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Cruel are the times, when we are traitors,
And do not know ourselves.
Shakespeare, Macbeth.

The Lord has revealed to me, wretched Seraphim, that there will be great woes in the
Russian land: the Orthodox Faith will be trampled on, the hierarchs of the Church of
God and other spiritual persons will fall away from the purity of Orthodoxy, and for
that the Lord will punish them terribly. 1, wretched Seraphim, besought the Lord for
three days and nights that He would rather deprive me of the Kingdom of Heaven but
have mercy on them. But the Lord replied: '1 will not have mercy on them, for they
teach human teachings and honour me with their lips but their hearts are far from
Me.'

St. Seraphim of Sarov (+1833).

Now I shall go to sleep deeply and for a long time. The night will be long, and very
dark...
Last words of Hieromartyr Tikhon, Patriarch of Moscow (+1925).

Everything in the state, nothing outside the state, nothing against the state.
Mussolini (1925).

The whole world is wet with mutual blood. And murder, which in the case of an
individual is admitted to be a crime, is called a virtue when it is committed wholesale.
Impunity is claimed for the wicked deeds, not on the plea that they are guiltless, but
because the cruelty is perpetrated on a grand scale.

St. Cyprian of Carthage, Epistle 1.6.

In vain do you believe in world revolution. Throughout the cultured world you are
sowing, not revolution, but Fascism — and with great success. There was no Fascism
before your revolution... All the other countries by no means want to see among
themselves what was and is with us. And of course, they are learning to apply in time,
as a warning, what you used and are using — terror and violence... Yes, under your
indirect influence Fascism is gradually seizing the whole of the cultured world with the
exception of the powerful Anglo-Saxon sector...

Holy New Martyr and Academician Ivan Popov.

Communism is the greatest world evil that human history has ever seen. It destroys
society and age-old Christian culture and in its place creates the kingdom of the beast
wherever it succeeds in establishing its mastery. This is as obvious as its nature is
without doubt one and the same at all times and in all places: on whatever soil its seeds
may grow: on Russian, Spanish, Serbian soil, it everywhere produces one and the same
poisonous fruits that kill the soul and the body both of the individual person and of the
whole people.

Metropolitan Anastasy (Gribanovsky).

It is well the people of the nation do not understand our banking and monetary
system, for if they did, I believe there would be a revolution before tomorrow morning.
Henry Ford.



Progress should mean that we are always striving to change the world so that it fits
the vision; instead, we seem more intent on changing the vision.
G.K. Chesterton.

Stalin has delivered the goods to an extent that seemed impossible ten years ago. Jesus
Christ has come down to earth. He is no longer an idol. People are gaining some kind
of idea of what would happen if He lived now...

George Bernard Shaw, The Rationalization of Russia (1931).

For liberation, something more is necessary than an economic policy, something more
than industry. If a people is to become free, it needs pride and will-power, defiance,

hate, hate and once again hate.
Adolf Hitler.

The whole of National Socialism is based on Marx.
Adolf Hitler.

Perhaps the time has come when the Lord does not wish that the Church should stand
as an intermediary between Himself and the believers, but that everyone is called to
stand directly before the Lord and himself answer for himself as it was with the
forefathers!

Hieromartyr Damascene, Bishop of Glukhov (+1937).

As Hannah Arendt wrote in her 1951 book The Origins of Totalitarianism, the
ideal subject of totalitarian rule is not the convinced Nazi or the convinced
communist, but people for whom the distinction between fact and fiction (i.e. the
reality of experience) and the distinction between true and false (i.e. the standards of
thought) no longer exists.

Michiko Kakutani, Truth Decay.

Hitler’s democratic triumph exposed the true nature of democracy. Democracy has
few values of its own: it is as good, or as bad, as the principles of the people who
operate it. In the hands of liberal and tolerant people, it will produce a liberal and
tolerant government; in the hands of cannibals, a government of cannibals. In
Germany in 1933-34 it produced a Nazi government because the prevailing culture of
Germany'’s voters did not give priority to the exclusion of gangsters...

Norman Davies (1997).

Patriotism does not call for the subjugation of the universe; liberating your people
does not at all imply overtaking and wiping out your neighbours.
Ivan Ilyin.

The practice of Communist states and... Fascist states... leads to a novel conception
of the truth and of disinterested ideals in general, which would hardly have been
intelligible to previous centuries. To adopt it is to hold that outside the purely
technical sphere (where one asks only what are the most efficient means towards this
or that practical end) words like ‘true’, or ‘right’, or “free’, and the concepts which
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they denote, are to be defined in terms of the only activity recognized as valuable,
namely, the organization of society as a smoothly-working machine providing for the
needs of such of its members as are permitted to survive...

Sir Isaiah Berlin.

This collective organism, the nation, is just as inclined to deify itself as the individual
man. The madness of pride grows at the same rate, as every passion becomes inflamed
in society, being refracted in thousands and millions of souls.

Metropolitan Anastasy (Gribanovsky) of New York (+1964).

Stalin had eliminated private property and made himself responsible for the Soviet
equivalents of Washington, Wall Street, and Hollywood all rolled in one, and all
rolled into one person, an extreme despotism.

Stephen Kotkin, Stalin. Waiting for Hitler (2018).

Feminism is the idea that women are free when they serve their employer, but slaves
when they serve their husband.
G.K. Chesterton.

We feel the public are being deceived. Evolution propaganda does not present the facts
impartially; it dwells upon those which favour the theory, while suppressing those
which oppose it. Such are not the methods of true, but of false, science. Few people

realise that the tactics which Evolution employs should be regarded as “special
pleading” in a Court of Law; and that many scientists have declared that Evolution is
both unproved and unprovable.

The Evolution Protest Movement (1932).

[Democracy is] an organization to contend with God and Christianity, he Church, the
national public, especially the Christian state. In this international organization the
first place of power belongs to the Jews, inherent to theomachy and the death of God in
the West.

Metropolitan Anthony Khrapovitsky (1932).

In the European West, Christianity gradually became transformed into humanism.
For several centuries the God-man became more and more limited and confined to His
humanity, eventually becoming the infallible man of Rome and of Berlin. Thus, on the

one hand there appeared a western Christian humanistic maximalism (the papacy)
which took everything away from Christ, and on the other hand a western Christian
humanistic minimalism (Protestantism) which sought very little if anything from
Christ. In both man takes the place of the God-man as that which is of most value and
is the measure of all things.

Archimandprite Justin Popovich (+1979).
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INTRODUCTION

This book is the tenth volume in my series, An Essay in Universal History from
an Orthodox Christian Point of View. It covers the period from 1925 to 1945, when
the terrible totalitarian twins, Fascism and Communism, ravaged Europe and
then turned against each other, until Stalin finally overthrew Hitler in 1945. It
traces the continuing decay of Liberal Democracy together with its recovery
under Roosevelt and Churchill - but at the cost of its own transformation,
under the pressure of war and economic depression, into semi-socialism, which
was consolidated, in Britain, by the victory of the socialist Labour Party in 1945.

The seventh volume in this series was entitled “The Age of Socialism”
because it encompassed the peak of the career of the chief ideologues of
socialism, Marx and Engels, and the rise of welfare socialism in Germany and
Western Europe. This volume is entitled “The Age of Fascism” because it
encompasses the Fascist and Communist regimes of the twentieth, both of
which have a distinctly nationalist colouring in this period - more obviously in
the case of Hitler’s National Socialism, less obviously but no less definitely in
the case of Stalin’s “Socialism in One Country”; for Stalin transformed the
internationalism of Lenin’s revolution into a kind of Soviet nationalism, which
reached its apotheosis in 1945. Indeed, as the early careers of Mussolini show,
Fascism was an early offspring or mutation of internationalist Socialism. For,
as Soviet academic and holy new martyr Ivan Popov wrote: “In vain do you
believe in world revolution. Throughout the cultured world you are sowing,
not revolution, but Fascism - and with great success. There was no Fascism
before your revolution.”

Besides the liberal democracies of the West, and the national socialisms of
Hitler and Stalin, there still existed the remnants of a third type of governance,
Orthodox Autocracy: the monarchies of Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Romania and
Greece, all of which were destroyed within a short period of the Red Army’s
overrunning the Balkans. However, the Orthodox Church survived - albeit in a
condition of the fiercest and most prolonged persecution ever suffered by the
Church in any period of her history. This unprecedentedly severe persecution
at the hands of the Soviets makes this period one, not only of shame, shame for
the blasphemy and apostasy of the masses, but also of glory, the glory of the
Holy New Martyrs of Russia. However, in the estimation of the West, the
greatest crime of this period was not the murder of many tens of millions in the
Orthodox Christian Holocaust - which, begun by the Bolsheviks in 1917, reached
its peak in the inter-war period and continued during the second world war
and for many decades into the post-war period - but in the Jewish holocaust,
which killed six million. This was, of course, horrific in itself, but not
comparable in scale to the slaughter of God’s faithful Orthodox Christians. For
the annihilating of the main concentration of True Christianity in the world was
quite compatible, in the eyes of the Nazis, with their goal of the reshaping of
human nature on the atheist model whose foundations had been laid in the
nineteenth century by Darwin, Marx and Freud. So this book is distinguished
from most other histories of this period in devoting almost as much space to
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the mainly underground life of the True Church of Christ as to the above-
ground actions of a Stalin, a Hitler or a Roosevelt...

This was also the age in which the non-westernized nations of the Middle
East and Far East began to bestir themselves. The oil-producing nations of the
Middle East became the object of the imperialistic designs of the western
nations (who had awarded themselves mandates over them at Versailles),
while China under the westernized regime of the Kuomintang came close to
becoming a great power in her own right - and was recognized as such by the
United Nations in 1945. Meanwhile Japan, whose plea for a declaration of racial
equality had been brusquely rejected by the western nations at Versailles in
1919, took her revenge by overrunning the Far East and joining the despotisms
of Italy and Germany, before succumbing to the apocalyptic new weapon of
the atomic bomb.

The main lesson of this most horrific period of history is: when the restraint of
True Christianity and True Christian governance is removed, then truly all things are
possible, up to and including the destruction of all civilized norms in even the most
civilized of countries.

Through the prayers of our Holy Fathers, Lord Jesus Christ our God, have
mercy on us!
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1. DEMOCRACY, DICTATORSHIP AND TOTALITARIANISM

“Of twenty-eight European countries,” writes Niall Ferguson “nearly all
had acquired some form of representative government before, during or after
the First World War. Yet eight were dictatorships by 1925, and a further five
by 1933. Five years later only ten democracies remained. Russia... was the first
to go after the Bolsheviks shut down the Constituent Assembly in 1918. In
Hungary the franchise was restricted as early as 1920. Kemal [Ataturk], fresh
from his trouncing of the Greeks, established what was effectively a one-party
state in Turkey in 1923, rather than see his policies of secularism challenged by
an Islamic opposition...

“... Even before his distinctly theatrical March on Rome on October 29, 1922
- which was more photo-opportunity than coup, since the fascists lacked the
capability to seize power by force - Mussolini was invited to form a
government by the king, Victor Emmanuel III, who had declined to impose
martial law...

“Italy was far from unusual in having dictatorship by royal appointment.
Other dictators were themselves monarchs. The Albanian President, Ahmed
Bey Zogu, declared himself King Zog I in 1928. In Yugoslavia King Alexander
staged a coup in 1929, restored parliamentarism in 1931 and was assassinated
in 1934; thereafter the Regent Paul re-established royal dictatorship. In
Bulgaria King Boris III [of Bulgaria] seized power in 1934. In Greece the king
dissolved parliament and in 1936 installed General loannis Metaxas as dictator.
Two years later Romania’s King Carol established a royal dictatorship of his
own...”1

Of course, there were differences - and important ones. The dictatorships in
Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Greece and Romania assumed power in countries that
were Orthodox in faith, even though Orthodoxy was severely weakened in all
of them. But by the judgement of God they all fell victim to dictatorships of the
European type, first fascist, and then communist. And such was the fate also
of the Baltic States, Hungary, Poland, Spain, Portugal and Austria. In
Germany, the democratically elected Reichstag chose Hitler as chancellor...

“Nearly all the dictatorships of the inter-war period,” continues Ferguson,
“were at root conservative, if not downright reactionary. The social foundation
of their power was what remained of the pre-industrial ancien régime: the
monarchy, the aristocracy, the officer corps and the Church, supported to
varying degrees by industrialists fearful of socialism and by frivolous
intellectuals who were bored of democracy’s messy compromises...”?

But it is unjust to describe these right-leaning intellectuals who were
frustrated with democracy as “frivolous”. Some of them were; but they voiced

1 Ferguson, The War of the World, London: Penguin, 2007, pp. 228, 229-230.
2 Ferguson, op. cit., p. 231.
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well-founded criticisms of democracy that resonate even more today than they
did then. As, for example, in the following words of loannis Metaxis:
“Democracy is the offspring of Capitalism. It is the instrument through which
Capitalism rules the masses. It is the instrument through which Capitalism
displays its own will as if it were the people’s... This variety of democracy
relies on universal suffrage by individual and secret ballot; i.e. it needs well-
built political parties - hence the need of capital. It needs newspapers, hence
the need of capital. It . . . needs electoral organizations and electoral combats;
that means money. [And] it needs a lot of other things that presuppose money
as well. In short, only big capitalists or their puppets are able to fight in [the
framework of] such a democracy. Men or [even] groups of people in need of
money, even if they defend the noblest ideals, are doomed to failure. For if one
has the control of the newspapers, one is in a position to shape the public
opinion according to his own views; and even if he defends principles
abhorred by the people, he can conceal them in such a way, that the people
swallow them in the end. But even if the people do not swallow them, he can
declare, through the newspapers he controls, that the people have in fact
swallowed them. And then everybody believes that the others have swallowed
the “principles’/lies [of the capitalist] and surrenders as well.”3

For the post-war idols of democracy and national self-determination,
proclaiming only the “rights” but never the real obligations of individuals and
ethnic groups, had led not simply to “messy compromises”, but to gridlock,
paralysis, near-anarchy and civil war in many countries. This led to the
emergence of several non-totalitarian dictatorships in Central and Eastern
Europe, especially in the Orthodox states of Romania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria
and Greece. In fact, the Orthodox Balkans became kind of bloc of dictatorships.
For all their faults, these dictators helped to preserve what was left of Christian
faith and morality in their countries; and their basic aims of preserving order
and unity in the state, and suppressing the extreme left whose overt aim was
to destroy it, were laudable and necessary.

However, in the struggle against the totalitarian states that was looming,
representative democracy in the form of elections, parliaments and separation
of powers was less essential than freedom of speech. Already in World War I,
represesentative democracy had been in effect suspended in the western
democracies, and the same would happen in World War II. But freedom of
speech was preserved, albeit impaired. And for a people that has lost the true
faith, whose first necessity is to find that faith again, freedom of speech and
free access to sources of information that enable one to come to an informed
opinion, is essential. But that is precisely what the totalitarian dictatorships
deprived their citizens of. Moreover, they imposed a false faith under threat of
torture and death. Therefore to avoid the hell of the totalitarians it was
necessary to support the democracies, far from ideal though they were....

