising 
primarily persons who had opposed the policies of the archbishop for some time, 
this organization appealed especially to the emotions of recent immigrants. Even 
the military government of Greece expressed its concern over rumors that the 
Archdiocese was going to abolish the use of Greek in the liturgical services.30 

With the controversy heating up, the synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate met 
on 31 August 1970 to discuss the resolutions of the congress. Since the Archdio
cese is an ecclesiastical province of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, all deci
sions had to be approved by the patriarch and the synod of bishops. 

Following the synod's deliberation, Patriarch Athenagoras addressed a letter to 
Archbishop Iakovos and one to the clergy and laity of the Archdiocese. Having 
served as archbishop in America from 1931 to 1948, Patriarch Athenagoras, the 
president of the synod, had a firsthand understanding of the developing church in 
America. Well aware of difficulties inherent in the American situation, Patriarch 
Athenagoras was intent upon preventing any schism in the Archdiocese similar to 
what he had experienced in the 1930s and 1940s. Both his letters, therefore, com
mended the leadership of the archbishop and deplored the misunderstandings cre
ated by the congress's decision. With regard to the language question, the 
Patriarch diplomatically affirmed that "the Greek language is and will remain the 
basic and preeminent liturgical language of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of 
America."31 
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The words of the Patriarch were certainly designed to end any divisive move
ment within the Archdiocese, even a movement of a small but vocal minority. He 
knew very well that the use of English would not only continue but also increase. 
While they rejected the resolution of the Clergy-Laity Congress, the Patriarch and 
the synod did not forbid the greater use of the vernacular where appropriate. Such 
a course of action would have been unthinkable, given the fact the Orthodox tradi
tion has consistently emphasized the value of local languages for the teaching of 
the faith and for the liturgical services. 

The divisive tendencies of some within the Archdiocese and outside it were dra
matically aggravated again in 1975. With Archbishop Iakovos still the victim of 
unscrupulous attacks both in the United States and in Greece, the Patriarchate of 
Alexandria sent a bishop to the United States as its designated exarch. The pres
ence of this bishop was a direct challenge to the legitimate authority of Archbishop 
Iakovos. Metropolitan Methodios (Fouyas) of Askoum conducted a number of 
meetings with defrocked bishops and priests. His attention appears to have been to 
establish a jurisdiction that would contain the clergy and laity who opposed the 
policies of Archbishop Iakovos.32 

The Patriarchate of Constantinople formally condemned the action of the 
Church of Alexandria. In insisting that the exarch be withdrawn, Constantinople 
reaffirmed its canonical authority over the Orthodox in the diaspora. The Patriar
chate of Alexandria eventually agreed to the request of Constantinople and with
drew its bishop.33 

Despite their immediate negative consequences, all these unfortunate develop
ments appear to have led to some serious reflection about the status, composition, 
and governance of the Archdiocese. After much discussion both within the Arch
diocese and within the Patriarchate of Constantinople, a new organizational char
ter was approved in 1977. This charter divided the Archdiocese into ten dioceses 
led by a local bishop. These bishops would meet in synod under the presidency of 
the archbishop. It is most interesting that the new charter declared that the Arch
diocese "serves all Orthodox living in the western hemisphere." In this broadened 
mission statement, there is no direct reference either to ethnic background or to 
language usage. Despite the difficulties over language, which the Archdiocese 
continued to experience, the words of the charter clearly indicated a more inclu
sive vision was developing in the Archdiocese.34 

THE CHALLENGE TO SCOBA 

The debate over autocephaly, the language controversy, and the question of the 
relationship of the Patriarchate of Constantinople to the church in America were 
serious issues. These issues troubled not only the various jurisdictions in America 
but also the various Orthodox churches throughout the world. In the United States, 
however, the discussions had a chilling effect upon Pan-Orthodox cooperation. In 
the period between 1970 and 1990, the underlying tensions manifested themselves 
in the relationship among clergy of the various jurisdictions, in the relationships 
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among the theological schools, and, to some degree, in the work of the grassroots 
inter-Orthodox organizations. These tensions were fueled by the extreme views 
coming from partisans on all sides of the discussions. 

Although the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese and the Orthodox Church in 
America/the Russian Orthodox Metropolia were the two jurisdictions most 
acutely affected by the controversies, all the jurisdictions were touched by their 
consequences. Indeed, in the two decades between 1970 and 1990, the thrust to
ward greater unity appeared to yield to a reaffirmation of jurisdictional distinc-
tiveness. 

As one might expect, the organization most seriously damaged by the new situ
ation was the Standing Conference of Canonical Bishops. The bishops of SCOBA 
continued to meet, usually on a yearly basis throughout the period between 1970 
and 1990. Yet, there were some notable changes in both the composition and the 
concerns of SCOBA. The Orthodox Church in America/Metropolia decided not to 
be represented by its primate. Rather, one of the other diocesan bishops became its 
SCOBA representative. Many saw this decision as an indication that it had dimin
ished its interest in SCOBA. At the same time, discussions within SCOBA cen
tered primarily upon the development of a new constitution that would somehow 
take into account the new status of the Orthodox Church in America/Metropolia. 
Finally, the thrust toward greater Orthodox unity and a provincial synod, which 
had dominated the agenda of SCOBA from 1965 to 1970, was virtually lost. 

In an attempt to strengthen the role of Archbishop Iakovos and his influence as 
chairman of SCOBA, the Patriarchate of Constantinople designated him as "Patri
archal Exarch Plenipotentiary" in December 1970. He was designated as the per
son "with the right to preside over consultations and meetings of the Orthodox 
Canonical Bishops in America for the purpose of commonly examining, deliber
ating upon, and regulating questions both of specific and inter-Orthodox nature 
that may on occasion arise in your ecclesiastical life."35 This authorization, how
ever, appears to have done little to revive the weakened SCOBA. The difficulties 
that the Archdiocese experienced left Archbishop Iakovos with little time or en
ergy to devote to the cause of Orthodox unity. 

A number of significant events during the period between 1970 and 1990 
seemed to bear witness to the inability of SCOBA to function even as a consulta
tive body. 

First, Metropolitan Philip (Saliba) of the Antiochian Orthodox Christian Arch
diocese proposed the establishment of a Bilateral Commission, which would bring 
together representatives from his jurisdiction and the Orthodox Church in Amer
ica/Metropolia. At its first meeting on 3 March 1981, the commission affirmed 
that both jurisdictions desired the establishment of one self-governing church in 
America under the leadership of one synod of bishops. This commission led to 
greater cooperation between these two jurisdictions in the areas of religious edu
cation, theological education, and missions.36 

Elected to head the Antiochian Archdiocese in 1966, Metropolitan Philip had 
become a strong spokesman for greater Orthodox unity. As the leader of the third 
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largest Orthodox jurisdiction in America, he often appeared to present moderate 
positions in the midst of the discussions about both autocephaly and language. Un
doubtedly, one of his greatest contributions was his ability to heal the division 
among the Syrian Orthodox in 1975. Together with Archbishop Michael (Sha-
heen), head of the diocese of Toledo, Metropolitan Philip brought together the two 
jurisdictions, which had been divided since 1934. Canonically associated with the 
Patriarchate of Antioch, the unified jurisdiction came to be known as the Anti
ochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese. This change of name placed less empha
sis upon ethnic considerations and fully emphasized the Archdiocese's relationship 
with the Patriarchate of Antioch.37 

Second, the tragic inability of SCOBA to take more seriously the actions of 
some jurisdictional leaders subtly to oppose greater unity was highlighted very 
forcefully in a joint Lenten Encyclical published in 1989 by Metropolitan Theo-
dosius of the Orthodox Church in America/Metropolia and Metropolitan Philip. In 
affirming the need for greater unity, the two bishops said: 

It is no secret that Orthodox jurisdictions in this Western hemisphere have developed atti
tudes and positions which have become an excuse to circumvent unity. Sometimes the ex
cuse is the difference in liturgical style, sometimes language, sometimes ethnic traditions; 
these excuses cannot be accepted as valid reasons to divide the One True Church. Indeed, 
such variations have always had their place within the common Orthodox Tradition. They 
must—and easily can—be maintained within a unified Church. It is when they are used as 
divisive arguments that they serve as excuses to maintain the status quo in which we have 
buried ourselves over these years. We can wait no longer!38 

Finally, the weakened position of SCOBA was also evident in its inability to re
spond decisively to the movement of hundreds of former evangelical Christians 
into the Orthodox Church. 