3 The Diaries of I. Metaxas, Athens: Ikaros, 1960, vol. 4, p. 446.
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Some political philosophies are of the head; others - of the heart. Liberal
democracy is of the first kind. It appeals to the rational (but false) idea that if
governments are formed through elections on the basis of universal suffrage,
then they will act for the benefit of all: “government by the people for the
people”. “People” here means “a multitude of voters, each voting rationally
for his own interests”: it does not mean a single unity having a single will
(Rousseau’s concept of “the general will” is a communistic, not a liberal idea).
And once enough individuals see that they as individuals are not benefiting
from democracy, then they will seek salvation in a philosophy with a more
powerful, more unitary and more emotive definition of the word “people”,
where “people” means something closer to “nation”, not a chance aggregate of
unrelated individuals, each wanting something different and forming unities
only on the basis of fleeting and constantly shifting parliamentary majorities,
but a mystical organism with a single will and soul and heart.

Italy was the first country that lost confidence in democracy. Mussolini’s
march on Rome in March, 1922, after which King Victor Emmanuel III asked
him to form a government, proved the old government’s impotence. And in
August he declared: “Democracy has done its work. The century of democracy
is over. Democratic ideologies have been liquidated.”*

The next failed democracy was Germany’s Weimar Republic, which was
plagued by violence and, as the Reichmark plummeted in value, by
widespread poverty and despair. Even pious Germans, such as the Lutheran
Paul Althaus, began to doubt its legitimacy: “Did Lutherans owe the Weimar
Republic the loyalty prescribed in Romans 13? Only in a heavily qualified way,
since the ‘temporary structure” of Weimar was ‘the expression and means of
German depradation and apathy’.”> Why? Because the Weimar republic was
seen as having been imposed on Germany by the Allied victor-nations, and
therefore as betraying the real interests of the German people in such questions
as reparation payments and the French occupation of the Ruhr. This gave
extremist movements on both the right and the left powerful ammunition, and
several attempted coups, including one by Hitler, were put down with
difficulty. And so Germany became a battlefield between three fairly equally
matched ideologies: democracy, fascism and communism.

From 1924 democracy appeared to recover, and foreign companies invested
in Germany, leading to an economic recovery. But then in 1929 came the Great
Depression, which hit Germany harder than any other country precisely
because it had become more dependent on foreign investment, which now left
the country. Democracy faltered again; the fascists and communists recovered
their confidence, while the liberals lost theirs.

4 Burleigh, Sacred Causes, London: Harper Perennial, 2007, p. 58.
5 Burleigh, op. cit., p. 19.
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However, it should be noted that while both Bolsheviks and the Nazis
despised democracy and plotted to destroy it, there was this difference
between them: while Hitler openly despised democracy, Stalin had to preserve
its simulacrum for longer. He always deferred to the supreme authority of the
Polituburo - although he manipulated both its membership and all its
decisions. Thus while Hitler never replaced the Weimar constitution with
another, Nazi one, Stalin composed the 1936 Soviet Constitution, which
claimed to be supremely democratic even when democracy no longer existed
in Russia. That is one reason why western intellectuals have always been more
generous to Stalin than to Hitler. For it is thought, quite wrongly, that since
Stalin was at least striving to create a democracy (after all, that was the purpose
of the Russian revolution, wasn’t it?), he was better than Hitler, who, on the
contrary, always proclaimed his contempt for it.

“At bottom,” writes Eric Hobsbawm, “liberal politics was vulnerable
because its characteristic form of government, representative democracy, was
rarely a convincing way of running states, and the conditions of the Age of
Catastrophe rarely guaranteed the conditions that made it viable, let alone
effective.

“The first of these conditions was that it should enjoy general consent and
legitimacy. Democracy itself rests on this consent, but does not create it, except
that in well-established and stable democracies the very process of regular
voting has tended to give citizens - even those in the minority - a sense that
the electoral process legitimizes the governments it produces. But few of the
inter-war democracies were well-established. Indeed, until the early twentieth
century democracy had been rare outside the USA and France. Indeed, at least
ten of Europe’s states were either entirely new or so changed from their
predecessors as to have no special legitimacy for their inhabitants. Even fewer
democracies were stable. The politics of states in the Age of Catastrophe were,
more often than not, the politics of crisis.

“The second condition was a degree of compatibility between the various
components of ‘the people’, whose sovereign vote was to determine the
common government. The official theory of liberal bourgeois society did not
recognize ‘the people” as a set of groups, communities and other collectivities
with interests as such, although anthropologists, sociologist and all practising
politicians did. Officially the people, a theoretical concept rather than a real
body of human beings, consisted of an assembly of self-contained individuals
whose votes added up to arithmetical majorities and minorities, which
translated into elected assemblies to majority governments and minority
oppositions. Where democratic voting crossed the lines between the divisions
of the national population, or where it was possible to conciliate or defuse
conflicts between them, democracy was visible. However, in an age of
revolution and radical social tensions, class struggle translated into politics
rather than class peace was the rule. Ideological and class intransigence could
wreck democratic government. Moreover, the botched peace settlements after
1918 multiplied what we, at the end of the twentieth century, know to be the
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fatal virus of democracy, namely the division of the body of citizens
exclusively along ethnic-national or religious lines, as in ex-Yugoslavia and
Northern Ireland. Three ethnic-national communities voting as blocks, as in
Bosnia; two irreconcilable communities, as in Ulster; sixty-two political parties
each representing a tribe or clan, as in Somalia; cannot, as we know, provide
the foundation for a democratic political system, but - unless one of the
contending groups or some outside authority is strong enough to establish
(non-democratic) dominance - only for instability and civil war. The fall of the
three multinational empires of Austria-Hungary, Russia and Turkey replaced
three supra-national states whose governments were neutral as between the
numerous nationalities over which they ruled, with a great many more
multinational states, each identified with one, or at most with two or three, of
the ethnic communities within their borders.

“The third condition was that democratic governments did not have to do
much governing. Parliaments had come into existence not so much to govern
as to control the power of those who did, a function which is still obvious in
the relations between the US Congress and the US presidency... Bodies of
independent, permanently appointed public officials had become an essential
device for the government of modern states. A parliamentary majority was
essential only where major and controversial executive decisions had to be
taken, or approved, and organizing or maintaining an adequate body of
supporters was the major task of government leaders, since (except in the
Americas) the executive in parliamentary regimes was usually not directly
elected...

“The twentieth century multiplied the occasions when it became essential
for governments to govern. The kind of state which confined itself to providing
the ground rules for business and civil society, and the police, prisons and
armed forces to keep internal and external danger at bay, the ‘nightwatchman
state” of political wits, became as obsolete as the ‘nightwatchmen” who inspired
the metaphor.

“The fourth condition was wealth and prosperity. The democracies of the
1920s broke under the tension of revolution and counter-revolution (Hungary,
Italy, Portugal) or of national conflict (Poland, Yugoslavia); those of the thirties,
under the tensions of the Slump. One has only to compare the political
atmosphere of Weimar Germany and 1920s Austria with that of Federal
Germany and post-1945 Austria to be convinced. Even national conflicts were
less unmanageable, so long as each minority’s politicians could feed at the
state’s common trough. That was the strength of the Agrarian Party in east-
central Europe’s only genuine democracy, Czechoslovakia: it offered benefits
across national lines. In the 1930s, even Czechoslovakia could no longer hold
together the Czechs, Slovaks, Germans, Hungarians and Ukrainians.

“Under these circumstances democracy was, more likely than not, a
mechanism for formalizing divisions between irreconcilable groups. Very
often even in the best circumstances, it produced no stable basis for democratic
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government at all, especially when the theory of democratic representation
was applied in the most rigorous versions of proportional representation.
Where, in times of crisis, no parliamentary majority was available, as in
Germany (as distinct from Britain), the temptation to look elsewhere was
overwhelming. Even in stable democracies the political divisions the system
implies are seen by many citizens as costs rather than benefits of the system.
The very rhetoric of politics advertises candidates and party as the
representative of the national rather than the narrow party interest. In times of
crisis the costs of the system seemed unsustainable, its benefits uncertain.

“Under these circumstances it is easy to understand that parliamentary
democracy in the successor states to the old empires, as well as in most of the
Mediterranean and in Latin America, was a feeble plant growing in stony soil.
The strongest argument in its favour, that, bad as it is, it is better than any
alternative system, is itself half-hearted. Between the wars it only rarely
sounded realistic and convincing...”®

Half-hearted - yes. Unconvincing - yes. But, having destroyed the
Orthodox autocracy, the only form of government having God’s blessing to
restrain the Antichrist, the West had only the feeble plant of democracy to rely
on. By the mercy of God, Who did not yet will the complete destruction of the
West, democracy prevailed against the Nazi totalitarianism in World War 1I.
But it did so only by allying itself with the Soviet totalitarianism, and only by
stiffening its own feeble democracies with an infusion of dictatorial strength,
as we shall see...

In addition to their common contempt for democracy, another important
similarity between Fascism and Communism consisted in their exaltation of
violence. Many joined the Communist Party as a place where they could express
their violent passions. But others joined the no less violent fledgling
movements of Fascism and Nazism. In both Germany and Italy, it was
especially the wandering bands of war veterans who filled their ranks. They
felt that the war had come to an end too early, that the nation had to be purged
and purified by yet more violence and hatred.

Thus, as Burleigh writes: “In both Italy and Germany elite fighting units (the
Italian arditi) who had brought fanatical courage and tenacity to the wartime
battlefields, provided the prototypical ‘new man’ who, despite his self-
professed dehumanisation, was supposed to be the nation’s future redeemer.
The brutality that total war had engendered, and which in Armenia, Belgium,
the Balkans, northern France and East Prussia had spilled over into violence
towards civilians, became a permanent condition, in the sense that political
opponents were regarded as deadly enemies. In Italy people who revelled in

¢ Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century 1914-1991, London: Pimlico, 1994,
pp. 138-140.
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violence for political purposes acquired a political label earlier than elsewhere:
that of Fascists, the very symbol - of axes tightly bound in lictorial rods -
conveying the closed community of the exultantly thuggish better than the
mystic iron octopus of the Nazi swastika.””

“The major difference between the fascist and the non-fascist Right,” writes
Eric Hobsbawm, “was that fascism existed by mobilizing masses from below.
It belonged essentially to the ear of democratic and popular politics which
traditional reactionaries deplored and which the champions of the ‘organic
state” tried to by-pass. Fascism gloried in the mobilization of the masses, and
maintained it symbolically in the form of public theatre - the Nuremberg
rallies, the masses on the Piazza Venezia looking up to Mussolini’s gestures on
his balcony - even when it came to power; as also did Communist movements.
Fascists were the revolutionaries of counter-revolution: in their rhetoric, in
their appeal to those who considered themselves victims of society, in their call
for a total transformation of society, even in their deliberate adaptation of the
symbols and names of the social revolutionaries, which is so obvious in Hitler’s
‘National Socialist Workers” Party’ with its (modified) red flag and its immediate
institution of the Red’s First of May as an official holiday in 1933.”8

First in Italy, and later in Germany, the Fascist idea gradually triumphed
over the Communist one. This was largely because its mystical concept of the
nation corresponded more closely to the psychology and history of the Italian
and German peoples. Of course, this concept was at least as old as the French
revolution and had been influential everywhere; but it had been particularly
important in Germany and Italy, whose hitherto disunited countries had been
united at about the same time in the late nineteenth century. The two countries
were also united by the feeling that they had been cheated in the aftermath of
the war. The Germans felt they had been “stabbed in the back” by the Jews,
and betrayed by Wilson’s failure to implement his Fourteen Points, while Italy,
though a victor-nation, felt frustrated by Wilson’s resistance to their demands
for Slavic lands on the other side of the Adriatic (not to speak of Albanian lands
in Albania and Turkish lands in Turkey). The German veterans felt they had
not been defeated in the war, while the Italian veterans felt that their losses of
half a million men merited them a greater reward. And so pre-war Italian
nationalism, reared on the exploits of Mazzini and Garibaldi, and on the music
of Verdi, now re-emerged in a more violent, hard-edged form in Fascism.

*

The differences between the three ideologies can be seen in different ways.
Some have seen the more important cleavage as running between, on the one
hand, the rationalist Enlightenment ideologies of Liberalism and Communism,
which go back to the first, liberal, and second, Jacobin phases of French
revolution respectively, and on the other hand, the anti-Enlightenment anti-

7 Burleigh, op. cit., p. 8.
8 Hobsbawm, Age of Extremes, p. 117.
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universalist ideology of nationalism, which could be said to go back to the
third, Napoleonic phase of the French revolution, but whose real origins are in
the German reaction against it. For others, however, the more fundamental
cleavage was between the totalitarian ideologies of Communism and Nazism,
on the one hand, and the anti-totalitarian ideology of Liberalism, on the other.

Both Liberalism and Communism trace their roots to the optimistic
Enlightenment faith that a materialistic utopia can be achieved on earth by
education, rationalism, science and the elimination of religious superstition.
Both emphasize the role of the State as the spearhead of progress; and if
Liberalism also tries to protect the “human rights” of the individual, it is
nevertheless the State, rather than the Church or any other organization, that
determines what those rights are and how they are to be implemented. So if
Liberalism gives greater protection to the individual than does Communism,
this is a difference in emphasis rather than of principle, as the increasing
convergence between the two systems after World War II demonstrates.”

If there is a difference in principle between the two it consists in Liberalism’s
insistence that the dominance of the State should be limited by democratic
elections, preceded by genuinely free debate, that permit the removal of
governments that are perceived to have failed, whereas Communism posits
the eternal rule of the Communist Party and of the State ruled by it, and
punishes any criticism of it.10

And yet even here the difference is not as radical as might at first appear.
For, on the one hand, Communism pays lip-service to the principle of
democratic elections (during which the existing leaders are usually, by a
miracle, elected again with 99.9% of the vote). And on the other hand, the
choice offered to voters in a liberal democracy becomes increasingly limited as
real power is vested in two increasingly similar political party machines that
are in hock to their paymasters.

There is also a difference between the fallen passions these systems most
pander to. Liberalism panders especially to greed and lust. It moderates,
without destroying, these passions by recognizing that one individual’s greed
and lust should be satisfied only to the extent that it does not interfere with the
satisfaction of another’s greed and lust. These passions are given a more or less

 George Orwell prophesied this convergence at the end of his post-war novel Animal Farm,
when the pigs (the communists) and the men (the capitalists) looked indistinguishable to the
impoverished animals (ordinary human beings).

10 Strictly speaking, Communism preaches the withering away of the State. But the State had
to expand to its maximum first. Thus Stalin declared at the Sixteenth Party Congress in 1930:
“We are for the withering away of the state. But at the same time we stand for the strengthening
of the proletarian dictatorship, which constitutes the most powerful, the mightiest of all
governing powers that have ever existed. The highest development of governmental power for
the purpose of preparing the conditions for the withering away of governmental power, this is
the Marxist formula. Is this ‘contradictory’? Yes, it is ‘contradictory’. But this contradiction is
life, and it reflects completely the Marxist dialectic” (Alan Bullock, Hitler and Stalin: Parallel
Lives, London, 1991, p. 467).
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decent covering by such slogans as “human rights” and “freedom, equality
and fraternity”: we supposedly have the “right” to indulge them; we must be
free to indulge them, and to an equal extent as everybody else.

Not that there is no genuine idealism and altruism among many liberals:
but the egoistic roots of “humanrightism” become increasingly obvious as
their demands become more and more unnatural and contradictory...

Since Communism shares a common ancestry with Liberalism in the French
Revolution, it, too, uses the slogans of “human rights” and “freedom, equality
and fraternity”. But as the heir of the later Jacobin rather than the early liberal
phase of the revolution, Communism is based on the sharper passions of hatred
- hatred of the old society of kings and priests, businessmen, bankers and
peasants - and love of power. This hatred and love of power was demonstrated
most clearly in the Communist leaders, such as Lenin and Stalin, who,
whatever their propaganda might say, cared not at all for justice, freedom and
equality for the masses: they hated their fellow men and sought to dominate
and exterminate them. By contrast, many rank-and-file Communists, and
especially those in Western countries, were motivated by liberal ideals when
they joined the Party; their Communism was seen as simply an extension of
their Liberalism. But the conflict between the professed aims of the Party and
the satanic means employed to achieve them, soon corrupted and destroyed
all those who did not quickly repent.

The term “totalitarian” was first invented in 1923 “by an opponent of
Mussolini, Giovanni Amendola (later murdered by the Fascists), who, having
observed Mussolini’s systematic subversion of state institutions, concluded
that his regime suffered fundamentally from conventional dictatorships. In
1925, Mussolini adopted the term and assigned it a positive meaning. He
defined Fascism as ‘totalitarian” in the sense that it politicized everything
‘human’ as well as “spiritual’: ‘Everything within the state, nothing outside the
state, nothing against the state’.”!! “The Fascist conception of the state is all-
embracing: outside of it no human or spiritual values can exist, much less have
value..”12 In 1928, the Education Minister Giovanni Gentile defined Fascism
primarily in terms of “the comprehensive, or as Fascists say, the “totalitarian’
scope of its doctrine, which concerns itself not only with political organization
and political tendency, but with the whole will and thought and feeling of the
nation.”

This remains the first defining characteristic, not only of Fascism, but of all
other totalitarian regimes, such as the Nazi and the Soviet. 13 Unlike liberal

1 Pipes, Russia under the Bolshevik Regime, 1919-1924, London: Fontana, 1995, p. 241.

12 Mussolini, The Doctrine of Fascism, 1932.

3 “This term,” writes Pipes, “has fallen out of favour with Western sociologists and political
scientists determined to avoid what they consider the language of the Cold War. It deserves
note, however, how quickly it found favour in the Soviet Union the instant the censor’s
prohibitions against its use had been lifted. This kind of regime, unknown to previous history,
imposed the authority of a private but omnipotent “party” on the state, claiming the right to
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regimes, which make a distinction between public and private space, and
accord the individual, theoretically at any rate, a more or less wide area in
which he can rule his life independently of the State, totalitarian regimes try to
encompass everything. L’état, c’est tout...

However, the term “totalitarian”, writes Richard Overy, “does not mean
that they were “total” parties, either all inclusive or wielding complete power;
it means that they were parties concerned with the “totality” of the societies in
which they worked. In this narrower sense both movements did have
totalitarian aspiration.” 1* For both sought to control, not only the strictly
political sphere, but also the economic, cultural and religious spheres.

“In its attack on liberal individualism, Fascism proposed a social project
revolutionary in its implications: the bourgeois division of life into public and
private sphered was to be replaced by a “totalitarian” conception of politics as
a complete lived experience: ‘One annot be a Fascist in politics... and non-
Fascist in school, non-Fascist in the family circles, non-Fascist in the workshop.’
Through all the many twists and turns of the Duce’s long period in office, these
elements at least of Fascism remained constant.”!>

But if the Fascists first used the term, the reality was imbibed from
Communism. As Pipes writes: “All the attributes of totalitarianism had
antecedents in Lenin’s Russia: an official, all-embracing ideology; a single
party of the elect headed by a ‘leader’ and dominating the state; police terror;
the ruling party’s control of the means of communication and the armed forces;
central command of the economy. Since these institutions and procedures were
in place in the Soviet Union in the 1920s when Mussolini founded his regime
and Hitler his party, and were to be found nowhere else, the burden of proving
there was no connection between ‘Fascism” and Communism rests of those
who hold this opinion.

“No prominent European socialist before World War I resembled Lenin
more closely than Benito Mussolini. Like Lenin, he headed the antirevisionist
wing of the country’s Socialist Party; like him, he believed that the worker was
not by nature a revolutionary and had to be prodded to radical action byan
intellectual elite. However, working in an environment more favourable to his
ideas, he did not need to form a splinter party: whereas Lenin, leading a
minority wing, had to break away, Mussolini gained a majority in the Italian
Socialist Party (PSI) and ejected the reformists. Had it not been for his reversal,
in 1914, of his stand on the war, coming out in favour of Italy’s entry on the
Allied side, which resulted in his expulsion from the PSI, he might well have
turned into an Italian Lenin. Socialist historians, embarrassed by these facts of
Mussolini’s early biography, have either suppressed them or described them

subject to itself all organized life without exception, and enforcing its will by means of
unbounded terror...” (Russia under the Bolshevik Regime, 1919-1924, London: Fontana, 1995, p.
499)

14 Overy, The Dictators, London: Penguin, 2005, p. 173.

15 Mark Mazower, Dark Continent. Europe’s Twentieth Century, London: Penguin, 1999, p. 13.

21



as a passing flirtation with socialism by a man whose true intellectual mentor
was not Marx, but Nietzsche and Sorel. Such claims, however, are difficult to
reconcile with the fact that Italian socialists thought well enough of the future
leader of Fascism to name him in 1912 editor in chief of the Party’s organ,
Avanti! Far from having a fleeting romance with socialism, Mussolini was
fanatically committed to it: until November 1913, and in some respects until
early 1920, his ideas on the nature of the working class, the structure and
function of the party, and the strategy of the socialist revolution, were
remarkably like Lenin’s...

“Like Lenin, he saw in conflict the distinguishing quality of politics. The
‘class struggle’ meant to him warfare in the literal sense of the word: it was
bound to assume violent forms because no ruling class ever peacefully
surrendered its wealth and power. He admired Marx, whom he called a “father
and teacher’, not for his economics and sociology, but for being the ‘grand
philosopher of worker violence’. He despised ‘lawyer socialists’" who
pretended to advance the cause by parliamentary manoeuvres. Nor did he
have faith in trade unionism, which he believed diverted labor from the class
struggle. In 1912, in a passage that could have come from the pen of Lenin, he
wrote: “A worker who is merely organized turns into a petty bourgeois who
obeys only the voice of interest. Every appeal to ideals leaves him deaf.” He
remained faithful to this view even after abandoning socialism: in 1921, as
Fascist leader, he would describe workers as ‘by nature... piously and
fundamentally pacifistic’. Thus, independently of Lenin, in both his socialist
and his Fascist incarnation he repudiated what Russian radicals called
‘spontaneity’: left to his own devices, the worker would not make a revolution
but strike a deal with the capitalist, which was the quintessence of Lenin’s
social theory.

“These premises confronted Mussolini with the same problem that faced
Lenin: how to make a revolution with a class said to be inherently
unrevolutionary. He solved it, as did Lenin, by calling for the creation of an
elite party to inject into labor the spirit of revolutionary violence. Whereas
Lenin’s concept of the vanguard party came from the experience of the
People’s Will, Mussolini’s was shaped by the writings of Gaetano Mosca and
Vilfredo Pareto, who in the 1890s and early 1900s popularized the view of
politics as contests for power among elite groups...”1°

The most significant difference between Soviet Communism and Italian
Fascism was that Mussolini came to the conclusion that, for his revolutionary
purposes, “nationalism was more potent fare than socialism. In December
1914, he wrote: “The nation has not disappeared. We used to believe that it was
annihilated. Instead, we see it rise, living, palpitating before us! And
understandably so. The new reality does not suppress the truth: class cannot
destroy the nation. Class is a collectivity of interests, but the nation is a history
of sentiments, traditions, language, culture, ancestry. You can insert the class

16 Pipes, op. cit., pp. 245-247.
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into the nation. But they do not destroy each other.” From this it followed that
the Socialist Party must lead not only the proletariat, but the entire nation: it
must create ‘un socialismo nationale’...” 17

7 Pipes, op. cit., pp. 249-250.
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2. THE BRITISH GENERAL STRIKE

When the British miners went on strike in 1926, the employers, backed by
the government, were in no mood to increase wages and crushed the strike.
The situation was exarcebated by the social divisions and snobberies that
survived from the pre-war period.

“This is not to suggest,” writes Piers Brendon, “that there was any significant
revolutionary tradition among the British working class. Indeed, hearing that
strikes and policemen played a friendly game of football Lenin declared that
all British classes, from the proletariat to the aristocracy, were incurably
bourgeois. In the same vein Harry Pollitt, a leader of the Communist Party of
Great Britain (founded in 1920) complained that the workers ‘cared only for
beer, tobacco and horse-racing, and it will take twenty years to educate them’.
Later, when Pollitt was imprisoned for his opinions in Wandsworth, a
professional burglar said: ‘Serve you bloody well right, you've no respect for
private property.” British society, described by George Orwell as the most class-
ridden in the world, was fundamentally deferential. And trade unionists such
as the bibulous railwaymen’s leader Jimmy Thomas, who told the House of
Commons that less than ‘2 per cent of the people would vote for a revolution’,
aimed not to beat the system but to join it. They “piss[ed] in the same pot” as
the bosses, ordinary workers complained. They wore evening dress,
hobnobbed with the rich, hankered after knighthood, and kowtowed to
royalty... Ramsey Macdonald, the Labour party leader, was notoriously
susceptible to the charm of duchesses and eagerly submitted to the aristocratic
embrace. In socialist company he sang the Red Flag, but privately he deplored
the sentiments as much as the tune, regarding it as ‘the funeral dirge of our
movement'.

“All the same, there was much working-class sympathy for the Bolsheviks
and corresponding resistance to the British government’s intervention on the
side of the White Russians. In some of the post-war labour disputes trade
unionists employed Communist rhetoric to plead their cause. In 1920, using the
soviets as their model, militants formed Councils of Action and places like ‘Red
Clydeside’” seemed bent on actually waging class war. Their aspirations were
summed up by the transport workers’ leader who told a meeting at the Albert
Hall, ‘T hope to see the Red Flag flying over Buckingham Palace’. King George
V was not the only one ‘in a funk’ about the ‘danger of revolution’. Lloyd
George’s coalition government responded by rushing through an Emergency
Powers Act (1920) awarding itself the draconian controls conferred by the
wartime Defence of the Realm Act (DORA). It also took secret measures to
counter the Red Menace. These included spying on suspected subversives and
mobilising the middle classes, themselves resentful at having been financially
squeezed during and after the war. Plans were made to army loyal citizens and
to form “battalions of stockbrokers’. At one cabinet meeting the First Lord of
the Admiralty regretted that he personally possessed no pistols more than 200
years old.
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“When the post-war boom collapsed in 1921, organised labour was at a
disadvantage. Falling wages provoked strikes but rising unemployment made
them less likely to succeed. Of all Britain’s industries, coal-mining, at one
million strong the country’s largest, was worst affected. Britain’s civilisation,
as Orwell would insist, was ‘founded on coal’; but the world was moving to
oil. In any case, British pits were mostly antique, inadequately mechanised and
increasingly uncompetitive. Conditions of work were correspondingly bad, a
fact best illustrated by the appalling accident rate. Between 1922 and 1924
(inclusive) 3,603 miners were killed and 597, 198 were injured. In 1923, on
average, 5 miners were killed every working day, 32 were injured every hour.
Even those miners who escaped death or disablement were liable to be worn
out at the age of 40, their broad backs scarred by overhead beams, their pallid
faces veined with subcutaneous coal-dust, their eyes rolling with nystagmus,
their lungs choked with silicosis.

“Yet in many tightly-knit communities in depressed areas like South Wales
and Scotland the pit provided the only work. Indeed the vista from rows of
jerry-built houses was bounded by coal - slag-heaps, ash-pits, colliery
workings. Above ground miners in cloth caps, mufflers, threadbare suits and
patched boots eked out “days of semi-starvation” of wages of under £2.10s. a
week (the average in 1925). Below ground, nearly naked and often on their
knees, amid heat and dust, fumes and water, as well as their own sweat and
sewage, men hewed coal for seven hours at a stretch - journeys from shaft to
face, sometimes several miles long, did not count as part of the shift. One visitor
to a pit commented: ‘It is like going down into the depths of Hell.”

“From the abyss miners rose in 1925 to resist a further attack on their living
standards. Lower wages and longer hours were essential, the owners insisted,
if Britain was to compete with foreign pits. Those of a revived Ruhr were
thought to be particularly damaging in their British rivals at a time when the
pound had been pegged at a high rate by Britain’s return to the gold
standard...”18

“The cabinet,” writes Jenkins, “struggled to mediate between the
intransigent parties. One minister remarked that the miners’ leaders ‘might be
thought the stupidest men in England, if we had not had frequent occasion to
meet the mine owners.” Baldwin was in his element as peacemaker. Despite his
reputed remark that a cabinet should never push its nose ‘against the Pope or
the National Union of Mineworkers’, he succeeded in isolating the coal
industry following a commission of inquiry, and the TUC agreed to end the
strike after just nine days, though the miners fought on alone and
unsuccessfully.”!”

18 Brendon, op. cit., pp. 43-45.
19 Jenkins, op. cit., p. 236.
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The strike failed as the ruling classes (with a particularly belligerent Winston
Churchill in the lead) presented a united front against the workers, and the
workers meekly capitulated before them.

As A.N. Wilson writes, “The union leaders did not want Britain to become
communist. But for eight years since the end of the war, the working classes
had waited for some of the promises of politicians to be fulfilled. Where was
the Land Fit for Heroes to Live In which Lloyd George had promised? How did
they live, in their back-to-back houses, and their tenements? How did they
wash? How did they go to the lavatory? What happened to them when they
were ill? It [the strike] was a yelp of pain and anger, not an organized political
programme. The Conservatives could capitalize on all the fears which the strike
had aroused, by bringing in the Trade Unions Act of 1927. It greatly expanded
the class of “illegal strikes’. It banned all strikes “designed or calculated to coerce
the Government either directly or by inflicting hardship on the community’.
Workers who refused to accept changes in their working conditions were now
deemed in the eyes of the law to be on strike. Peaceful picketing was banned.
Civil servants were forbidden from joining a trade union. The comparative
benignity of the Employers and Workmen Act of 1875 was swept away. Trade
unions were limited to the extent to which they could fund political parties, so
that the government was able, while limiting the power of the union, to ruin,
financially, the Labour party, since trade unions were the principal sources of
Labour party funding. Labour party membership fell from 3,388,000 in 1926 to
a little over 1 million in 1927720

“The General Strike and its aftermath,” writes Brendon, “made an
interesting if paradoxical prelude to the years of Depression. Awareness of the
great gulf fixed between Britain’s two nations increased. Outraged by injustice,
many workers, especially miners, were imbued with a spirit of radicalism
which expressed itself in everything from hunger marches to fights against
fascism. The prevailing aestheticism of the 1920s began its transformation into
the political culture of the 1930s. The Communist Party of Great Britain
doubled in size and the bogey of Bolshevism loomed ever larger in the
imagination of the middle and upper classes. On the other hand, the Party had
only 10,000 members. Its influence was minimal, especially as the extreme
hardship which nourished it was largely confined to depressed areas of the
north and west while elsewhere living standards rose. The spectre of workers’
control was exorcised by the failure of the General Strike. Trade unions
afterwards restricted themselves to purely industrial disputes and ‘the political
left was disabled for a generation’...”?!