Beginning as early as 1968, a number of evangelical Protestant pastors, many of 
whom were once associated with Campus Crusade for Christ, began to discuss to
gether their movement toward the Orthodox Church. Formal contacts with various 
representatives of three Orthodox jurisdictions began in 1977. These discussions 
raised a number of questions related to Orthodox doctrine, liturgical practices, and 
polity. Finally, after much discussion in various quarters, the Antiochian Orthodox 
Christian Archdiocese unilaterally acted in 1987 to chrismate and to ordain the 
former evangelical clergy and to receive through chrismation about 2,000 believ
ers gathered in about ten parishes. While most Orthodox leaders joyously wel
comed the former evangelicals into the Orthodox Church, the manner in which 
they were received sparked new discussions and some measure of controversy. 

As an organization, SCOBA had only a minor role in these momentous devel
opments. As early as 1981, Reverend Peter Gillquist, the leader of the evangelical 
pastors, wrote to Archbishop Iakovos, the chairman of SCOBA, requesting guid
ance. While the matter was referred to the SCOBA Ecumenical Commission, no 
firm direction materialized. The evangelicals then had no other choice but to deal 
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separately with particular jurisdictions. Clearly, the process of receiving the former 
evangelicals could have been smoother if SCOBA has been in a position to speak 
and to act in the name of the Orthodox Church. Throughout the entire process, 
however, SCOBA was able to provide only limited guidance.39 

THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH 

All of these historic controversies and events of the period between 1970 and 
1990 shook the Orthodox Church in the United States and raised serious ques
tions about its identity and mission in this country. Although the Russian Ortho
dox Metropolia and the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese were the two jurisdictions 
that were the most profoundly affected by the controversies, all of the Orthodox 
jurisdictions were struggling with the same fundamental issue, although perhaps 
less publicly. This issue was the nature of the Orthodox Church in the United 
States. 

For generations, it had become common for the Orthodox in America to view 
themselves as part of a diaspora. The Orthodox immigrants who came to the 
United States since the late nineteenth century were seen as people who had been 
dispersed from their homeland. In some cases they even viewed themselves and 
their children as exiles who found themselves in a wilderness that could never re
ally be home. There was always going to be a longing for another place, which, of 
course, always appeared to be a better place. 

The understanding of the Orthodox Church in this country was also colored by 
this perspective from the late nineteenth century. Each jurisdiction came to see it
self as an extension of the mother church in this country. The fundamental purpose 
of the jurisdiction was to care for "its people." This meant that a high priority was 
placed upon the preservation of the Old World language and culture. Far from 
being a church serving the people of this country, the Orthodox Church came to be 
seen as a diaspora church in which each particular jurisdiction was serving the 
needs of a particular ethnic group. It is no wonder that each jurisdiction often 
seemed to depict itself as a particular denomination. Indeed, some even appeared 
to have the characteristics of a sect. 

The immediate consequences of this ethnocentric way of viewing the jurisdic
tion were threefold. First, movements toward greater unity of the jurisdictions 
were not encouraged, especially by those who saw their jurisdiction as an instru
ment designed to preserve a particular ethnic language or culture. The thrusts to
ward greater Orthodox unity became a threat to the ethnocentric view of the 
jurisdiction. 

Second, there was little concern for mission. Most of the jurisdictions were in
ward-looking. They were concerned with survival and preservation. Orthodox 
leaders often made bold claims about the catholicity of the Orthodox Church and 
the flawless character of its faith. Yet, throughout the late nineteenth century and 
during much of the twentieth century, many of these same leaders had little regard 
for reaching out to others who were not part of their jurisdiction. The ethnic em-
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phasis of most of the Orthodox jurisdictions appeared to be incompatible with a 
commitment to mission. 

Finally, there was very little concern for the well-being of the wider society. 
During the 1950s many Orthodox worked diligently to have Orthodoxy recognized 
as a major faith in this country. Yet, the responsibility of the church to this society 
usually was ignored. Each jurisdiction tended to see itself as composed of people 
who were not really part of American society. 

The controversies of the 1970s especially were a very public expression of a 
process to reaffirm the fundamental nature of the Orthodox Church in this coun
try. This process has its roots in the developments of the Orthodox Church in the 
United States that occurred in the period following World War II. During this 
period, there were major changes in the demographics of membership. There were 
important developments in the area of religious education and liturgical life. There 
were grassroots movements encouraging greater unity for the sake of mission and 
witness. The discussions over the autocephaly of the Metropolia/Orthodox Church 
in the United States and the discussions over the greater use of the vernacular lan
guages in worship in the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese were serious and difficult. 
At a deeper level, however, these discussions witnessed the fact that concerns 
about the nature of the Orthodox Church in the United States had entered into a 
new stage of reflection and action. 

For many Orthodox theologians, the use of the term diaspora began to appear 
inappropriate when used in reference to the church in this country. While the term 
may have had some sociological meaning, it distorted the fundamental conception 
of the church. Father Leonidas Contos, a theologian of the Greek Orthodox Arch
diocese, addressed this point with boldness: 

I wonder if the term "diaspora" is any longer descriptive of our situation Our numbers, 
relative to the strength of the Mother Church, are so great, our life so ordered, our organi
zations so articulated, our identity so well-defined, our aims so coherent, above all our roots 
so deeply thrust in this congenial soil, that to regard ourselves as a "dispersion" in any lit
eral sense of the term, at least, tends in very subtle ways to distort our sense of self.... For 
so long as we are conditioned in our polity and our cultural life, by the diaspora complex, 
however subconsciously, we will be inhibited in the fullest realization of our "church-
hood."40 

This fundamental change in perspective also was going to affect other aspects 
of Orthodox Church life. There would be need for greater reflection on the rela
tionship of the various jurisdictions to their mother church. There would be need 
for greater reflection on the role of the Ecumenical Patriarchate as a unifying force 
in the church in America. There would be need for greater reflection on the mis
sionary dimension of the church's life. There would be need for greater reflection 
with regard to the relationship of the church to the wider society. In the wake of the 
emotional and bitter debates of the 1970s, Orthodox theologians began to investi
gate these topics with greater urgency.41 
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A PAN-ORTHODOX RESPONSE 

Despite the tension among the various autocephalous Orthodox churches that 
were created by the grant of autocephaly to the Orthodox Church in Amer
ica/Metropolia, the developments in America appear to have had a positive influ
ence on the worldwide conciliar movement among the Orthodox. Some two years 
after the Fourth Pan-Orthodox Conference in 1968, the Inter-Orthodox Prepara
tory Commission for the Great and Holy Council met in Geneva on 15-28 July 
1971. This group approved the publication of studies on aspects of the six topics 
approved by the Fourth Pan-Orthodox Conference. But, even more important, the 
commission recommended that the proposed First Pre-Conciliar Conference re
vise the list of study topics originally established in 1961.42 

Between 1971 and 1976, the Ecumenical Patriarchate organized a number of 
theological meetings and sent delegations to all the autocephalous churches. The 
intent of the Patriarchate was to identify particular topics for common study that 
were directly related to the critical needs facing the Orthodox Church. 