And yet the strike left its mark on the national memory as an example of
working-class solidarity. Eventually this brought forth fruit in the astonishing
election result of 1945, when Churchill, the man who had led the nation to
victory both over the miners and the Nazis, was thrown out of office...

20 Wilson, After the Victorians, London: Hutchinson, 2005, pp. 258-259).
21 Brendon, op. cit., p. 52.
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“The British economy showed a spurt in growth in 1928-9. However,
although there had been expansion in new industries such as car
manufacturing, chemicals and electrical goods, the traditional industrial
heartlands of coal, steel, textiles and shipbuilding had remained depressed
throughout the 1920s. In Europe as a whole, nonetheless, by 1929 recovery from
the immediate post-war blight had been a success story. Driven especially by
the American boom, international trade had risen by over 20 per cent...”??

22 Kershaw, op. cit., p. 153.
27



28



3. THE REVOLUTION IN PHYSICS

After the Great War the wrath of God was threatening a world that was
careering, not only into luxury and debauchery, but also into atheism. And yet,
for the sake of those few who are being saved, and as a rebuke to the majority
who are not, God always provides new evidence of His existence, very often in
just those spheres that seem to be the breeding-grounds of atheism, such as
science. Thus in the inter-war years (1918-45) some developments in physics
seemed to undermine atheism and suggest that the universe had a beginning,
which could only have been in God...

The years after the Great War were a period of extraordinary
experimentation in morality, in politics, in art - and especially in physics. The
advances in physics overthrew the whole understanding of the physical world
that had prevailed since Newton. Einstein’s theories of Special and General
Relativity transformed our ideas of the inter-relationship of space, time and
gravity, and of the larger-scale objects and events, while in a similar way,
quantum mechanics transformed our ideas of the smallest-scale objects and
events.

Stephen Meyer writes: “Whereas Newton viewed gravity as a force between
objects having mass, Einstein reconceived gravity as a geometric property of
spacetime, something he saw as a multidimensional “fabric” that objects having
mass could warp.

“Just as a bowling ball set down on a large trampoline makes a depression
on its surface, a large mass such as the sun will curve or depress the fabric of
spacetime. The more mass an object has, the larger the warp or depression.
Objects having less mass ‘fall into” the depression in space-time caused by
objects with larger mass, just as tennis balls at the edge of a trampoline will roll
into the depression created by a bowling ball placed in its center. Thus, general
relativity, and Einstein’s field equations expressing the theory mathematically,
describe how curved space affects the movements of massive objects and how
massive objects curve space. Or as the physicist John Archbald Wheeler
cleverly summarized the theory, ‘Space tells matter how to move, and matter
tells space how to curve.””?’

Unlike those other enormously influential supposed discoveries - Darwin’s
evolutionism and Freud’s psychoanalysis, - Einstein’s theory of Relativity was
verified in a strictly scientific manner.

In 1915 his paper on General Relativity was completed and, as Paul Johnson
writes, was smuggled out of Germany to Cambridge, “where it was received
by Arthur Eddington, Professor of Astronomy and Secretary of the Royal
Astronomical Society.

23 Meyer, Return of the God Hypothesis, New York: HarperOne, 2021, p. 89.
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“Eddington publicized Einstein’s achievement in a 1918 paper for the
Physical Society called ‘Gravitation and the Principle of Relativity’. But it was
of the essence of Einstein’s methodology that he insisted his equations must be
verified by empirical observations and he himself devised three specific tests
for this purpose. The key one was that a ray of light just grazing the surface of
the sun must be bent by 1.745 seconds of arc - twice the amount of gravitational
deflection provided for by classical Newtonian theory. The experiment
involved photographing a solar eclipse. The next was due on 29 May 1919.
Before the end of the war the Astonomer Royal, Sir Frank Dyson, had secured
from a harassed government the promise of £1,000 to finance an expedition to
take observations from Principe and Sobral.

“Early in March 1919, the evening before the expedition sailed, the
astronomers talked late into the night in Dyson’s study at the Royal
Observatory, Greenwich, designed by Wren in 1675-6, while Newton was still
working on his general theory of gravitation. E.T. Cottingham, Eddington’s
assistant, who was to accompany him, asked the awful question: what would
happen if measurement of the eclipse photographs showed not Newton’s, nor
Einstein’s, but twice Einstein’s deflection? Dyson said, “Then Eddington will go
mad and you will have to come home alone.” Eddington’s notebook records
that on the morning of 29 May there was a tremendous thunder-storm in
Principe. The clouds cleared just in time for the eclipse at 1.30 p.m. Eddington
had only eight minutes in which to operate. ‘I did not see the eclipse, being too
busy changing plates... We took sixteen photographs.” Thereafter, for six nights
he developed the plates at the rate of two a night. On the evening of June 3,
having spent the whole day measuring the developed prints, he turned to his
colleague, ‘Cottingham, you won’t have to go home alone.” Einstein had been
right.

“The expedition satisfied two of Einstein’s tests, which were reconfirmed by
W.W. Campbell during the September 1922 eclipse. It was a measure of
Einstein’s scientific rigour that he refused to accept that his own theory was
valid until the third test (the ‘red shift’) was met. ‘If it were proved that this
effect does not exist in nature,” he wrote to Eddington on 15 December 1919,
‘then the whole theory would have to be abandoned.” In fact the ‘red shift’ was
confirmed by the Mount Wilson observatory in 1923...”

The impact was huge. “It was grasped that absolute time and absolute
length had been dethroned; that motion was curvilinear. All at once nothing
seemed certain in the movements of the spheres. “The world is out of joint’, as
Hamlet sadly observed. It was as though the spinning globe had been taken off
its axis and cast adrift in a universe which no longer conformed to accustomed
standards of measurement. At the beginning of the 1920s the belief began to
circulate that there were no longer any absolutes of time and space, of good
and evil, of knowledge, above all of value. Mistakenly but perhaps inevitably,
relativity became confused with relativism...”?*

24 Johnson, Modern Times, New York: Harper Perennial, 1990, pp. 2-3, 4.
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Relativity theory combined with a hardly less important discovery of 1920s
astronomy - that the universe is expanding, and that galaxies, including our
own, are accelerating away from each other. This produced a theory of the
origins of the universe, the so-called “Big Bang Theory”, which seemed - to the
dismay of many physicists, including Einstein himself - to be consistent with
the Christian belief that the universe had a beginning in time (although
physicists and Christians still do not agree on how long ago) and that God
created the heavens and the earth. For [the American astronomer Edwin]
“Hubble’s discovery of an expanding universe was fraught with theoretical
and philosophical significance. If the various galaxies are moving away from
our galaxy and from each other is the forward direction of time, then at any
time in the finite past the galaxies would have been closer together than they
are today. As one extrapolates backward to determine the position of the
galaxies at any given time in the past, not only would the galaxies have been
closer and closer together, but eventually all the galaxies would have
converged, bunching up on each other at some moment in the past. The
moment where the galaxies converge marks the beginning of the expansion of
the universe and, arguably, the beginning of the universe itself.”?®

*

Still more fundamental and paradoxical than the impact of Relativity theory
and the Big Bang theory was that of Quantum mechanics.

Now the pagan Greeks and Romans believed in the goddess Chance (Tyche
in Greek, Fortuna in Latin), as well as what would appear to be its precise
opposite, Fate (Fatum). More precisely, they believed in the Fates (plural), the
three goddesses, Atropos, Clotho, and Lachesis, who were supposed to
determine the course of human life in classical mythology. Christianity
rejected this belief. Thus St. Basil the Great, probably the most learned man of
his time, wrote: “Do not say, “This happened by chance, while this came to be
of itself.” In all that exists there is nothing disorderly, nothing indefinite,
nothing without purpose, nothing by chance... How many hairs are on your
head? God will not forget one of them. Do you see how nothing, even the
smallest thing, escapes the gaze of God?” Again, in the nineteenth century, the
scientifically trained St. Ignaty Brianchaninov wrote: “There is no blind chance!
God rules the world, and everything that takes place in heaven and beneath the
heavens takes place according to the judgement of the All-wise and All-
powerful God.”26

However, modern physics has the same combination of faith both in
determinism and in indeterminism - both fate and chance - as did the ancient
Greeks and Romans. For on the one hand, it believes in fate, that is, there reigns

25 Meyer, op. cit., p. 85.
26 Brianchaninov, “Sud’by Bozhii” (The Judgements of God), Polnoe Sobranie Tvorenij (Complete
Collection of Works), volume II, Moscow, 2001, p. 72.
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the most absolute, iron-like dominion of natural law without any exceptions in
the form of miracles. On the other hand, it believes in chance, that is, with
regard o the smallest units of matter and energy, no determinist laws in fact
exist, but only indeterminism. This creates a radical schism, an unbridgeable
gulf, between the two halves of what has been called “the Theory of
Everything” (TOE).

“The two pillars of twentieth-century physics,” writes the physicist Carlo
Rovelli, “~ general relativity and quantum mechanics - could not be more
different from each other. General relativity is a compact jewel: conceived by a
single mind, based on combining previous theories, it is a simple and coherent
vision of gravity, space and time. Quantum mechanics, or quantum theory, on
the other hand, emerges from experiments in the course of a long gestation over
a quarter of a century, to which many have contributed; achieves unequalled
experimental success and leads to applications which have transformed our
everyday lives...; but, more than a century after its birth, it remains shrouded
in obscurity and incomprehensibility...”

The reality this theory has unveiled, continues Ravelli, three aspects:
granularity, indeterminism and relationality. Granularity is not directly
relevant to our theme: we shall come to the relationality of quantum theory
later. With regard to indeterminism, the problem for the physicists lies in the
following. The British physicist Paul Dirac discovered the equations enabling
us to compute the velocity, energy, momentum and angular momentum of an
electron with great accuracy. However, these equations are statistical and
probabilistic in nature: in spite of their accuracy, they provide us with no
certain knowledge of what will be. And not only because all scientific
hypotheses are uncertain and provisional, but in principle. Thus quantum
physics, the most successful theory in the history of science, declares that
reality at the most basic, fundamental level does not follow law; it is lawless.
Thus “we do not know with certainty where the electron will appear, but we
can compute the probability that it will appear here or there. This is a radical
change from Newton’s theory, where it is possible, in principle, to predict the
future with certainty. Quantum mechanics bring probability to the heart of the
evolution of things. This indeterminacy is the third cornerstone of quantum
mechanics: the discovery that chance operates at the atomic level. While
Newton’s physics allows for the prediction of the future with exactitude, if we
have sufficient information about the initial date and if we can make the
calculations, quantum mechanics allows us to calculate only the probability of
an event. This absence of determinism at a small scale is intrinsic to nature. An
electron is not obliged by nature to move towards the right or the left; it does
so by chance. The apparent determinism of the macroscopic world is due only
the fact that microscopic randomness cancels out on average, leaving only
fluctuations too minute for us to perceive in everyday life.”?”

27 Ravelli, Reality is Not What it Seems, London: Penguin, 2014, pp. 91, 103-104.
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The greatest minds in science wrestled with this problem, trying to get rid
of it if they possibly could. Even Einstein, who considered Dirac a great genius,
albeit one bordering on madness, could not be reconciled with the theory at
first. As he wrote to Born: “You believe in a God who plays dice, and I in
complete law and order in a world which objectively exists and which I, in a
wildly speculative way, am trying to capture. I firmly believe, but I hope that
someone will discover a more realistic way or rather a more tangible basis than
it has been my lot to find.”2¥ And yet Einstein, too, was finally, but reluctantly,
reconciled with what appeared to be undeniable reality that the world is
fundamentally lawless, which was confirmed by the extraordinary predictive
accuracy of quantum physics.

It took a non-scientist, an Oxford professor of medieval literature, the
famous Christian apologist C.S. Lewis, to express the full, shattering
implications of quantum indeterminism for the nature of science and scientific
laws - and the possibility of miracles. “The notion that natural laws may be
merely statistical results from the modern belief that the individual unit obeys
no laws. Statistics were introduced to explain why, despite the lawlessness of
the individual unit, the behaviour of gross bodies was regular. The explanation
was that, by a principle well known to actuaries, the law of averages leveled
out the individual eccentricities of the innumerable units contained in even the
smallest gross body. But with this conception of the lawless units the whole
impregnability of nineteenth-century Naturalism has, it seems to me, been
abandoned. What is the use of saying that all events are subject to laws if you
also say that every event which befalls the individual unit of matter is not
subject to laws. Indeed, if we define nature as the system of events in space-
time governed by interlocking laws, then the new physics has really admitted
that something other than nature exists. For if nature means the interlocking
system then the individual unit is outside nature. We have admitted what may
be called the sub-natural. After this admission what confidence is left us that
there may not be a supernatural as well? It may be true that the lawlessness of
the little events fed into nature from the sub-natural is always ironed out by the
law of averages. It does not follow that great events could not be fed into her
by the supernatural: nor that they also would allow themselves to be ironed
out...”??

The great mystery is this: why should the essential lawlessness of every
single microscopic subatomic event translates, at higher levels of macroscopic
perception - those of atoms, molecules, organs, objects, planets, galaxies - into
law-governed things and events? In other words, why does indeterminism
become determinism, chance become fate - not in time, but simultaneously,
and not only in some places but everywhere? The answer, I would suggest, can

28 “The scientist,” said Einstein, “is possessed by the sense of universal causation. His religious
feeling takes the form of a rapturous amazement at the harmony of natural law, which reveals
an intelligence of such superiority that, compared with it, all the systematic thinking and acting
of human beings is an utterly significant reflection” (in Montefiore, Titans of History, p. 471).

2 Lewis, “Religion without Dogma?” (1946), in Compelling Reason, London: Fount, 1986, pp. 92-
93.
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only be that God, Who is subject neither to chance nor to fate but is supremely
free, being beyond all space and time, decrees every single event in the universe
in order to give the impression of chance and indeterminism at one level of
perception and fate at the other, when in fact “He spake and they came into
being; He commanded and they were created” (Psalm 32.9). Thus Ravelli’'s
declaration: “An electron is not obliged by nature to move towards the right or
the left; it does so by chance” should be changed to read: “An electron is not
obliged by nature to move towards the right or the left; it does so by the
command of God alone.”

So is God deliberately deceiving the scientists? By no means! They are
deceiving themselves - and God allows this in order to expose their folly! For
“the world by [scientific] wisdom knew not God” (I Corinthians 1.21) and “He
catches the wise in their own craftiness” (Job 5.12; I Corinthians 3.1).

This is most obvious at the macroscopic level. Since ancient times human
beings, even primitive, uneducated ones, have always known that nature is
governed by laws, that it is ordered. Indeed, the great British philosopher Alfred
North Whitehead wrote: “There can be no living science unless there is a
widespread instinctive conviction in the existence of an Order of Things. And,
in particular, of an Order of Naure.”** And the great majority of them have
drawn the obvious conclusion: that there is a Law-giver who commands things
to happen in an orderly, lawful way - “He spake and they came into being; He
commanded, and they were created” (Psalm 32.9). At the same time, it was
obvious to all men in ancient times, both primitive and sophisticated, that there
were exceptions to natural law - miracles. For if He speaks and they come into
being, why should He not also at times not speak so that they do not come into
being? Or change a law of nature for a longer or shorter period for reasons
known to Him alone? Indeed, any unprejudiced observer of history will accept
that while some “miracles” are fake, there is a vast number of well-attested
events whose only explanation must be God’s temporary suspension of the
laws He Himself created.

It was this belief in order, laws and the Law-giver, combined with
intellectual curiosity, that was the main motivation of modern science from the
seventeenth century onwards. Newton was such a believer (he also believed in
the Holy Scriptures); even Einstein appears to have been one. But then the new
belief arose that we can study the laws of nature without positing a Law-giver;
that is, “the God hypothesis”, as Laplace said, is unnecessary. And yet God
remains the elephant in the room of modern physics. Why else would they call
the most recent discovery in particle physics - that of the Higgs Boson - “the
God particle”? Or are they in fact still obsessed by “the God hypothesis”, and
are subconsciously trying to reduce the massive invisible elephant behind their
back to the smallest visible particle in front of their nose?

30 Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, New York: Free Press, 1925, pp. 3-4.
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Be that as it may, the fact is that science before the advent of quantum theory
believed only in fate, absolute, iron necessity and determinism at every level of
reality, a necessity that was lawful (and awful, for it denied freedom) but did
not presuppose (in the scientists” opinion) a Law-giver. That is why the recent
enthronement of chance, the exact opposite of fate, at the centre of physics is
such a shock to the whole system. But it is no shock to the Christian scientist.
For if an electron is not obliged to move to the right or to the left by any law -
in fact, the laws we have suggest that such predictions and prescriptions are in
principle impossible - why should that be a problem for the Law-giver, Who is
above all law and necessity, being Himself Supreme Freedom? Thus the
discovery of chance at the heart of the fate-based system of pre-quantum theory
physics actually restores God to the heart of that system, destroying it from
within and banishing both fate and chance in favour of the Providence of God.

*

Let us now turn to the second major aspect of quantum theory:
relationality... As we have seen, the quantum wave function that is the
fundamental unit of the modern physicist's universe is not a thing or an event,
but a spectrum of possible things or events. Moreover, it exists as such only
while it is not being observed. When the wave function is observed (by a
physical screen or a living being), it collapses into one and one only of all the
possibilities that define it.

Now this idea creates hardly less serious problems for the classical view of
the world as the idea of indeterminism. For it suggests that the objective
existence of the world is tied up to an extraordinary, almost solipsistic extent
with the subjective perception of that world. The fundamental unit of objective
reality, the quantum wave function, becomes real - that is, in a single actual
event, as opposed to a multiple spectrum of possible events - only when it is
observed, that is, when it becomes part of subjective reality, when it is in a
relationship with an observer... But who could that observer be for most events
if not God? Thus the multiple possibilities of being at a given point are reduced
to one actually when God as it were looks at it.

That this continues to disturb the minds of scientists even to this day is
witnessed by a very recent cover story in the prestigious scientific weekly New
Scientist: “Before observation, such quantum objects are said to be in a
superposition of all possible observable outcomes. This doesn’t mean that we
exist in many states at once, rather that we can only say that all the allowed
outcomes of measurement remain possible. This potential is represented in the
quantum wave function, a mathematical expression that encodes all outcomes
and their relative possibilities.

“But it isn’t at all obvious what, if anything, the wave function can tell you
about the nature of a quantum system before we make a measurement. That
act reduces all those possible outcomes to one, dubbed the collapse of the wave
function - but no one really knows what that means either. Some researchers
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think it might be a real physical process, like radioactive decay. Those who
subscribe to the many-worlds interpretation think it is an illusion conjured by
the splitting of the universe into each of the possible outcomes. Others still say
that there is no point in trying to explain it - and besides, who cares? The maths
works, so just shut up and calculate.

“Whatever the case, wave function collapse seems to hinge on intervention
or observation, throwing up some huge problems, not least about the role of
consciousness in the whole process. This is the measurement problem,
arguably the biggest headache in quantum theory. ‘It is very hard,” says Kelvin
McQueen, a philosopher at Chapman University in California. ‘More
interpretations are being thrown up every day, but all of them have
problems.””31

This debate reminds the present writer of the work of the Swiss psychologist
Jean Piaget, who hypothesized that children are not born with a belief in the
continued existence of objects when they are not being observed. It is only from
about the age of five that they acquire the belief that an object such as a ball
continues to exist even when it is hidden behind a sofa so that they cannot see
it any longer.3? Can it be that contemporary scientists were regressing, as it
were, to a state of childlike solipsism, of unbelief in the existence of reality
when nobody is observing it? If they were, then there was and is a simple
remedy for this form of madness: belief in God. For the existence of God is not
merely a pious hope but a necessary assumption, not only of all science, but of
the belief in the firm existence of anything whatsoever. For we exist only by
God’s observing all, and thereby bringing it out of potentiality into actuality.
He continually upholds every particle in our body and every movement of our
soul by the word of His power. If He withdrew this upholding of us, even for
one moment, we would immediately revert to the nothingness from which we
came.

For those with eyes to see, the revolution in physics, and the sheer
incomprehensibility in human terms of quantum physics, points to something
beyond physics, to God Himself; for, as St. Paul says, “In Him we live and move
and have our being” (Acts 17.28).

31 Philip Ball, “Reality? It's What You Make of It”, New Scientist, November, 2017, p. 29.
32 Actually, the present writer with C.C. Russell demonstrated in an undergraduate experiment

at Oxford in 1970 that this ability is present in children much earlier, from at least the age of
three.
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4. THE FAR EAST AWAKES

1. Japan. After the Russo-Japanese War and especially after the First World
War the Asian countries began to aspire to a higher place in the world. The
Japanese in particular were growing in power and casting greedy eyes on
China and the European colonies there. Already in 1914 it laid claim to former
German colonies in China and the Pacific... But the West continued to look
down with disdain on all Asiatics from clearly racist and colonialist motives.

This was evident at the Versailles peace conference in 1919, where the
Japanese delegation, led by the former Prime Minister Saioniji, proposed that
racial equality should be legally enshrined as one of the basic tenets of the
newly formed League of Nations. (The Japanese, it must be admitted, were
hardly model anti-racists themselves. Thus when, “in February 1916, Sir John
Jordan reported to London that China was ‘willing to join with the Entente
provided that Japan and the other Allies accepted her as a partner on a partner
of at least national equality’, [this] was precisely what the Japanese refused to
do.”33)

The question was: how would the West respond?

On February 9, writes Tooze, “the American legal expert David H. Miller
recorded a frank exchange between Colonel House and Lord Balfour on the
question of the upcoming Japanese motion. To pre-empt the Japanese, House
sought to persuade Balfour to accept an amendment of the Covenant’s
preamble that would include quotations taken from the Declaration of
Independence to the effect that all men were created equal. ‘Colonel H's view
was that such a preamble, however little it squared with American practice,
would appeal to American sentiment, and would make the rest of the formula
more acceptable to American public opinion. Balfour’s response was striking.
The claim that all men were created equal, Balfour objected, ‘was an eighteenth-
century proposition which he did not believe was true.” The Darwinian
revolution of the nineteenth century had taught other lessons. It might be
asserted that ‘in a certain sense... all men of a particular nation were created
equal’. But to assert that ‘a man in Central Africa was equal to a European’ was,
to Balfour, patent nonsense. To this remarkable broadside, House offered no
immediate rebuttal. He was not about to disagree about Central Africa. But he
pointed out that ‘he did not see how the policy toward the Japanese could be
continued’. It could not be denied that they were a growing nation who had
industriously exploited outlets in “any white country’, in Siberia and in Africa.
Where were they to turn? ‘They had to go somewhere.” Balfour did not
question this fundamental premise of the age. Dynamic populations needed
space to expand. Indeed, as a staunch advocate of the Anglo-Japanese alliance,
Balfour ‘had a great deal of sympathy’ for the Japanese predicament. But with
Central Africa on his mind, he could not admit the general principle of equality.
Other ways must be found of satisfying Japan’s legitimate interests. In any case,

33 Keith Jeffery, 1916, London: Bloomsbury, 2015, pp. 199-200.

37



Balfour was clearly interpreting the proposal far more expansively than the
Japanese ever intended it. The idea that Japan might be speaking on behalf of
Africans would no doubt have caused indignation in Tokyo. What was at stake
were European-Asian relations and specifically the right of Asians to join
Europeans in the settlement of the remaining open territories of the world.

“Blocked at the first attempt, the Japanese delegation could not settle for a
simple rejection. At the end of March they presented a new, watered-down
version of their proposal, eliminating any reference to race and demanding
only non-discrimination on a national basis. But they now found themselves
caught in the labyrinthine internal politics of the British Empire. It was the
authority of the British delegates - Robert Cecil and Lord Balfour - that had
blocked the first Japanese amendment. But, when pressed, the British insisted
that it was not they but the Australians who were the real obstacle. This further
raised the pressure on the Japanese delegation. How were they to explain to
the Japanese public that a principle of such obvious importance had failed as a
result of objections of a country as insignificant as Australia? But London stood
by the White Dominions and on this occasion Wilson was only too happy to
back Australia up. In light of attitudes in California on the Asian issue it was
hugely convenient to let the British Empire provide the first line of resistance.
There was no prospect whatsoever of Congress approving a Covenant that
limited America’s right to restrict immigration.

“The affair reached its discreditable climax on 11 April at the final meeting
of the League of Nations Commission. The Japanese had now retreated to
demanding nothing more than an amendment to the preamble, calling for the
‘just treatment of all nationals’. On this basis they could count on a clear
majority in the Commission. As the French put it, they had no wish to cause
embarrassment to London, but ‘it was impossible to vote for the rejection of an
amendment, which embodied an indisputable principle of justice’. When the
Japanese put the question, their opponents were so shamefaced that they asked
that their No votes not be officially recorded. As Cecil’s notes reveal, only the
notoriously anti-Semitic Polish delegate Roman Dmowski voted with the
British, forcing Wilson to use his power as chairman to block the amendment
by ruling that it required unanimity. Despite the clear majority in favour, the
Japanese proposal was dropped. Whereas House was pleased to celebrate a
demonstration of “Anglo-Saxon tenacity, with Britain and America alone
against the majority, the affair clearly left a nasty taste in Cecil’s mouth.”34

“ At the beginning of modern times,” writes Paul Johnson, “Japan was a very
remote country, in some respects closer to the society of ancient Egypt than to
that of post-Renaissance Europe. The Emperor, or Tenno, was believed to be
ara-hito-gami, "human, a person of the living present who rules over the land
and its people and, at the same time, is a god’. The first Tenno had begun his
reign in 660 BC, at the time of the Egyptian twenty-fifth dynasty, and he line
had continued, sometimes by the use of adoption, for two and a half millenia.

3 Tooze, The Deluge, London: Penguin, 2014, pp. 324-326.
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It was by far the oldest ruling house in the world, carrying with it, imprisoned
in its dynastic amber, strange archaic continuities. In the sixteenth century
Francis Xavier, the ‘apostle of the Indies’, had considered the Japanese he met
to be the ideal Christian converts by virtue of their tenacity and fortitude. But
the internal disputes of the missionaries had led Japan to reject Christianity. In
the second quarter of the seventeenth century it sealed itself off from the
European world. It failed completely to absorb the notions of individual moral
responsibility which were the gifts of the Judaic and Christian tradition and
retained strong vestiges of the antique world. In the 1850s, the West forced its
way into this self-possessed society. A decade later, a huge portion of the
Japanese ruling class, fearing colonization or the fate of China, took a collective
decision to carry out a revolution from above, adopt such western practices as
were needful to independent survival, and turn itself into a powerful ‘modern’
nation. The so-called Meiji Restoration of 3 January 1868, which abolished the
Shogunate or rule by palace major-domo and made the Emperor the actual
sovereign, was pushed through with the deliberate object of making Japan
fakoku-kyohei, ‘rich country, strong army’.

“It is important to grasp that this decision by Japan to enter the modern
world contained, from the start, an element of menace and was dictated as
much by xenophobia as by admiration. The Japanese had always been adept at
imitative absorption, but at a purely utilitarian level which, from a cultural
viewpoint, was superficial. From her great innovatory neighbour, China, Japan
had taken ceremonial, music, Confucian classics, Taoist sayings, types of
Buddhist speculation, Tantric mysteries, Sung painting, Chinese verse-making
and calendar-making. From the West, Japan now proceeded to take technology,
medicine, administrative and business procedures, plus the dress thought
appropriate for these new procedures. But the social structure and ethical
framework of Chinese civilization were largely rejected; and while displayed
pragmatic voracity in swallowing Western means, it showed little interest in
Western ends: the ideal of classical antiquity or Renaissance humanism
exercised little influence.”??

The superficiality of Japanese absorption of Western norms was revealed in
the gangsterism of their political life. While there was an appearance of
parliamentary democracy, politicians lived in constant fear of assassination -
which was often approved of by the public. Moreover, the army and the navy
were largely independent of political control...

In September, 1923, there was a huge earthquake in Japan, which was
followed by fires and massive disruption. “Because communications were cut,”
writes Brendon, “the outside world was slow to grasp the scale of the Japanese
tragedy: perhaps 140,000 dead, tens of thousands injured and devastation
which was likened to that of Armageddon. As one witness wrote, ‘Imagine the
Somme battle-fields and the ruins of Ypres on a gigantic but concentrated scale
and you have a picture, though not even realistic enough, of Tokyo and the

3 Johnson, Modern Times, pp. 177-178.
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country around.” At two billion dollars, the cost of renovation amounted to 40
per cent of the country’s gross national product. It not only wiped out the 400-
million-dollar profit which Japan had made out of the First World War, it
crippled the entire economy. In the words of an American authority, this was
‘the greatest financial catastrophe of the age’.

“Foreign countries, particularly the United States, responded generously to
the disaster, donating millions of dollars and enabling relief agencies like the
Red Cross to deliver food, clothing, tents, medical supplies and other aid to the
stricken cities. But this largesse did little more than point up the contrast
between America’s wealth and Japan’s poverty. It was poverty so acute that
the masses could seldom afford to eat more than rice and salt - Prince Saionji
hailed it as a notable improvement when they were able to augment this diet
with bean paste (miso) and soy sauce. During the various economic crises of the
1920s, farmers - and agriculture employed half of Japan’s 60 million people -
had no recourse but to sell their daughters into prostitution. Sometimes it
seemed as though this were Japan’s most prosperous business: after the
earthquake the brothel-keepers of Tokyo’s Yoshiwara district rebuilt their
premises more quickly than anyone else - they could afford to pay the highest
wages.