During this same period, Metropolitan Maximos of Sardis published his semi
nal book titled The Ecumenical Patriarchate in the Orthodox Church. Coming 
from one of the most respected scholars of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the book 
dealt with a number of topics that had a direct bearing upon the development of the 
church in the so-called diaspora. The author cogently discussed the ancient canons 
that designated the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople as the church re
sponsible for overseeing the development of new local churches outside the terri
tory of established autocephalous churches. The author also discussed the formal 
condemnation of ethnophylitism in 1872. This term refers to the organization of 
regional churches along ethnic lines rather than geographical lines. The author's 
elucidation of this practice clearly demonstrated that the present structure of the 
Orthodox jurisdictions in America was contrary to the best organizational princi
ples of Orthodox ecclesiology.43 

When the First Preconciliar Conference was held in Chambesy (Geneva) in 
21-28 November 1976, the representatives of the regional Orthodox churches for
mally approved a new list of topics that would be studied prior to the convocation 
of the Great and Holy Council. While this list included themes proposed earlier, it 
also reflected concern for the recent developments in America. The themes pro
posed were: 

1. The Orthodox diaspora 

2. Autocephaly and how it is proclaimed 

3. Autonomy and how it is proclaimed 

4. Diptychs (the official ranking of churches) 

5. The question of a common calendar 

6. Impediments to marriage 

7. Adjustments of the rules of fasting to the conditions of the present day 



ERA OF TRANSITIONS 115 

8. Relation of the Orthodox churches to the rest of the Christian world 
9. Orthodoxy and the ecumenical movement 

10. Contribution of the local Orthodox churches to the promotion of the ideals of peace, 
freedom, and brotherhood among peoples, and to the eradication of racial discrimina
tion44 

After studies undertaken by the Preconciliar Commission, the Second Pre-Con
ciliar Conference was held in 1982. It approved statements on the fifth and the 
sixth topics. The Third Pre-Conciliar Conference met in 1986 and approved state
ments on the seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth topics. This process of deliberation 
set the stage for the Pre-Conciliar Commission to deal with the remaining three 
topics.45 

The Pre-Conciliar Commission began its discussion of the Orthodox diaspora at 
its meeting on 10-17 November 1990 and continued its discussion at the meeting 
of 7-13 November 1993. At these meetings the commission produced an impor
tant statement that contains recommendations that have been submitted to the 
churches. The statement indicates that the autocephalous churches recognize the 
critical need to address the situation of the developing Orthodox Church in places 
such as North and South America and Western Europe. In this text, the commis
sion states that "every Orthodox Church is unanimous that the problem of the Or
thodox diaspora be resolved as quickly as possible and that it be organized in a way 
that is in accordance with Orthodox ecclesiological tradition and the canonical 
praxis of the Orthodox Church."46 

The report of the Pre-Conciliar Preparatory Commission was warmly greeted 
by both theologians and knowledgeable laypersons in this country. While many 
would have liked the Pre-Conciliar Commission to be even more direct with regard 
to the American situation, there was a sense that the representatives of the auto
cephalous and autonomous churches recognized the need formally to encourage 
greater administrative unity. The direction of the Pre-Conciliar Commission was 
in harmony with perspectives that had been advanced by many American Ortho
dox theologians from a wide variety of jurisdictions. The difficulties engendered 
by the controversies originating in the 1970s had not completely subsided. Yet, it 
appeared that many Orthodox leaders both in the United States and in other parts 
of the world had come to recognize that the organizational development of the Or
thodox Church in this country demanded greater attention and that a resolution 
had to be found.47 
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10 
HERITAGE AND VISION 

The visit of Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios of Constantinople to the United States in 
1990 served as an important affirmation of the significance of Orthodox Christianity 
in this country. While the Orthodox jurisdictions continued to look toward greater 
administrative unity, many signs of a mature presence and a fruitful mission were 
clearly visible. The Orthodox in America numbered over 3 million, gathered into over 
1,500 parishes. Through their concern for liturgical and spiritual renewal, theological 
studies, ecumenical dialogue, and evangelization, the American Orthodox in recent 
decades had strengthened their own mission and witness in this country. They had 
also become a major influence upon Christianity throughout the world.1 

THE VISIT OF THE ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH 

Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios I of Constantinople, together with a delegation 
that included five Metropolitans made an unprecedented visit to the United States 
2-29 July 1990. Among the delegation was the present patriarch, Patriarch 
Bartholomew, who succeeded Patriarch Dimitrios in 1991. Although other Ortho
dox Patriarchs had visited this country in the past, this was the first visit of the Ec
umenical Patriarch. His visit had a special significance because he is viewed as the 
first bishop of the Orthodox Church. As such, the Ecumenical Patriarch is fre
quently looked upon as the spiritual leader of the 300 million Orthodox Christians 
throughout the world. Moreover, according to Orthodox canon law and ecclesias
tical practice dating from at least the fourth century, the Patriarch of Constantino
ple has special responsibility for overseeing the development of the Orthodox 
Church in lands beyond the boundaries of other autocephalous churches.2 
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When he arrived in Washington, Patriarch Dimitrios spoke of his mission: 

In particular as Ecumenical Patriarch entering this land, I reflect upon the fact that our 
Church took root here and flourished for whole generations, thus contributing also to the 
great and historic advance of the American people, to its attainments, in sharing its prob
lems, its progress and its dreams for a better mankind. Today, Orthodoxy is not a strange 
and alien factor in America. It is flesh of its flesh and bone of its bones I greet warmly 
and without exception all the faithful children of the Orthodox in this country.... As the 
Ecumenical Patriarch, I convey to all the Orthodox of this country my love and blessing, 
and assure them that the full unity of the Church, by canonical order, has never ceased and 
will never cease to be my principal concern.3 

The theme of greater Orthodox unity and witness in America would be re
peated on many occasions as the Patriarch's limited itinerary took him from 
Washington to New York; Allentown and Johnstown, Pennsylvania; San Fran
cisco; Chicago; Buffalo; and Boston. At each stop, the Patriarch not only met 
with members of the Orthodox Church but also met with representatives of other 
churches. In the former case, he stressed the need for greater Orthodox unity in 
America. In the latter case, he spoke strongly about the responsibility of all Chris
tians to work for reconciliation that would lead toward visible unity rooted in the 
apostolic faith. 

From the perspective of Orthodox unity, one of the most significant aspects of 
the Patriarch's visit was his meeting with Metropolitan Theodosius of the Ortho
dox Church in America within the context of a prayer service at St. Nicholas 
Cathedral in Washington, D.C., on 4 July 1990. The presence of the Ecumenical 
Patriarch at the cathedral of Metropolitan Theodosius was clearly a sign of a new 
relationship developing between the Church of Constantinople and the Orthodox 
Church in America, the former Metropolia. This encounter was the fruit of pre
liminary discussions between representatives of the Ecumenical Patriarchate and 
the Orthodox Church in America that had been renewed in 1989. 

In his words of welcome to St. Nicholas Cathedral, Metropolitan Theodosius 
said: 

For us in particular, your presence is a sign of renewed hope for unity, witness and mission 
of Orthodox Christianity in America. As the "first among equals" within the brotherhood 
of Orthodox bishops throughout the world, you have as your primacy a unique ministry of 
unity. We ask that through your prayers our ministry in America may bring ever closer the 
full integration of our continued efforts, that the people and the society in the midst of 
which we witness may see that the Orthodox Church in North America is truly united in 
common mission, common witness, and common purpose. At this time in our history, there 
has never been a greater need, nor has there been a time of greater opportunity.4 

Patriarch Dimitrios warmly responded to the welcome. In the course of his re
sponse, the Patriarch made reference to the situation of the Orthodox Church in the 
United States: 
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It is truly a scandal for the unity of the Church to maintain more than one bishop in any 
given city; it clearly contravenes the sacred canons and Orthodox ecclesiology. It is a scan
dal that is exacerbated whenever phyletistic motives play a part, a practice soundly con
demned by the Orthodox Church in the last century. The Ecumenical Patriarchate, as a 
supra-national Church serving the unity of the Church, is not indifferent to the condition 
that has evolved, and will exert every effort in cooperation with the other Holy Orthodox 
Churches, and in accordance with canonical order, to resolve this thorny problem.5 

The visit of the Ecumenical Patriarch and the meetings that he and his associ
ates had with church leaders in America were seen by many as a sign that new at
tention was being given to the issues related to greater unity and common 
witness. 

DIOCESAN LIFE 

The major political developments in Central and Eastern Europe, especially in 
the period between 1989 and 1993, enabled the Orthodox churches in those re
gions to reaffirm their mission and witness. As in earlier periods of this century, 
these European changes were reflected in developments in church life in this coun
try. This time, however, the developments were generally very positive. In con
junction with efforts to provide assistance to the churches in the Old World as they 
emerged from a period of oppression, many of the dioceses in this country, which 
had experienced divisions in the 1950s and 1960s, were reconciled or at least 
brought closer together. 

The Serbian Orthodox dioceses, divided since 1963, were reconciled through 
the personal interventions of Patriarch Paul of Serbia, who visited this country in 
1992. Bishop Kyril (Yonchev), who, together with a number of clergy and laity, 
separated from the Orthodox Church of Bulgaria in 1963, was recognized by Pa
triarch Maxim and the synod of that church during a visit there in 1992. The dra
matic restoration of the Orthodox Church in Albania in 1992-1993 also led to 
greater contact between members of the two Albanian Orthodox dioceses in this 
country that were divided in 1950. Finally, the two Romanian Orthodox dioceses 
divided since 1951 agreed to the restoration of relations in 1993.6 

While the changes in Europe provided a catalyst for these developments, they 
were, at a deeper level, the fruit of the process of reconciliation that had been tak
ing place for decades, especially at the local level. American Orthodox had be
come less and less troubled by the old political issues that frequently led to the 
diocesan divisions in the 1950s and 1960s. At the same time, most American Or
thodox had matured in their appreciation of the common bonds of faith and the re
quirement for common mission and witness. 

These developments also paralleled a renewed theological understanding of the 
diocese. Orthodox theologians began to reemphasize that the diocese is the ex
pression of the "local church." It is a gathering of clergy and laity in a number of 
parish communities in a given place who are in communion with the diocesan 
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bishop. They are united in common faith, witness, and service. Their unity is most 
visibly expressed at the celebration of the Eucharist. This understanding clearly 
challenged the old view of the diocese that had developed among many Orthodox 
in America. The old view saw the diocese or archdiocese as a jurisdiction centered 
upon ethnic or linguistic particularities. 

Three important principles directly related to the American situation began to 
emerge in the renewed understanding of the diocese. First, as a manifestation of 
the local church, the diocese must be geographically based and unite all the Or
thodox believers of a particular place or region. This challenged the notion that the 
diocese contains only persons of a particular ethnic background. Second, the 
diocesan bishop must be viewed first and foremost as a sign of the unity of the 
church in a particular place. This challenged the notion of the bishop as an "eth-
narch" leading a particular ethnic group. Third, the diocese must reflect in its or
ganizational life a conciliar spirit that emphasizes the interrelationship between 
bishop, clergy, and laity in their service to the church and to society. This chal
lenged the notion that there is no mutual accountability among the members of the 
church. 

How long it will take for the renewed theological understanding of the diocese 
to refashion the actual administrative life of each particular diocese, and indeed 
the larger church in the United States, is difficult to tell. As we have seen, the ad
ministrative development of the Orthodox Church in the United States has been 
one plagued with difficulties. But the fact that the renewed vision of the diocese is 
coming from many quarters is viewed by many as a hopeful sign.7 

PARISH LIFE 

Orthodox parishes have always been diverse in terms of both their size and their 
composition. By 1994, there were well over 1,500 Orthodox parishes in the United 
States, serving over 3 million parishioners. Some of these parishes include over 
1,000 members. Others, considered to be missions, may include about 50 mem
bers. The vast majority of parishes average anywhere from 200 to about 500 mem
bers. 

Throughout the period between 1960 and 1980 especially, many of these 
parishes undertook major building or remodeling campaigns in conjunction with 
the move of parishioners to the suburbs. Often, the new buildings were constructed 
in a manner that clearly reflected the principles of traditional Orthodox architec
ture. As the Orthodox were able to construct their church buildings in suburban lo
cations throughout the United States, they were not reluctant to let their distinctive 
church architecture publicly bear witness to their presence. In many cities, the dis
tinctive dome of the Orthodox church building has become a very visible reminder 
of the presence of Orthodox Christians. 

While united in their profession of the same faith, the members of these 
parishes are quite diverse. Parishes in Alaska continue to bring together believ
ers from the various Alaskan native peoples. Some parishes on the East Coast 
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especially comprise newly arrived immigrants from wartorn Palestine and 
Lebanon. The vast majority of Orthodox parishes, however, comprise Ameri
cans of various ethnic and racial backgrounds. Some of these persons are the 
descendants of the Orthodox immigrants. An ever-growing number of others 
were raised in different religious traditions and subsequently chose to enter the 
Orthodox Church. 

Membership in most Orthodox parishes today reflects the fact that persons have 
freely and consciously decided to accept the Orthodox Christian faith and to be 
part of an Orthodox parish community. These persons appreciate the faith and de
votion of the pious immigrants who established many of the original Orthodox 
parishes in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. They also recognize 
the obligation of the church to serve the spiritual needs of new immigrants. Yet, at 
the same time, they see their Orthodox parish less and less as an ethnic community 
and more as a manifestation of the church established by Christ and nurtured pri
marily by His gospel. 

Each parish is headed by an ordained priest. The pastor is engaged in a multi
dimensional ministry that centers upon leading the liturgical services, preaching, 
teaching spiritual direction, and pastoral care. Increasingly, the Orthodox are 
placing very high expectation on their clergy. While the parishioners are usually 
involved in a selection process, the parish priest is ultimately appointed by the 
diocesan bishop. Generally, an elected parish council, with the parish priest as its 
president, oversees the life of the parish. The majority of Orthodox parishes have 
religious education programs for children and young adults. Many have special 
religious education programs and Bible studies for adults. Lay women and men 
are very active in the liturgical, educational, and charitable ministries of the 
parish. 

Orthodox theologians recognize that these important developments in parish life 
have accompanied a gradual movement that has emphasized the role of the parish 
as a center for Christian worship and life that is rooted in the teachings of Christ as 
reflected in the life of the Orthodox Church throughout the ages. Those who look 
closely at the Orthodox parish recognize also that further maturation is required. 
Central to this maturation is the vision of the parish as a Christian community of 
faith that both shares fully in the life of the surrounding society and is able to pro
vide, when necessary, a Christian critique of the values of the society. Father John 
Meyendorff addresses this point: 

In America today, we Orthodox face two major temptations. The one is to lose love for Di
vine Truth; to capitulate before the secular and relativistic environment; to consider the 
Church as a social club among many, using only more elaborate "Eastern" ritual than other 
clubs. The other temptation is to forget that the truth of Orthodoxy—Divine Truth indeed— 
has not been given to us alone, as our own private possession: it is a truth which saves the 
entire world, and of which we have been made witnesses at our own peril. If we hide it under 
a bushel of our human limitations, our ethnic cultures, our prejudices, we will be judged ac
cordingly.8 
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LITURGICAL AND SPIRITUAL RENEWAL 

During the past twenty-five years, there has been a steady movement for litur
gical renewal throughout the Orthodox Church in the United States. This renewal 
has been nurtured by the writings and lectures of Father Alexander Schmemann, 
as well as by Father Alkiviadis Calivas, Father Laurence of New Skete, and Dr. 
Paul Meyendorff. Both clergy and laity have sought to reemphasize the centrality 
of the Eucharist in the life of both the believer and the parish community. Ortho
dox Christians expect their parish to be a center for worship and prayer that aids 
them in their spiritual growth and Christian identity.9 

English translations of the Eucharistic Liturgy, the Sacraments, and other prayer 
services have been readily available for generations. These, however, often were 
literal translations in an archaic form of English and not intended to be used in the 
liturgical services. Fortunately, some of the more recent translations have been 
done with an eye toward their actual use in parishes. Thus, only in recent years 
have clergy and congregations truly become comfortable with the actual use of 
prayers and hymns in English. 

Alexander Schmemann wisely recognized that the Orthodox in America were 
required not simply to translate old liturgical texts but to capture in the English 
language the power of the liturgical affirmations: 

As long as American Orthodoxy is only translated it is neither fully American nor fully Or
thodox. It is not fully American because the literal translations of Byzantine or Russian 
texts remain odd and alien to the genius and result in—to say the truth—Greek or Russian 
services in English, but not English services. And it is not fully Orthodox because what 
gives these texts their power and fulfills their liturgical function—their beauty, is simply 
lost in these literal renderings . . . true continuity with the living Tradition requires from us 
more than translation: a real recreation of the same and eternal message, its true incarnation 
in English. The problem is not just to translate but to give again the hymns and texts of the 
Byzantine liturgy the power they have in the original, and which is rooted in the organic 
unity of meaning and "beauty."10 

The greater use of English in worship in Orthodox congregations, in the past 
three decades especially, has had two important consequences. First, the liturgi
cal services now are able to contribute to the formation of the believers. The Or
thodox have always emphasized the power of the liturgical services to form and 
inform the believer. The Orthodox faith is experienced, affirmed, and celebrated 
through the worship of the church. While the services offer, first of all, the op
portunity for the community to praise and thank God, they also teach the basic af
firmations of the faith. There is, therefore, a very close connection between 
participation in the liturgical services and growth in Christian life. 