“Admittedly Japan’s advance since the nominal restoration of power to the
emperors in 1868 - the beginning of the Meiji (‘Enlightened Rule’) era - had
been one of the most astonishing achievements of modern times. Within the
lifespan of Prince Saionji Japan had turned itself from a backward, isolated state
into the greatest power in the Orient. It had defeated Russia, annexed Korea,
Taiwan and other islands, and was casting avaricious glances towards China.
Before 1853 any Japanese who built an ocean-going vessel was liable to the
death penalty; by the 1920s Japan possessed the third largest shipping industry
and navy, and the largest fishing fleet, in the world. Other manufacturing
enterprises had also sprung from nothing, such as textiles. When the ailing
Lord Northcliffe visited Tokyo in 1921 he noticed that all the weaving
machinery had been made in Britain and that ‘it takes at least three days [for]
Japs to do the work of one European’. Within a decade, the ‘rising giant of the
East” was poised to overtake John Bull’s massive production of cotton textiles
and one Japanese did the work of 100 Britons thanks to the Toyota automatic
loom - when Platt Bros of Oldham bought the right to manufacture it in
England they had to be taught how to do it by Toyota engineers. The Japanese
themselves were always willing to imitate and improve on Western
technology. Their success also resulted from the big business combines
(zaibatsu) exploited to keep their wages and prices low. Routed by the trade
mark ‘Made in Japan’, foreigners increasingly took refuge behind tariff
barriers. When the global Depression led to even fiercer competition, the
Japanese felt a strong temptation “to cast the samurai sword into the mercantile
scales’ that seemed so unfairly weighted against them.

“This aggressive policy was encouraged by further Japanese resentments
towards the West. Like other victors, France and Italy, Japan emerged from the
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First World War with the neuroses of a defeated nation. Denied its demands at
Versailles, it was humiliated at the Washington Naval Conference in 1922. By
the terms of the agreement Japan was allowed fewer warships than America
and Britain, who, as a subsequent Prime Minister Baron Hiranuma said,
discarded their old alliance ‘just as she would a worn out sandal’. Two years
later the United States prohibited Japanese immigration, at a stroke turning
gratitude for American aid after the earthquake into bitterness. Nippon
declared a national day of mourning and one man protested by committing
suicide in front of the American embassy. Militarism, so unpopular after the
war that (as in France) soldiers preferred to wear mufti, revived. Liberal
internationalists like Saioniji found it increasingly difficult to maintain their
predominance. Nationalist secret societies and blood brotherhoods
proliferated, some of them engaging in political assassination. The outstanding
proponent of the nationalist cause, Kita Ikki, declared that his country was
entitled to seek equality with millionaire empires like Britain and huge
landowners like Russia: ‘Japan with her scattered fringe of islands is one of the
proletariat, and she has the right to declare war on the big monopoly powers.’

“Kita’s radical rhetoric, which influenced men such as Prince Konoe,
reinforced the traditional idea that it was Japan’s manifest destiny to bring ‘the
eight corners of the world under one roof’ (hakko-ichui). At its most mistily
magnanimous this was the aspiration to achieve universal brotherhood.
Japanese were raught to regard themselves as the chosen people, the uniquely
virtuous Yamato, the children of the sun. As a ‘messianic nation” they were, to
quote a Western observer, ‘charged with a divine mission to subjugate, pacify
and civilize the world’. Or as a Japanese professor explained, ‘Nippon’s
national flag is an ensign of “red heart” or fiery sincerity. It alludes to the
heavenly mission of Japan to tranquillize the whole world.” So high-minded
notions of fraternity were imperceptibly transformed into self-serving ones of
hegemony. Patriotic devotion tended to become imperialistic fanaticism.
Major-General Nonaka expressed his country’s burgeoning ambitions
graphically: “The ultimate conclusion of politics is the conquest of the world by
one imperial power... The Japanese nation, in view of her glorious history and
position, should brace herself to till her destined role.” The inspiration and the
focus of the national cult was, of course, the emperor himself, who was
worshipped as a living god.

“Actually Hirohito, ruling in his father’s stead, expressed some doubts
about his divine ancestry. But Saionji assured him it was a useful myth. In
particular, the belief that the 2,600-year-old dynasty had descended in direct lie
of succession from the sun goddess as a social cement for a people still torn by
ancient clan rivalries. The imperial indoctrination began at school, where
children bowed towards the Son of Heaven’s picture and repeated that their
dearest ambition was ‘“To die for the Emperor’... Hirohito, a small, delicate,
sensitive young man, intelligent but lacking in self-confidence, had been
brought up to pay an even stricter regard to duty. Though short-sighted, he
had been for a time denied spectacles in case they cast doubt on his divinity.
He was so governed by protocol that almost any impromptu action was
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rebuked; later he was not even permitted to travel in the same railway carriage
as his own children because there was no precedent for it...”3¢

2. Vietnam. By comparison with the disdainful, racist attitudes of western
imperialists and capitalists, the Communists advertised themselves as
exemplary internationalists. As we have seen, the Comintern was founded in
1919 with the aim of spreading communism throughout the world. However,
after their defeat at the hands of the Poles in 1920, the Bolsheviks” hopes of
conquest were redirected beyond Europe towards Asia.

“Let us turn our faces towards Asia,” said Lenin when revolution failed to
materialize in Europe. Unsuccessful in the short term, but highly significant in
the longer term, was Moscow’s influence on the Vietnamese revolution
through its future leader, Ho Chi Minh, the first man to lead a country to
victory in war over the United States since 1812. He was born, writes Max
Hastings, Nguyen Sinh Cung in a central Vietnamese village in 1890. His father
had risen from being a mere concubine’s son to mandarin status, but then
abandoned the court to become an itinerant teacher. Ho, like Vo Nguyen Giap,
Pham von Dong and Ngo Dinh Diem later, attended Hue’s influential Quoc
Hoc high school, founded in 1896, from which he was expelled in 1908 for
revolutionary activity. He cast off family ties, and after a brief period teaching
in a village school, in 1911 became a stoker and galley boy aboard a French
freighter. For three years he roamed the world, then spent a year in the United
States, which fascinated him, before taking a job as an assistant pastry chef in
London’s Carlton Hotel. He became increasingly politically active and met
nationalists of many hues - Irish, Chinese, Indian. He spoke English and French
fluently, together with several Chinese dialects and later Russian.

“In 1919 he drafted an appeal which was delivered to US President
Woodrow Wilson at the Versailles peace conference, soliciting his support for
Vietnamese independence: “All subject peoples are filled with hope by the
prospect that an era of right and justice is opening to them... in the struggle of
civilization against barbarism.” He attended the 1920 French socialist congress,
at which he delivered a speech that later became famous: ‘It is impossible for
me in just a few minutes to rehearse to you all the atrocities committed in
Indochina by the bandits of capitalism. There are more prisons than schools...
Freedom of the press and opinion does not exist for us... We don’t have the
right to emigrate or travel abroad... They do their best to intoxicate us with
opium and brutalize us with alcohol. They... massacred many thousands... to
defend interest that are not [Vietnamese].” Ho became a prolific pamphleteer
and contributor to left-wing journals, often quoting Lenin.

“In 1924 he travelled to Moscow, meeting Russia’s new leaders and
spending some months at the so-called University of Oriental Workers before
moving on to Canton, where he became an interpreter for the Soviet advisor to
Chiang Kai-shek. A French acquaintance described a meeting on a bridge over
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the Seine, during which the Vietnamese said reflectively, ‘I always thought I
would become a scholar or writer, but I've become a professional
revolutionary. I travel through many countries, but I see nothing. I'm on strict
orders, and you cannot deviate from the route, can you?’

“Orders from whom? There are many mysteries concerning Ho's life. He
never married, and his emotional needs appear to have been fulfilled by
commitment to political struggle. Who funded his global travels? Was he a paid
servant of Moscow, or did he merely received ad-hoc financial assistance from
political fellow-travellers? It is unsurprising that he became a communist,
because the world’s capitalists were implacably hostile to his purposes. He was
less remarkable for his own writing and thinking, which were unoriginal, than
for an extraordinary ability to inspire in others faith, loyalty, and indeed love.
A Vietnamese student wrote of a first meeting with Ho some years later in
Paris: ‘He exuded an air of frailty, a sickly pallor. But this only emphasized the
imperturbable dignity that enveloped him as though it were a garment. He
conveyed a sense of inner strength and generosity of spirit that impacted upon
me with the force of a blow.”

“In 1928, Ho appeared in Bangkok, a rendezvous for exiled Indochinese
nationalists. The following year he moved to Hong Kong, where he presided
over a meeting of leaders of rival Vietnamese factions, held in a football
stadium during a match to evade police attention. He persuaded his
compatriots to unite under the banner of the Indochinese Communist Party,
which in 1931 was formally recognized by the Moscow Comintern. During the
years that followed, a series of revolts took place in Vietham. The French
responded with bombings of suspected insurgent villagers, and guillotinings
of identified leaders. Though he was not directly linked to the risings, he was
not a wanted man, pursued through the European powers’ colonies. After a
series of adventures, he escaped into China by persuading a Hong Kong
hospital employee to have him declared dead. Thereafter he commuted
between China and Russia, suffering chronic privation and recurrent illnesses.
A French communist agent who met him during his odyssey described Ho as
‘taut and quivering, with only one thought in his head: his country.’

“Early in 1941, after an absence of three decades, he secretly returned to
Vietnam, travelling on foot and by sampan, and assuming the pseudonym by
which he would become known in history - Ho Chi Minh, or Bringer of Light'.
He took up quarters in a cave in the hills of the north, where he met young men
who embraced this fifty-year-old as “Uncle Ho’, among them such later heroes
of the revolution as Pham Van Dong and Vo Nguyen Giap. Giap at first
introduced Ho to the little guerilla group by saying, ‘Comrades, this is an old
man, a native of this area, a farmer who loves the revolution.” But they quickly
realized that this was no local, and certainly no farmer. Ho drew maps of Hanoi
for those who had never seen it, and advised them to dig latrines. A veteran
recalled: “We though to ourselves, “Who is this old man? Of all the things he
could tell us, he gives us advice about how to take a shit!”” Nonetheless, Ho
was readily accepted as leader of the group, and indeed of the new movement,
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which they called the Vietnamese Independence League, shortened to
Vietminh. Its leaders did not disguise their own commitment, but only much
later did they explicitly avow communism as their only permitted creed.

“Nazi mastery of western Europe drastically eroded France’s authority in its
colonies, and intensified peasant suffering. In Indochina the French
requisitioned to meet their own needs such basic commodities as matches,
cloth, lamp oil. In the Mekong delta there was a brief 1940 communist-led rising
in which several French officials were killed, army posts seized. Rice granaries
were occupied and their contents distributed, bridges broken down by
insurgents waving hammer-and-sickle flags. The so-called Nam Ky
insurrection lasted just ten days, and only a small minority of local people
participated, yet it emphasized the rage latent in the countryside.

“From the summer of 1940 onwards, Tokyo exploited its regional
dominance to deploy troops in Indochina, first to sever the Western supply
route to China, later progressively to establish an occupation, which provoked
President Franklin Roosevelt to impose his momentous July 1941 oil embargo.
Although the French retained nominal authority, the Japanese thereafter
exercised real power. They craved commodities to supply their domestic
industries, created increasing hunger among the inhabitants of the richest rcie-
producing area in South-East Asia.

“In 1944, a drought followed by floods unleashed a vast human tragedy. At
least a million Vietnamese, one in ten of Tonkin’s population, perished in a
famine as disastrous as the contemporaneous Bengal disaster in British India.
There were credible reports of cannibalism, yet no Frenchman is known to have
starved...”?’

3. China. But the biggest potential prize for the Soviets was - China... Now
China had moved firmly into the West’s, and especially America’s orbitin 1917,
breaking diplomatic relations with Germany at the same time as the US did.
“Its citizens,” writes Tooze, “en route to the western front to serve as ‘coolie’
labour, were in danger from U-boats too - 543 drowned in the sinking of the S5
Athos in February, 1917. The ensuing struggle between factions in Beijing over
the terms of China’s entry into the war would mark a new phase in the
country’s politicisation. While regional military factions contended for power
in Beijing and pushed for China to join the war under the sponsorship of Japan,
Sun Yat-Sen and the nationalist Kuomintang demanded an independent
foreign policy, and withdrew to a base camp in the south. When China entered
the war on 14t August 1917, the anniversary of the Boxer uprising, it was not
a moment of celebration. But it did gain China a place at the Versailles Peace
Conference and set the stage for the popular mobilisation that would follow on
4h May 1919. Mass indignation over the humiliating concessions that were
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granted to Japan at China’s expense at the Paris peace talks would mark the
starting point of modern Chinese nationalism.”38

For in clear violation of the principles of national self-determination, the
Versailles Conference awarded Japan Germany’s former rights in Shandung
(promised to Japan in 1917 by Britain and France), as well as many formerly
German Pacific islands and a permanent seat on the Council of the League of
Nations.

The “May 4t Movement” of 1919 was a nation-wide movement of student
protest against these decisions that led, as J.M. Roberts writes, “to embrace
others than students and to manifest itself in strikes and a boycott of Japanese
goods. A movement which had begun with intellectuals and their pupils
spread to include other city-dwellers, notably industrial workers and the new
Chinese capitalists who had benefited from the war. It was the most important
evidence yet seen of the mounting rejection of Europe by Asia.

“For the first time, an industrial China entered the scene. China, like Japan,
had enjoyed an economic boom during the war. Though a decline in European
imports to China had been partly offset by increased Japanese and American
sales, Chinese entrepreneurs in the ports had found it profitable to invest in
production for the home market. The first important industrial areas outside
Manchuria began to appear. They belonged to progressive capitalists who
sympathized with revolutionary ideas all the more when the return of peace
brought renewed western competition and evidence that China had not earned
her liberation from tutelage to the foreigner. The workers, too, felt this
resentment: their jobs were threatened. Many of them were first-generation
town-dwellers, drawn into the new industrial areas from the countryside by
the promise of employment. An uprooting from the tenacious soil of peasant
tradition was even more important in China than in Europe a century before.
Family and village ties were specially strong in China. The migrant to the town
broke with patriarchal authority and the reciprocal obligations of the
independent producing unit, the household: this was a further great
weakening of the age-old structure which had survived the revolution and still
tied China to the past. New material was thus made available for new
ideological deployments.

“The May 4t Movement first showed what could be made of such forces as
these by creating the first broadly-based Chinese revolutionary coalition.
Progressive western liberalism had not been enough; implicit in the
movement’s success was the disappointment of the hopes of many of the
cultural reformers. Capitalist western democracy had been shown up by the
Chinese government’s helplessness in the face of Japan. Now, that government
had another humiliation from its own subjects: the boycott and demonstration
forced it to release the arrested students and dismiss its pro-Japanese ministers.
But this was not the only important consequence of May 4t» Movement. For all
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their limited political influence, reformers had for the first time, thanks to the
students, broken through into the world of social action. This aroused
enormous optimism and greater popular awareness than ever before. This is
the case for saying that contemporary Chinese history begins positively in 1919
rather than 1911...

“... Russia was very popular among Chinese students... One of the first acts
of the Soviet government had been a formal renunciation of all extra-territorial
rights and jurisdictions enjoyed by the Tsarist state. In the eyes of the
nationalists, Russia, therefore, had clean hands. Moreover, her revolution - a
revolution in a great peasant society - claimed to be built upon a doctrine
whose applicability in China seemed especially plausible in the wake of the
industrialization provoked by the war.”3?