Second, the increased use of English has provided the basis for greater partici
pation by the laity in the liturgical services. While practices vary from parish to 
parish, the liturgical services are increasingly seen as the common worship offered 
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and celebrated by the entire church. No longer are the services of worship seen as 
the activity of the clergy and their assistants, at which most of the laity are passive 
bystanders. There is a growing movement to involve the entire parish community 
in the services of worship. 

Central to this renewal has been the restoration of the importance of the regular 
reception of Holy Communion. Not long ago, Orthodox were accustomed to re
ceive Holy Communion only a few times during the course of the year. While the 
Liturgy has always been the principal service of common worship, the reception of 
Holy Communion by the laity on a regular basis was not always encouraged. Now, 
with greater emphasis upon the importance of full participation in the Eucharist, 
more and more clergy and laity are welcoming the restoration of the practice of 
frequent reception of Holy Communion. This has also been accompanied by a 
greater appreciation of the value of personal prayer, fasting, confession, and char
ity. These serve as appropriate spiritual disciplines that can also contribute one's 
preparation to receive Holy Communion.11 

Orthodox theologians in America recognize that they must continue to stress the 
centrality of worship and the importance of spiritual growth, especially in a soci
ety that frequently places great emphasis upon secular values accentuating indi
vidualism and materialism. 

At the same time, many Orthodox theologians in America recognize that a slavish 
preservation of minor liturgical customs and practices can, in fact, prevent the litur
gical services from accomplishing their most fundamental purposes, which are to 
glorify God and nurture human life. The Orthodox in America have inherited a wide 
variety of liturgical customs from the various traditions that are part of the church in 
this country. While maintaining a fundamental unity in faith and sacramental life 
with the Orthodox throughout the world, the Orthodox in this country are now in
volved in a process of developing liturgical traditions that serve the needs of the 
church in America. This is not a novel task for Orthodox. It is, in fact, a process that 
has occurred in every place that the church has grown as a result of mission. 

The liturgical tradition, says Father Laurence of New Skete, "is always and 
everywhere characterized by an ongoing process of change and adaptation giving 
birth to new and varied forms of expression, and, thus, keeping the fountain of life, 
as it were, from drying up completely." Referring to the need for a parish "order of 
worship," he says that "a properly parochial 'typikon' is therefore of crucial ur
gency. Protestations to the contrary reflect the rigid, museum frame of mind and/or 
the cast of mind that is frantically in need of security. The faith was never intended 
to be a security blanket, but the means, as St. Paul says, "whereby we find justifi
cation before the Lord."12 

WOMEN IN CHURCH SERVICE 

Women have always been involved in the development of the Orthodox Church 
in this country. In the early years, they were active especially in the teaching of re
ligion, in fund-raising, and in charitable work. Some were also part of monastic 
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communities. During the 1930s and 1940s, most parishes established associations 
that brought greater direction to these activities. At the same time, most jurisdic
tions also established national organizations especially for women. Viewed in his
torical perspective, these organizations were established at a time when women 
were expected to have their own specific group within the parish or diocese. Es
tablished in 1932, the Philoptochos Society of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese, 
for example, has a well-deserved reputation for its philanthropic activity and has 
ably adapted itself to changing circumstances. 

Orthodox women in recent decades have also begun to be involved in many 
more aspects of the church's pastoral, liturgical, charitable, educational, and ad
ministrative life. They have taken up responsibilities in the church that would have 
been nearly impossible only a few decades ago. Some women have been blessed 
and tonsured to undertake specific ministries within parishes. A number of theo
logically educated women represent their church at symposiums, conferences, and 
ecumenical meetings. It is now quite common for women to serve as members of 
parish and diocesan councils.13 

The ancient order of the ordained deaconess has not as yet been fully restored in 
the contemporary Orthodox Church. At a Pan-Orthodox conference held in 
Rhodes in 1988, the delegates from all the regional churches formally called for 
the full restoration of this ancient order so that the pastoral needs of the contem
porary church may be better served. Many Orthodox in America believe that the 
restoration of this order in this country will contribute greatly to the pastoral and 
charitable ministries of the local parish.14 

Issues associated with the role and dignity of women in the Orthodox Church 
frequently reflect the interplay between the Old World cultures and the Orthodox 
faith. The questions associated with the ordained ministry and women still need to 
be explored more deeply by Orthodox theologians. Moreover, the Orthodox have 
inherited prayers, ritual prohibitions, and canons that reflect the cultural, philo
sophical, and medical views of women in earlier historical periods. Many Ortho
dox theologians in America today recognize that these critical issues deserve 
greater theological investigation and pastoral sensitivity so that the influences of 
earlier cultures can be distinguished from the fundamental convictions of the Or
thodox faith. The Orthodox in America will continue to be challenged to hear the 
concerns of Orthodox women.15 

THEOLOGICAL EDUCATION 

The education and formation of clergy and lay leaders for specialized ministry 
have been concerns that have been consistently present in the American Orthodox 
experience since the time of the Alaskan mission. A number of early pastoral 
schools provided the basis for the establishment of more stable seminaries during 
the 1930s. These seminaries generally served the needs of specific jurisdictions by 
providing rudimentary education for future clergy and lay leaders in the church's 
teachings and liturgical practices. 
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Two of these seminaries rose to higher levels of competence and mission during 
the 1960s and 1970s. St. Vladimir's Orthodox Theological Seminary, founded in 
1938 by the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, now the Orthodox Church in America, 
received full accreditation from the American Association of Theological Schools 
in 1973. Founded in 1937 by the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese, Holy Cross Greek 
Orthodox School of Theology was fully accredited as a graduate-level school of 
theology by the same agency in 1976. Its undergraduate college was given full ac
creditation by the New England Association of Secondary Schools and Colleges 
in the same year. These grants of accreditation marked important milestones for 
both institutions. In addition, Holy Cross has been a member since 1976 of the 
Boston Theological Institute, a consortium of nine theological schools. This 
unique association is the only association in the world to bring together fully ac
credited theological schools representing Orthodox, Roman Catholic, and Protes
tant traditions. 

While these two institutions continued to prepare future clergy and lay leaders 
for parish service, they also have recognized their responsibility to be centers of 
advanced study in the various disciplines of Orthodox theology. Increasingly, their 
programs have attracted not only those who seek to serve in the pastoral ministry 
but also those who wish to pursue studies toward advanced degrees in theology 
and related disciplines. Likewise, both institutions have begun to attract students 
not only from their own jurisdictions but also from other Orthodox jurisdictions 
both in this country and abroad. A number of American-born theologians began to 
join the faculties in the late 1960s and 1970s. At about the same time, both insti
tutions became coeducational. These developments clearly contributed to the mat
uration of both schools.16 

Founded in 1965, the Orthodox Theological Society has become a significant as
sociation of theologians that sponsors a yearly meeting devoted to a particular theme. 
In recent years, the meetings of the society have examined such important topics as 
ecumenical relations, women in the church, and the role of the laity. The society has 
fostered greater contact among theologians from the various jurisdictions and has 
addressed theological issues that affect all the Orthodox in this country. 

During the last twenty-five years especially, Orthodox theologians from the 
United States also began to become more prominent in meetings of Orthodox the
ologians from throughout the world. A sizable number were present at the Second 
International Conference of Orthodox Theological Schools held in Athens in 
1970. Since that time, both Holy Cross and St. Vladimir's have hosted a number of 
conferences and symposia that brought together Orthodox theologians from 
throughout the world. Most recently, in 1987, Holy Cross hosted the Third Inter
national Conference of Orthodox Theological Schools.17 

The important contribution that American Orthodox theologians have to make 
to the worldwide church has also gained greater recognition. Orthodox theologians 
from America have been involved in some of the meetings preparing for the Great 
and Holy Council. A sizable number participated in the Inter-Orthodox Confer
ence on the Role of Women held in Rhodes in 1988. A number have been ap-



126 THE ORTHODOX CHURCH 

pointed to Orthodox delegations to bilateral consultations with other churches and 
to the various committees of the World Council of Churches. 