In 1917 the Soviets had renounced all annexations carried out by the Tsarist
regime in China, and in 1920 they conceded to China full freedom to set its own
tariffs and jurisdiction over all Russians in China. The Chinese went on to take
over the former Tsarist embassy in Beijing and the cities of Tianjin and Harbin
as well as the last leg of the Trans-Siberian railway. They were tolerant of the
large number of Russian emigrants to such places as Harbin; among ROCOR'’s
distinguished archpastors in the region was St. Jonah of Hankow (+1925).

By 1924, feeling stronger after their victory in the Civil War, the Soviets
reasserted Russian rights over the Manchurian railway system. Before that,
however, in November, 1922 the Comintern at its Fourth Congress made an
important policy change: the foreign Communist Parties were to pursue the
strategy of revolutionary defence, not striving to overthrow governments - at
any rate not immediately, but to cooperate with the most promising elements.
In China’s case this meant the nationalists, whom Stalin called “the
revolutionary bourgeoisie”.

“The central point of the new Comintern line,” writes Tooze, “was the need
to draw the great mass of the rural population into national liberation
struggles. The role of the Communist Party was to pressure the bourgeois-
nationalist parties into adopting a revolutionary agrarian programme to appeal
to the landless rural population. Crucially, on 12 January 1923 the Comintern
directed the Chinese Communist Party that ‘The only serious national
revolutionary group in China at present is the Kuomingtang.” With these words
the Comintern for better or worse made the choice that none of the other
foreign powers had been willing to make. It opted not just to acknowledge the
significance of the Kuomingtang, but to assist it in making a full-scale national
revolution. This was affirmed by official Soviet diplomacy only a few weeks
later when the Soviet ambassador to China, Adolphe Joffe, abandoned Beijing
to meet with Sun Yat-Sen in Shanghai, from where they issued a manifesto on
future collaboration. In May this was followed by specific instructions
designating the peasant problem as the central issue of the Chinese revolution.
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Along with their role in the cities, the Chinese comrades were enjoined to
foment an agrarian revolt. This strategy was not to the taste of the founding
members of the Chinese Communist Party, who were urban intellectuals
fixated on the modern, industrial working class. But it brought to the fore a
new cohort of organizers, include the young Mao Zedong, himself a son of the
peasantry...”40

Mao’s basic philosophy was just as nihilist as Lenin’s. His biographers, Jung
Chang and Jon Halliday, write: “In the winter of 1917-18, still a student as he
turned twenty-four, he wrote extensive commentaries on a book called A
System of Ethics, by a minor late nineteenth-century German philosopher,
Friedrich Paulsen. In these notes, Mao expressed the central elements in his
own character, which stayed consistent for the remaining six decades of his life
and defined his rule.

“Mao’s attitude to morality consisted of one core, the self, ‘I, above
everything else: ‘I do not agree with the view that to be moral, the motive of
one’s action has to be benefiting others. Morality does not have to be defined
in relation to others... People like me want to... satisfy our hearts to the full,
and in so doing we automatically have the most valuable moral codes. Of
course there are people and objects in the world, but they are all there only for

7

me.

“Mao shunned all constraints of responsibility and duty. ‘People like me
only have a duty to ourselves; we have no duty to other people.” ‘I am
responsible only for the reality that I know,” he wrote, ‘and absolutely not
responsible for anything else. I don’t know about the past, I don’t know about
the future. They have nothing to do with the reality of my own self.” He
explicitly rejected any responsibility towards future generations. ‘Some say one
has a responsibility for history. I don’t believe it. I am only concerned about
developing myself... [ have my desire and act on it.  am responsible to no one.’

“Mao did not believe in anything unless he could benefit from it personally.
A good name after death, he said, ‘cannot bring me any joy, because it belongs
to the future and not to my own reality.” ‘People like me are not building
achievements to leave for future generations.” Mao did not care what he left
behind.

“He argued that conscience could go to hell if it was in conflict with his
impulses:

““These two should be one and the same. All our actions... are driven by
impulse, and the conscience that is wise goes along with this in every instance.
Sometimes... conscience restrains impulses such as over-eating or over-
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indulgence in sex. But conscience is only there to restrain, not oppose. And the
restraint is for better completion of the impulse.’

“As conscience always implies some concern for other people, and is not a
corollary of hedonism, Mao was rejecting the concept. His view was: ‘I do not
think these [commands like “do not kill”, “do not steal”, and “do not slander]
have anything to do with conscience. I think they are only out of self-interest
for self-preservation.” All considerations must ‘be purely calculation for
oneself, and absolutely not for obeying external ethical codes, or for so-called
feelings of responsibility..."

“ Absolute selfishness and irresponsibility lay at the heart of Mao’s outlook.

“These attributes he held to be reserved for ‘Great Heroes” - a group to
which he appointed himself. For this elite, he said:

“’Everything outside their nature, such as restrictions and constraints, must
be swept away by the great strength in their nature... When Great Heroes give
full play to their impulses, they are magnificently powerful, stormy and
invincible. Their power is like a hurricane arising from a deep gorge, and like
a sex-maniac on heat and prowling for a lover... there is no way to stop them.’

“The other central element in his character which Mao spelt out now was
the joy he took in upheaval and destruction. ‘Giant wars,” he wrote, “will last as
long as heaven and earth and will never become extinct... The ideal of a world
of Great Equality and Harmony [da tong, Confucian ideal society] is mistaken.’
This was not just the prediction that a pessimist might make; it was Mao’s
desideratum, which he asserted was what the population at large wished.
‘Long-lasting peace,” he claimed, “is unendurable to human beings, and tidal
waves of disturbance have to be created in this state of peace... When we look
at history, we adore the times of [war] when dramas happened one after
another... which make reading about them great fun. When we get to the
periods of peace and prosperity, we are bored... Human nature loves sudden
swift changes.’

“Mao simply collapsed the distinction between reading about stirring events
and actually living through cataclysm. He ignored the fact that, for the
overwhelming majority, war meant misery.

“He even articulated a cavalier attitude towards death:

“’Human beings are endowed with the sense of curiosity. Why should we
treat death differently? Don’t we want to experience strange things? Death is
the strangest thing, which you will never experience if you go on living... Some
are afraid of it because the change comes too drastically. But I think this is the
most wonderful thing: where else in this world can we find such a fantastic and
drastic change?’
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“Using a very royal ‘we’, Mao went on: “We love sailing on a sea of
upheavals. To go from life to death is to experience the greatest upheaval. Isn’t
it magnificent!” This might at first seem surreal, but when later tens of millions
of Chinese were starved to death under his rule, Mao told his inner ruling circle
it did not matter if people died - and even that death was to be celebrated. As
so often, he applied his attitude only to other people, not to himself.
Throughout his own life he was obsessed with finding ways to thwart death,
doing everything he could to perfect his security and enhance his medical care.

“When he came to the question ‘How do we change?’, Mao laid the utmost
emphasis on destruction: ‘the country must be... destroyed and then re-
formed.” He extended this line not just to China but to the whole world - and
even the universe: ‘This applies to the country, to the nation, and to mankind...
The destruction of the universe is the same... People like me long for its
destruction, because when the old universe is destroyed, a new universe will
be formed. Isn’t that better!””4!

For the time being, however, Mao’s dreams of destruction would have to
wait... In 1923 the Kuomintang under Sun Yat-Sen established itself in Canton.
Their aim was to crush the warlords, throw out the foreign imperialist
exploiters and unite the country. Sun was no communist, but he was prepared
to work with the communists, and they were prepared to work with him,
because his philosophy was collectivist and anti-western - “on no account,” he
wrote, “must we give more liberty to the individual; let us secure liberty
instead for the nation”. Moreover, he needed Moscow’s help in reorganizing
his party on the Soviet model and in building up an army. And so in the
summer of 1923, Sun sent his young brother-in-law, Chiang Kai-Shek, a soldier
trained in Japan, to Moscow for further training. On his return Chiang
organized an army of 85,000 men with 6000 officers trained at an academy in
Canton.*? In 1925 Sun died, and in July, 1926 Chiang became leader of the
Kuomingtang party.

The question now was: could the Kuomintang under Chiang unite with the
communists under Mao in order to destroy the war-lords, who still controlled
northern and central China?

Not if Chiang could help it... He had acquired a healthy distrust of
Communists during his stay in Moscow, and in May, 1926 he had the
Kuomingtang's Central Executive “expel all Communists from senior posts,
though he did release the interned Soviet advisers. In Moscow, a politburo
commission on May 30 heard a report on Chiange Kai Shek’s ‘coup’. But Stalin
upheld the bloc within”* - that is, the union of Communists and nationalists,
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which Stalin did not expect to last forever, but which he chose to support for
the time being.

And for a time Chiang did seem the leader most likely to unite China. In
early 1926 the ablest Kuomingtang general, Marshal Feng Yu-hsiang, “marched
his 300,000-strong force known as the Kuominchun or People’s Army, some
7,000 miles, circling southern Mongolia, then east through Shensu and Hunan,
to attack Peking from the south. This stupendous physical and military feat
(which became the model for Mao’s own ‘long march’ in the next decade),
made possible Chiang’s conquest of the North in 1926-7. As a result, four of the
principal war-lords recognized Chiang’s supremacy, and the possibility
appeared of uniting China under a republic by peaceful means.”**

The foreign imperialists were also on the run... By early 1927 the entire
Yangtze valley - Britain’s supposed sphere of influence - had been conquered,
and, as Roberts writes, “ Anti-imperialist feeling supported a successful boycott
of British goods, which led the British government, alarmed by the evidence of
growing Russian influence in China, to surrender its concessions at Hankow
and Kiukiang. It had already promised to return Wei-hai-wei to China (1922),
and the United States had renounced its share of the Boxer indemnity. Such
successes added to signs that China was on the move at last...”4

In Hunan province, however, the communists under Mao had been doing
just as well as the nationalists in their own way. Thus by 1927 “some ten million
or so peasants and their families [had been] organized by the communists. ‘In
a few months,” wrote Mao, ‘the peasants have accomplished what Dr. Sun Yat-
Sen wanted, but failed, to accomplish in the forty years he devoted to the
national revolution.” Organization made possible the removal of many of the
ills which beset the peasants. Landlords were not dispossessed, but their rents
were often reduced. Usurious rates of interest were brought down to
reasonable levels. Rural revolution had eluded all previous progressive
movements in China and was identified by Mao as the failure of the 1911
revolution; the communist success in reaching this goal was based on the
discovery that it could be brought about by using the revolutionary potential
of the peasants themselves. This had enormous significance for the future, for
it implied new possibilities of historical development through Asia. Mao
grasped this and revalued urban revolution accordingly. “If we allot ten points
to the democratic revolution,” he wrote, ‘then the achievements of the urban
dwellers and the military units rate only three points, while the remaining
seven points should go to the peasants in their rural revolution.”...”4¢ Mao said
that “several hundred million peasants will rise like a mighty storm... They
will smash all the trammels that bind them and rush forward along the road
to liberation. They will sweep all the imperialists, warlords, corrupt officials,
local tyrants and evil gentry into their graves...”

4 Johnson, op. cit., p. 195.
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The problem that now needed to be addressed was: what were to be the
relations between the Kuomintang (KMT) and the Chinese Communist Party
(CCP)? In public, Chiang said: “If Russia aids the Chinese revolution, does that
mean that she wants China to apply Communism? No, she wants us to carry
out the national revolution.” In private, however, he was more sceptical. As
Christopher Andrew and Vasily Mitrokhin write, he was convinced “that
‘What the Russians call “Internationalism” and “World Revolution” are
nothing but old-fashioned imperialism.” The Soviet leadership, however,
believed that it could get the better of Chiang. He should, said Stalin, ‘be
squeezed like a lemon and then thrown away’. In the event, it was the CCP
which became the lemon. Having gained control of Shanghai in April 1927
thanks to a Communist-led rising, Chiang began a systematic massacre of the
Communists who had captured it for him. The CCP, on Stalin’s instructions,
replied with a series of armed risings. All were disastrous failures. Moscow’s
humiliation was compounded by a police raid on the Soviet consulate in
Beijing which uncovered a mass of documents on Soviet espionage.”#

“The Communists reverted to the defence of ‘Soviet areas” in which their
appetites for bloodthirsty purges of real and imagined opponents were
indulged to the hilt and with indescribable cruelty.”*

“The central leadership of the CCP for some time continued to hope for
urban insurrection; in the provinces, none the less, individual communist
leaders continued to work along the lines indicated by Mao in Hunan. They
dispossessed absentee landlords and organized local soviets, a shrewd
appreciation of the value of the traditional peasant hostility to central
government. By 1930 they had done better than this, by organizing an army in
Kiangsi, where a Chinese Soviet Republic ruled fifty million people, or claimed
to. In 1932 the CCP leadership abandoned Shanghai to join Mao in this
sanctuary. KMT efforts were directed towards destroying this army, but
always without success. This meant fighting on a second front at a time when
Japanese pressure [the Japanese had invaded Manchuria in 1931] was
strongest. The last great KMT effort had a partial success, it is true, for it drove
the communists out of their sanctuary, thus forcing on them the ‘Long March’
to Shensi which began in 1934, the epic of the Chinese Revolution and an
inspiration ever since. Once there, the seven thousand survivors found local
communist support, but were still hardly safe; only the demands of resistance
to the Japanese prevented the KMT from doing more to harass them...”4°

At this time, Chiang “had the advantages over his rivals,” writes Jacques
Gernet, “of a solid political organization (a one-party system based on the
Soviet model), of a somewhat better financial foundation, which he strove to

47 Andrew and Mitrokhin, The KGB and the World: The Mitrokhin Archive 1I, London: Penguin,
2006, p. 2.

48 Michael Burleigh, Small Wars, Far Away Places, London: Pan, 2013, p. 19.

49 Roberts, op. cit., p. 742.
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consolidate by controlling banking circles, and of the prestige lent to him by
the official recognition of all foreign countries. But for that very reason the
Nanking regime differed from that of the war-lords; it was much more closely
tied than its predecessors had been to the commercial middle class - which it
was to exploit to its own advantage - and also much more open, of necessity,
to Western influences. Most of its officials and agents had been in contact with
foreigners or had been educated abroad. In spite of its own intentions, it was
an emanation of the Western middle classes of the open ports, and this very
fact explains why, in spite of its declared aim of encouraging agriculture, it was
to take practically no interest in the tragic fate of the peasantry.

“But the Nanking regime also owed its particular colouration to the
circumstances of its time; it came into existence at the period when the world
war was witnessing the upsurge of Italian Fascism, German National
Socialism, and Japanese militarism, while the parliamentary democracies were
hit by the great American economic depression, and the U.S.S.R. was living
under the bureaucratic police system directed by Stalin. Violently hostile to
revolutionary movements and a great admirer of strong regimes, Chiang Kai-
shek strove to imitate their methods of propaganda and to disseminate a
‘Confucianism’ modified to suit modern taste. This was the ‘New Life
Movement’ (Hsin-sheng-huo yiin-tung), a sort of moral order bound up with the
cult of Confucius and the exaltation of the founder of the Chinese Republic. A
political police, the ‘Blue Shirts’, was entrusted with the task of hunting down
liberals and revolutionaries.