All of these developments have been sustained by the growth of a great body of 
literature devoted to various aspects of Orthodox faith, history, and spirituality. Up 
until about 1960, there was only a handful of books available in English dealing 
with the Orthodox Church. With few exceptions, most of these were written pri
marily for students of theology and history. In the past thirty years, however, hun
dreds of books have appeared that deal with all facets of Orthodox Christianity. 
Some are written especially for scholars, while others are written for a popular au
dience. Four Orthodox publishing houses—Holy Cross Press, St. Vladimir's Sem
inary Press, Light and Life Publications, and Oakwood Publications—have been 
in the forefront in publishing works especially by Orthodox authors and in provid
ing substantial studies on various aspects of the Orthodox Church. 

One cannot overlook the fact that in the past twenty to thirty years there has been 
a renewed interest in early Christianity, in the writings of the fathers and mothers of 
the church, and in the history of the Liturgy and Sacraments. Many of these spe
cialized studies and translations, by scholars, both Orthodox and Western Christians, 
have contributed to an understanding of early Christianity free from the partisan de
bates and denominational polemics that characterized previous investigations. At 
the same time, these studies have sparked among many Western Christians a new 
appreciation of the development of Eastern Christianity in general and a renewed in
terest in the contemporary Orthodox Church. Indeed, through these books many 
Western Christians have first come to know about the Orthodox Church. 

ECUMENICAL WITNESS 

The degree of Orthodox involvement in local expressions of ecumenical witness 
continued to vary from place to place, especially during the period 1970-1994. In 
some cities, the Orthodox parishes have been active in the local Council of 
Churches. In other cities, the Orthodox have consistently avoided formal involve
ment in ecumenical associations. As a general rule, Orthodox clergy and laity par
ticipated in local inter-Christian associations that were devoted either to 
theological dialogue or to local philanthropic activities. All Orthodox continue to 
avoid any formal type of eucharistic "intercommunion." The Orthodox believe that 
the restoration of eucharistic communion among Christians is primarily the fruit 
of reconciliation and not a means toward achieving the unity of Christians. 

Orthodox involvement in the National Council of Churches of Christ (NCCC) 
has remained problematical. The fact that it has been traditionally dominated by 
Protestants has meant that its agenda and concerns have not always been of inter
est to the Orthodox. As a result, Orthodox involvement in its various commissions 
generally has been weak. 

On behalf of its member jurisdictions, the Standing Conference of Orthodox 
Bishops suspended Orthodox involvement in the NCCC on 24 October 1991. The 
reasons for this dramatic decision were many. Chief among them was the concern 
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of many Orthodox that the NCCC was advocating positions that ran contrary to 
historic Christian teachings and the concern that Orthodox positions were not 
taken seriously within the various departments of the council. The decision of the 
Orthodox bishops led to a series of discussions between their representatives and 
the representatives of the NCCC. These meetings led to a decision by the bishops 
of SCOBA on 23 March 1992 to "provisionally resume" ties with the NCCC.18 

Despite these difficulties, the active presence of Orthodox theologians from this 
country has been especially felt in recent years in worldwide ecumenical meetings. 
For example, Orthodox theologians from America have been especially active in re
cent years in work of the Faith and Order Commission and other committees of the 
World Council of Churches. Among those who have been deeply involved in the ac
tivity of these committees are Father John Meyendorff, Father Stanley Harakas, Fa
ther Thomas Hopko, Father Leonid Kishkovsky, Dr. Kyriaki FitzGerald, Father 
Nicholas Apostola, and Dr. Constance Tarasar. Many of the Orthodox from Amer
ica have been particularly adept in overcoming historic animosities and in bridging 
the gap between the theological differences of Eastern and Western Christianity. 
Certainly, many of the American Orthodox have benefited not only from their for
mal study of Roman Catholicism and Protestantism but also from the fact that they 
have had firsthand, personal relationships with Western Christian theologians. 

MONASTICISM 

Monasteries have always played an important role in the development of Ortho
dox Christianity. Orthodox monasticism did not develop particular orders as in the 
Christian West. Traditionally, each monastery has had the right to develop its own 
mission, provided that it does not run counter to the norms of community life and 
worship. Thus, throughout history, Orthodox monasteries, both those for men and 
those for women, have been involved in such diverse ministries as education, care 
for the needy, the preservation of manuscripts, liturgical renewal, and missions. 

As we have seen, the first Orthodox missionaries who came to America in 1794 
were monks. Their humble quarters on Kodiak Island were the first Orthodox 
monastery in North America. Dating from 1905, St. Tikhon Monastery in South 
Canaan, Pennsylvania, was the first one established in the continental United 
States. Twenty-five years later, in 1930, the Holy Trinity Monastery was founded 
in Jordanville, New York. Since that time numerous other monastic communities 
have come into existence throughout the country. Regardless of the number of 
members, the monasteries are communities centered upon worship and spiritual 
life. The traditional cycle of common prayer is the pattern about which all other 
activities of the monastery are structured. 

One group of Orthodox monastics has described their life: 

In the community life of our respective monasteries, we not only profess the Gospel but 
manifest our intention of seeking sanctification with God's help through growth in wisdom 
and spiritual understanding. In so doing, we witness to the Kingdom of God which is to 
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come and to the fullness of the promise made at baptism to every Christian. Thus, we hope 
to be responsive to the prophetic character of our vocation, which, from the very inception 
of monasticism in the desert of Skete [in Egypt], has made monks and nuns responsible not 
only for their own salvation, but for that of all God's people.19 

Increasingly, many Orthodox clergy and laypersons have come to recognize the 
importance of monasteries for the growth of the church in America. These monas
teries have become places of pilgrimages where pilgrims can go to worship, for re
treats, and to seek spiritual direction from the abbot or abbess. 

Because of its distinctive witness, one monastery in America deserves special 
attention: the Community of New Skete in Cambridge, New York. First estab
lished in 1966, the monastery formally joined the jurisdiction of the Orthodox 
Church in America in 1978. New Skete actually comprises a community of monks 
whose house is dedicated to the Transfiguration, a separate monastic community 
of nuns whose house is dedicated to Our Lady of the Sign, and a separate commu
nity of married couples whose house is dedicated to the disciples of Emmaus. 
While each community maintains its own particular identity and mission, the 
members of the three houses meet daily for worship. 

Thoroughly immersed in the tradition of monasticism, the members of these 
communities actively seek to bring the ancient spiritual insights of Orthodox spir
ituality into contact with the realities of twentieth-century America. Under the 
leadership of Father Laurence, the abbot and spiritual father, New Skete has be
come not only a vital monastic center but also a place of reflection and nurture 
that emphasizes the importance of Christian community and worship. Because of 
this, New Skete has also become a center that has encouraged contact, dialogue, 
and common endeavors for members of many of the Orthodox jurisdictions in 
America. 

Among the ministries undertaken at New Skete, special attention has been given 
to the translation of liturgical texts, the composition of hymns, and the publication 
of liturgical books. Nurtured by their own liturgical life and enriched by their 
knowledge of the liturgical traditions, the members of New Skete have made their 
community renowned throughout the Orthodox world not only for their transla
tions into American English but also for their efforts to restore and renew Ortho
dox worship in a manner both faithful to Orthodox tradition and responsive to the 
reality of American society. 

SOCIAL CONCERN AND MISSION 

The witness of American Orthodox clergy and laity can also be seen in ever
growing attention given to the social concerns of this society and the moral ques
tions that face believers today. In sharp contrast to the lack of interest in societal 
issues during the early periods of Orthodox Church development in America, the 
Orthodox in recent decades have demonstrated far greater interest in the chal
lenges facing America today. Archbishop Iakovos of the Greek Orthodox Arch-
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diocese joined Dr. Martin Luther King in 1965 for the historic Selma march. This 
event is frequently viewed as the beginning of greater involvement in social issues 
by the Orthodox in this country. It is an involvement that has been nurtured by the 
theological insights of Father Stanley Harakas, the preeminent Orthodox ethicist 
in this country.20 

Orthodox theologians have sought to articulate perspectives on social issues 
and moral questions that are both rooted in the distinctive faith affirmations of 
Orthodox Christianity and, at the same time, truly responsive to the needs of to
day's Christian community. These perspectives have often found forceful expres
sion in the statements issued by national meetings of clergy and laity of the 
various jurisdictions. They have also found concrete expression in the growing ef
forts by dioceses and local parishes to work for greater justice and to serve the 
needy. 

The dramatic political changes and social upheavals in Eastern Europe, especially 
between 1988 and 1992, provided the Orthodox in America with a valuable oppor
tunity to respond by providing both humanitarian aid and catechetical materials. 

The needs of Orthodox Christians in Central and Eastern Europe and in the 
Commonwealth of Independent States were especially highlighted during the visit 
of Patriarch Aleksy II of Moscow to the United States in 1991 and 1993. Traveling 
through this country in the wake of the historic political changes in the former So
viet Union, the patriarch called upon all the Orthodox to respond to the tremen
dous needs of all the people of Central and Eastern Europe and to assist the church 
in reestablishing its charitable and educational activities.21 

The Standing Conference of Canonical Orthodox Bishops in America 
(SCOBA) formally sanctioned in 1992 the establishment of International Ortho
dox Christian Charities (IOCC). Initially organized by laypersons from a number 
of Orthodox jurisdictions, IOCC in its first year of operation organized the ship
ment of more than $5 million of food and medical supplies to Eastern Europe and 
the Commonwealth of Independent States. As IOCC began to enlarge the scope of 
its charitable activities, it became clear that it had become a valuable organization 
that provided both the vehicle for international Orthodox humanitarian aid and a 
new means through which Orthodox in America could cooperate in charitable en
deavors.22 

The Mission Center of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese also entered into a new 
phase of its development, especially during the period after 1980. For many years 
the center had been active in supporting missionary work in Africa. This had in
volved funding the education of African Orthodox students at Hellenic College 
and Holy Cross Greek Orthodox School of Theology. More recently, under the 
leadership of Father Demetrios Couchell, the center broadened its scope to provide 
scholarships for students from Indonesia, Korea, and Japan. In addition, the center 
has supported a number of missionary teams comprising American Orthodox 
young adults who traveled to such countries as Uganda, Ghana, Kenya, Ukraine, 
Poland, Greece, and Russia. Depending upon the location, these missionaries were 
responsible for building or repairing churches, establishing medical clinics, and 
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leading retreats for clergy and laypersons. The Mission Center formally became in 
1993 the center for all the missionary activity supported by all the jurisdictions of 
SCOBA.23 

IDENTIFICATION AND SHARING 

The Orthodox in America are the inheritors of a rich tradition of faith, worship, 
and service that is as old as Christianity itself. This tradition was brought to North 
America by Russian monks in 1794. It was also brought by the pious immigrants 
from Greece, Asia Minor, Carpatho-Russia, and other parts of Eastern Europe and 
the Middle East who came to this country especially in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. Often escaping religious persecution in the Old World, 
these immigrants carried few material possessions with them. Among them were 
icons and crosses. Like the monks in Alaska, one of their first tasks in this land 
was to construct church buildings where they could pray together and teach their 
faith to others. Their crosses, their icons, and their church buildings were the ex
ternal signs that Orthodox Christianity was taking root in a new place, that it was 
to affect a new people in a new world. 

Now, 200 years after the founding of the mission in Alaska, American Orthodox 
are traveling to other parts of the world as missionaries. Over a hundred years after 
the first immigrants arrived from lands rich in Christian history, American Ortho
dox are traveling as missionaries to Russia, the Balkans, other parts of Eastern Eu
rope, the Middle East, Africa, and the Far East. With the prayers and financial 
support of their local parishes, these American Orthodox go to join Orthodox 
Christians in these lands to teach the faith, to build churches and clinics, and to 
care for the needy. 

Yet, this is only a portion of a remarkable story of sharing that continues today. 
Both in word and in deed, the American Orthodox are contributing to the life of the 
church and to the life of the world. While difficulties continue to confront Ortho
dox Christians in America, they are part of a developing regional church that is 
making a profound impact upon the life of the Orthodox Church throughout the 
world and, indeed, upon all of contemporary Christianity. The writings of Ameri
can Orthodox theologians are affecting their colleagues in Athens, Thessaloniki, 
Moscow, and Balamand. Religious education methods and materials from Amer
ica enrich the programs in such diverse places as Syria, Indonesia, and Kenya. The 
participation of American Orthodox in both Orthodox conferences and in ecu
menical meetings throughout the world provides an opportunity for personal con
tact and enrichment. Finally, all of this is nurtured by the daily liturgical prayers of 
the Orthodox "for peace throughout the world, the well-being of the holy churches 
of God, and the union of all."24 
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Appendix I 
CHRONOLOGY 

1741 The Eucharist is celebrated on a boat off Alaskan coast. 

1768 Colony of Greek Orthodox in St. Augustine, Florida. 

1794 Russian Orthodox missionaries arrive on Kodiak Island. 

1798 Father Joseph Bolotov consecrated first bishop. 

1812 Chapel at Fort Rus, California. 

1824 Father John (Innocent) Veniaminov arrives in Unalaska. 

1825 Father Iakov Netsvetov, first native priest. 

1834 The liturgy and catechism translated into Aleut. 

1840 Consecration of Bishop Innocent. 

1841 Pastoral school established in Sitka. 

1848 St. Michael Cathedral consecrated in Sitka. 

1864 Holy Trinity Church in New Orleans established. Subsequently becomes first 
Greek Orthodox parish. 

1867 Alaska sold to the United States. 

1868 Founding of parish in San Francisco. 

1870 Father Bjerring establishes parish in New York City. 

1878 Oriental Church magazine published. 

1891 St. Mary parish in Minneapolis enters Orthodox church. 

1892 Holy Trinity Greek Orthodox parish in New York founded. 

First Serbian Orthodox parish in Jackson, California. 

Father Sabastian Dabovich first American-born person ordained. 
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1895 First Syrian Orthodox parish in Brooklyn, New York. 

First conference of Orthodox clergy, Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania. 

1897 Missionary school opens in Minneapolis. 

Russian-American Messenger begins publication. 

1898 Bishop Tikhon arrives in America. 

1902 St. Nicholas Cathedral in New York built. 

1904 Father Raphael Hawaweeny, first bishop consecrated in United States. 

First Romanian Orthodox parish in Cleveland, Ohio. 

1905 Russian Orthodox Archdiocese see transferred to New York. 

1906 St. Tikhon Monastery dedicated. 

Service Book translated by Isabel Hapgood. 

1907 First Sunday of Orthodoxy Service in New York. 

Theofan Noli ordained. 

First Bulgarian Orthodox parish in Madison, Illinois. 

1908 Albanian Orthodox parish in Boston. 

1909 Death of Father Alexis Toth. 

1912 First Orthodox Sunday school, in Holy Trinity Church, New York. 

1913 Serbian Orthodox clergy come under Church of Serbia. 

1914 Patriarchate of Antioch sends bishop to organize parishes. 

1915 First monastery for women, Springfield, Vermont. 

1922 Greek Orthodox Archdiocese established. 

Father Antony Bashir arrives. 

Metropolitan Platon heads Russian Orthodox Archdiocese. 

1923 Father Theophan Noli consecrated a bishop in Albania. 

1924 Russian Orthodox Archdiocese declares autonomy. 

1926 Russian Orthodox Synod Abroad establishes a diocese. 

1928 A Ukrainian Orthodox diocese is established. 

1929 Romanian Orthodox Episcopate is established. 

1931 Archbishop Athenagoras heads the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese. 

1933 Father Benjamin Basalga, first American-born bishop. 

Patriarchate of Moscow establishes exarchate. 

1934 Metropolitan Theophilus heads Metropolia. 

1935 Bishop Policarp Morusca heads the Romanian Orthodox diocese. 

1936 Metropolitan Antony Bashir heads the Syrian Orthodox Archdiocese. 

Metropolitan Samuel David heads Toledo diocese. 

1937 Holy Cross Seminary established in Pomfret, Connecticut. 

Ukrainian Orthodox diocese established by Constantinople. 

Father Bohdan Shpilka consecrated bishop in Constantinople. 
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1938 St. Vladimir's Seminary established in New York. 

St. Tikhon's Pastoral School is established. 

The Metropolia unites with the Synod Abroad. 

Bulgarian Orthodox diocese established. 

Carpatho-Russian diocese established by Constantinople. 

Father Orestes Chornok consecrated bishop in Constantinople. 

1939 Father James (Iakovos) Coucousis arrives. 

1944 The Federated Orthodox Greek Catholic Primary Jurisdictions (The Federation) 
established. 

1945 Bulgarian Orthodox diocese established. 

1946 The Metropolia severs relationship with the Synod Abroad. 

1950 Synod Abroad moves headquarters to New York. 

Metropolitan Leonty heads Metropolia. 

1951 Archbishop Michael heads Greek Orthodox Archdiocese. 

Independent Romanian Orthodox diocese created. 

1953 Orthodox designation recognized by Defense Department. 

1954 Toledo diocese recognized by Patriarchate of Antioch. 

1956 Orthodox Christian Education Commission created. 

1959 Archbishop Iakovos heads Greek Orthodox Archdiocese. 

1960 Standing Conference of Canonical Orthodox Bishops in America (SCOBA) cre
ated. 

1963 Autonomous Serbian Orthodox diocese established. 

1964 Autonomous Bulgarian Orthodox diocese established. 

Metropolitan Philaret heads Synod Abroad. 

1966 Metropolitan Philip Saliba heads the Syrian Orthodox Archdiocese. 

1970 Church of Russia grants autocephaly to the Metropolia. 

Metropolia takes name Orthodox Church in America. 

Herman of Alaska is canonized. 

1972 St. Herman Pastoral School opens in Sitka, Alaska. 

1975 Unification of Syrian Orthodox dioceses. 

Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese established. 

1977 Innocent of Alaska is canonized. 

Metropolitan Theodosius heads Orthodox Church in America. 

1985 Metropolitan Vitali heads Synod Abroad. 

1989 Patriarch Tikhon is canonized. 

1990 Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios visits the United States. 

1994 Bicentenary of Alaskan mission. 
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Appendix II 
THE AUTOCEPHALOUS 
AND AUTONOMOUS 
ORTHODOX CHURCHES 

The Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople 

The Patriarchate of Alexandria 

The Patriarchate of Antioch 

The Patriarchate of Jerusalem 

The Patriarchate of Russia 

The Patriarchate of Serbia 

The Patriarchate of Romania 

The Patriarchate of Bulgaria 

The Patriarchate of Georgia 

The Church of Cyprus 

The Church of Greece 

The Church of Poland 

The Church of Albania 

The Church of the Czech Lands and Slovakia (Autonomous) 

The Church of Finland (Autonomous) 

The above order is that followed in Inter-Orthodox gatherings. The Orthodox Church in 
America, formerly the Russian Orthodox Metropolia, was granted autocephalous status by 
the Patriarchate of Moscow in 1970. This status, however, is not recognized by all churches. 
Likewise, the autonomous status of the Church of Japan is not recognized by all churches. 
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Appendix III 
THE STANDING 
CONFERENCE OF 
CANONICAL ORTHODOX 
BISHOPS IN AMERICA 

Albanian Orthodox Diocese of America 
(Patriarchate of Constantinople) 

American Carpatho-Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic Diocese in the U.S.A. 
(Patriarchate of Constantinople) 

Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of North America 
(Patriarchate of Antioch) 

Bulgarian Eastern Orthodox Church 
(Patriarchate of Bulgaria) 

Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of North and South America 
(Patriarchate of Constantinople) 

Orthodox Church in America 
(formerly, Patriarchate of Russia) 

Romanian Orthodox Missionary Archdiocese in America and Canada 
(Patriarchate of Romania) 

Serbian Orthodox Church in the United States and Canada 
(Patriarchate of Serbia) 

Ukrainian Orthodox Church in America 
(Patriarchate of Constantinople) 
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BIBLIOGRAPHIC ESSAY 

This essay is intended to be a guide for further investigation into aspects of Orthodox Chris
tianity in general and the Orthodox in America in particular. It is not meant to be an ex
haustive bibliography. Special attention is given to the writings of American Orthodox 
theologians and church historians. 

GENERAL HISTORIES AND INTRODUCTIONS 
TO ORTHODOX THOUGHT 

General introductions to the history of the Orthodox Church can be found in John 
Meyendorff's The Orthodox Church (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 
1981) and Alexander Schmemann's The Historical Road of Eastern Orthodoxy (Crest
wood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1977). The most popular general history, and 
often more accessible than the two books previously mentioned, is from the British Ortho
dox bishop Timothy (Kallistos) Ware, The Orthodox Church (New York: Penguin Books, 
rev. ed., 1993). 

For studies dealing with particular historical periods of the Orthodox Church, see John 
Meyendorff, Imperial Unity (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1989) and 
Byzantium and the Rise of Russia (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1989); 
Richard Haugh, Photius and the Carolingians (Belmont, MA: Nordland, 1975); Anthony-
Emil Tachiaos, Cyril and Methodios ofThessalonica: The Acculturation of the Slavs (Thes-
saloniki: Rekos, 1989); Demetrios Constantellos, Byzantine Philanthropy and Social 
Welfare (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1968); J. M. Hussey, The Orthodox 
Church in the Byzantine Empire (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986). 

Among the best general histories of the Byzantine period are George Ostrogorsky, His
tory of the Byzantine State (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968) and Dimitri Obolinsky, 
The Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Europe, 500-1453 (London: Cardinal, 1971). 
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Issues related to the schism between Eastern and Western Christianity are discussed in 
John Meyendorff's Byzantine Theology (New York: Fordham University Press, 1974). 
Some aspects of the church under Ottoman rule are covered in Steven Runciman's The 
Great Church in Captivity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968). 

For developments of the Orthodox Church in Russia in more recent times, see James 
Cunningham, A Vanquished Hope: Movements for Church Renewal in Russia (Crestwood, 
NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1981); Nicholas Zernov, The Russian Religious Re
naissance of the Twentieth Century (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1963); Dimitri 
Pospielovsky, The Russian Church Under the Soviet Regime 1917-1982 (Crestwood, NY: 
St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1984). Essays on recent developments of a number of re
gional Orthodox churches and jurisdictions are found in Petro Ramet, ed., Eastern Chris
tianity and Politics in the Twentieth Century (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1988). 

A valuable introduction to the Oriental Orthodox churches is Azziz S. Atiya, A History 
of Eastern Christianity (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1965). For some 
aspects of the recent developments between the Orthodox and the Oriental Orthodox, see 
William Lazareth and Nikos Nissiotis, Does Chalcedon Unite or Divide? (Geneva: World 
Council of Churches, 1981) and Thomas FitzGerald, "Towards the Reestablishment of Full 
Communion: The Orthodox-Oriental Orthodox Dialogue," The Greek Orthodox Theologi
cal Review 36:2 (1991), 169-82. 

The fundamental themes of Orthodox doctrine and spirituality can be found in Kallistos 
(Timothy) Ware, The Orthodox Way (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1979). 
Somewhat less accessible is the classic work by Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of 
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Seminary Press, 1993). 
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wood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1988); Of Water and the Spirit (Crestwood, NY: 
St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1974); For the Life of the World: Sacraments and Orthodoxy 
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1980); Orthodoxy and Native Americans: The Alaskan Mission (Crestwood, NY: St. 
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unity and mission. See "Problems of Orthodoxy in America: I The Canonical Problem," 



160 BIBLIOGRAPHIC ESSAY 

SVTQ 8:2 (1964), 67-85; "II The Liturgical Problem," SVTQ 8:4 (1964), 164-85; and "III 
The Spiritual Problem," SVTQ 9:4 (1965), 171-93. 
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Bishop Maximos Aghiourgoussis of Pittsburgh is regarded as one of the foremost Or
thodox theologians involved in Orthodox relations with Roman Catholics. See his most re
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The grant of autocephaly to the Russian Orthodox Metropolia by the Church of Russia 
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der Schmemann discusses the position of the Metropolia/Orthodox Church in America in 
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Greek theologian Panagiotis Trembelas in his The Autocephaly of the Metropolia in Amer
ica (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Theological School Press, 1973). 
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macy of the See of Constantinople in Theory and Practice," GOTR 27:3/4 (1992), 233-58; 
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dealing with unity and renewal in Stephen Sfekas and George Matsoukas, eds., Project for 
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and Witness to the World (Crestwood, NY: St, Vladimir's Seminary Press, 1987). 

The recent major work by Stanley Harakas, Living the Faith: The Praxis of Eastern Or
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