“Created by businessmen linked first to the imperial government and later
to Ytian Shih-k’ai’s regime and to the governments dominated by the war-
lords, the Chinese banks had played a crucial part in financing military
expenditure. For that very reason they represented a sort of relatively
independent power which had acted in Chiang Kai-shek’s favour at the time
of his coup d’état. At that time they were in a period of rapid growth because of
the drainage of capital from the interior to the great economic centre of
Shanghai, where bank deposits increased by 245 per cent between 1921 and
1932. The number of banks in the great metropolis had risen from 20 in 1919 to
34 in 1923 and to 67 in 1927. It was to reach the figure of 164 in 1937. But from
the moment of its installation in Nanking the Kuo-min-tang insisted on closer
and closer collaboration from the banking sector, granting it, in return for the
support required to guarantee the government’s finances and make good its
deficit, big advantages and wider facilities for speculation. The result was a
kind of state capitalism which enabled the Nationalist government to be sure
of the support of business circles at all times and to control capitalists who
showed signs of acting too independently. The regime’s finances were soon
dominated by a few families who owned big banks closely tied to the Nanking
government...

“Even if they suffered by the regime, as was the case mainly with the new
bourgeoisie that owned the banks and industrial enterprises, the propertied
classes as a whole were satisfied with an order of things that did not question
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their privileges. In the countryside the Nanking government did not undertake
any fundamental reform of the rent or tax system. The impoverished peasantry
thus continued to be the victim of what, through a concatenation of causes and
effects, might seem like a sort of inevitable curse. The excessive number of
mouths to feed, the extremely small plots into which the land was divided...,
its poor yield in spite of desperately hard work, and the burden of taxation
ensured that the smallest inequality of wealth became the means of
exploitation thanks to usury and rents. Everything helped to keep the majority
of the population in abysmal poverty...”50

“In the last years of the 1920s China was given over to the rival armies,
motivated by a variety of ideologies or simple greed - to their victims, what
did it matter? After Chiang’s Northern campaign and the meeting of war-lords
in Peking in 1928, one of the KMT commanders, Marshal Li Tsung-jen,
declared: ‘Something new has come to changeless China... the birth of
patriotism and public spirit.” Within months these words had been shown to
be total illusion, as the war lords fell out with each other and the Nanking
government. All parties found it convenient to fly the government and the
KMT flag; none paid much regard to the wishes of either. Government revenue
fell; that of the war-lords rose. As the destruction of town and villages
increased, more of the dispossessed became bandits or served war-lords, gret
and small, for their food. In addition to helf-dozen major war lords, many
lesser generals controlled a single province or a dozen counties, with armies
ranging from 20,000 to 100,000. Mao’s was among the smallest of these. At the
National Economic Conference on 30 June 1928, Chiang’s brother-in-law, T.V.
Soong, now Minister of Finance, said that whereas in 1911 under the monarchy
China had an army of 400,000, more or less under single control, in 1928 it had
eight-four armies, eighteen independent divisions and twenty-one
independent brigades, totalling over 2 million. The nation’s total revenue, $450
million was worth only $300 million after debt-payments. The army cost each
year $360 million, and if the troops were regularly paid, $642 million - hence
banditry was inevitable. Yet a disarmament conference held the following
January, designed to reduce the troops to 715,000, was a complete failure.
Soong told it that, in the last year, twice as much had been spent on the army
as on all other government expenditure put together.

“In practice, the anguished people of China could rarely tell the difference
between bandits and government troops. The number of those killed or died
of exposure or starvation was incalculable. Hupeh province showed a net
population loss of 4 million in the years 1925-30, though there had been no
natural famine and little emigration. The worst-hit province in 1929-30 was
Honan, with 400,000 bandits (mostly unpaid soldiers) out of a total population
of 25 million. In five months during the winter of 1929-30, the once-wealthy
city of Ivang in West Honan changed hands among various bandit armies
seventy-two times. An official government report on the province said that in
Miench'ih district alone 1,000 towns and villages had been looted. And 10,000

50 Genet, op. cit, pp. 634-636.
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held to ransom: “When they capture a person for ransom, they first pierce his
legs with iron wire and beind them together as fish are hung on a string. When
they return to their bandit dens the prisoners are interrogated and cut wth
sickles to make them disclose hidden property. Any who hesitate are
immediately cut in two at the waist, as a warning to the others.” The report said
that tamilies were selling children and men their wives. Or men ‘rented out’
thei wives for two or three years, any children born being the property of the
men who paid the rent. ‘In many cases only eight or ten houses are left standing
in towns which a year ago had 400 or 450.””!

In spite of these horrors, China now entered a period of growth that can
only be compared with the even more extraordinary growth of the present day.
As Maria Hsia Chang writes: “Between 1928 and 1936, the availability of roads
and track doubled, with domestic capital underwriting the construction of
7,995 kilometers of railway. Between 1926 and 1936, China sustained a
compounded industrial growth rate of 8.3 percent per annum - during a
period when the major economies of the world languished in Depression, with
the general indices of production in the United States, France, and Germany
falling by about 50 percent. In the judgment of many experts, the economy of
Nationalist China was on the threshold of self-sustaining ‘takeoff’.”>2

However, “on 12 December 1936 Chiang was kidnapped by members of his
own alliance and forced to cease all hostilities against the communists. The
truce was a blessing [for the communists], giving Mao the time to build up his
strength under a new united front...”>

51 Johnson, op. cit., pp. 199-200.
52 Chang, Return of the Dragon, Boulder, Co.: Westview Press, 2001, pp. 79-80.
% Frank Dikétter, Dictators, London: Bloomsbury, 2020, p. 98.
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5. THE RE-LAUNCH OF ECUMENISM

The post-1914 world was a time of the shaking of foundations, and not only
in politics. In physics Einstein’s relativity theory and Planck’s quantum theory
shook people’s beliefs in the nature of matter and space-time; in music, the
atonalism of Schoenberg changed their ideas of what could be termed
beautiful; while cubism, abstractionism and other movements had the same
effect in the visual arts. However, the most profound and disastrous effects
were in religion...

Atheism, as we have seen, had made considerable inroads into European
culture in the period up to 1914 - a factor that must be considered one of the
main causes of the First World War. However, during the war itself atheism’s
march appears to have slowed. Thus in 1916, writes Alistair McGrath, "active
scientists were asked whether they believed in God - specifically, a God who
actively communicates with humanity, and to whom one may pray 'in
expectation of receiving an answer'. Deists don't believe in God, by this
definition. The results are well-known: roughly 40 per cent did believe in this
kind of God, 40 per cent did not, and 20 per cent were not sure. The survey was
repeated in 1997, using precisely the same question, and found pretty much the
same pattern, with a slight increase in those who did not (up to 45 per cent).
The number of those who did believe in such a God remained stable at about
40 per cent.

"James Leuba, who conducted the original survey in 1916, predicted that the
number of scientists disbelieving in God would rise significantly over time, as
a result of general improvements in education. There is a small increase in the
number of those who disbelieve, and a corresponding diminution in those who
are agnostic - but no significant reduction in those who believe.">*

However, if atheism was checked during the war, essentially atheist
doctrines such as Darwinism continued to gain majority support, although
strong opposition also continued. In 1925 the State of Tennesee convicted a
school teacher, John Stokes, of teaching evolution in school. He was not sure
that had ever done that, but he was convicted in any case (the verdict was
overturned on a technicality). The main result of the case was that there were
attempts in several states to introduce anti-evolution laws on the statute book.
Whether the trial helped or hindered either side in the evolution vs. creationism
debate is disputed. What is clear is that the evolutionists modified their theory
to try and take account of Mendelian genetics; the result was “neo-Darwinism”.

Atheism would of course grow enormously in Russia after the revolution.
And with it, Darwinism became the new orthodoxy in the biological science, as
Marxism was in science and culture as a whole.

5¢ McGrath, The Dawkins Delusion? London: SPCK, 2007, pp. 20, 21.
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In the West, the curse was rather Ecumenism, whose origins in Roman
paganism and Apelleanism, and rebirth in eighteenth-century Masonry, we
have already traced. Ecumenism is the heresy that there is no such thing as
heresy as the Apostles and Fathers of the Church understand that term - that
is, a false teaching on the Faith. Ecumenism is the heresy that there is no single
Faith, whether Orthodox, Papist or Protestant, whether Christian or non-
Christian, which expresses the fullness of the truth, and that all existing faiths
(except Ecumenism itself) are more or less in error. It implies that the One,
Undivided Church of Christ has foundered on the reef of sectarian strife, and
that She has to be re-founded on the sands of doctrinal compromise and
indifference to the truth. It is the tower of Babel rebuilt, a babble of conflicting
tongues united only in their insistence that they all speak the same
language...%

If British power in the political sphere was waning in the inter-war period,
it was rising in the religious sphere, as Anglican (and American Episcopalian)
bishops were ubiquitous in spreading the false gospel of ecumenism. As we
have seen, the first ecumenist Church was the Anglican, which from the time
of Queen Elizabeth I was essentially a compromise between Catholicism and
Protestantism. Later developments in Anglicanism, such as the Oxford
movement of the 1840s, introduced the idea of “the Branch theory of the
Church”. According to the Oxford theologians E.B. Pusey and William Palmer,
the Church consisted of three branches - Orthodoxy, Catholicism and
Anglicanism - preferably in the “High Church” variety they espoused.
However, “Low Church” Anglicanism also made its contribution to
Ecumenism. Thus Archbishop Vitaly (Ustinov) of Canada saw the forerunners
of Ecumenism in the “Low Church” Anglicanism of the Victorian era and in
the semi-Christian ideologies of the YMCA, YWCA and the Boy Scouts with
their belief in the basic goodness of human nature, light-minded attitude to sin,
emphasis on charity as the handing out of earthly goods not in the name of
Christ, the cult of the flesh under the cover of concern for heath and hygiene,
carnal emotionalism, interconfessionalism and condescending attitude
towards dogmatic Christianity.

Especially important in the construction of this Tower of Babel, he says, “is
the complete spiritual disintegration of the Protestant heresy. But if we say,
together with Tertullian: “the human soul is naturally Christian” - by which this
western teacher of the Church undoubtedly meant: ‘naturally Orthodox” - then
we can affirm that every heresy by its very nature is contrary to the human soul
and must sooner or later be rejected and cast out by it. And so we are present
at the overthrow of the Protestant heresy, but insofar as the spiritual world, like
nature, abhors a vacuum, the place of this heresy is being occupied by
Ecumenism. For Ecumenism seeks to re-establish the dogma of the One Church
that Protestantism with its innumerable sects and ever-multiplying divisions

% V. Moss, “The Truth is One”, in The Imperishable Word, Old Woking: Gresham Books, 1980.
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has destroyed.”>®Archbishop Vitaly later defined ecumenism as “the heresy of
heresies” and was a member of the Synod of the Russian Church Abroad that
anathematized it in 1983.

“The ideologue of ecumenism,” writes Archbishop Averky, “which is the
natural consequence of the nostalgia of the Protestant world for the Church
that they have lost, was the German pastor Christopher Blumhardt, whom the
Protestants call for that reason ‘the great prophet of the contemporary world’.
He called all the Protestants to unity for ‘the construction of the Kingdom of
God on earth’, but he died before the organization of the ecumenical
movement, in 1919. His fundamental idea consisted of the proposition that ‘the
old world has been destroyed, and a new one is rising on its ruins’. He placed
three problems before Christianity: 1) the realization of the best social
structure, 2) the overcoming of confessional disagreements and 3) the working
together for the education of the whole world community of nations with the
complete liquidation of war.

“It was in these three points that the aims of ecumenism were formulated
by the present general secretary of the Council of the ecumenical movement,
Visser-t-Hooft, who saw the means for their realization in the Church’s pursuit
of social aims. For this it is first of all necessary to overcome confessional
differences and create one church. The renewed one church will have the
possibility of preparing the way for the triumph of Socialism, which will lead
to the creation of one world State as the Kingdom of God on earth...”5”

This project elicited the first public debate on the question of the nature of
the unity of the Church and the ecumenical movement between leading
representatives of the Western and Orthodox Churches. Participants in the
debate were, on the one hand, Mr. Robert Gardiner, secretary of the Joint
Commission, and, on the other hand, Archbishop Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of
Kharkov and Archimandrite, later Archbishop Hilarion (Troitsky). In the
course of this debate, which took place in 1916, Archimandrite Hilarion wrote:

“I could ask you this question: Do you and I belong to the one Church of
Christ? In answering it you undoubtedly would mention the insignificance of
our dogmatic differences and the virtually negligible difference in rites. For
me, however, the answer is determined not by considerations of dogmatic
disagreements but by the evident fact: there is no ecclesiastical unity in grace
between us...

“The principal truth of Christianity, its great mystery - the Incarnation of
the Son of God - is acknowledged by all Christian creeds, yet this alone cannot

56 Archbishop Vitaly, report read to the Hierarchical Council of the Russian Church Abroad at
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fuse them into one Church. For, according to the Apostle James (2.19), the
devils also believe; as attested by the Gospel, they confessed their faith like the
Apostle Peter did (Matthew 16.16; 8.26; Mark 1.24; Luke 8.28). But do they
belong to one Church of Christ? On the other hand, the Church community
undoubtedly embraces people who do not know the dogmas of the Council of
Chalcedon and who are unable to say much about their dogmatic
convictions...

“If the question of the belonging or non-belonging to the Church be
formulated in terms of theological dogma, it will be seen that it even cannot be
resolved in a definite way. Just how far should conformity to the Church’s
ideas go in dogmatic matters? Just in what is it necessary to agree and what
kind of disagreement ensues following a separation from the Church? How are
we to answer this question? And who has so much authority as to make the
decision stand? Perhaps you will point to the faith in the incarnate Son of God
as the chief characteristic of belonging to the Church. Yet the German
Protestants are going to argue against the necessity of even this feature, since
in their religion there are to be found even such ministers who openly deny the
Divinity of the Saviour.

“Christ never wrote a course in dogmatic religion. Precise formulations of
the principal dogmas of Christianity took place centuries after the earthly life
of the Saviour. What, then, determined the belonging to the Church in those,
the very first, times of the historical existence of Christianity? This is attested
to in the book of the Acts of the Apostles: ‘Such as should be saved were added
to the Church’ (2.45; 6.13-14). Membership of the Church is determined by the
unity with the Church. It cannot be otherwise, if only because the Church is
not a school of philosophy. She is a new mankind, a new grace-filled organism
of love. She is the Body of Christ. Christ Himself compared the unity of His
disciples with the organic unity of a tree and its branches. Two ‘bodies” or two
trees standing side by side cannot be organically related to each other. What
the soul is to the body, the Holy Spirit is to the Church; the Church is not only
one body but also One Spirit. The soul does not bring back to life a member
which has been cut off, and likewise the vital sap of a tree does not flow into
the detached branch. A separated member dies and rots away. A branch that
has been cut off dries up. These similes must guide us in a discussion of the
unity of the Church. If we apply these similes, these figures of a tree and a
body, to the Church, any separation from the Church, any termination of the
unity with the Church will turn out to be incompatible with membership of
the Church. It is not the degree of the dogmatic dissent on the part of the
separated member that is important; what is significant in the extreme is the
fact of separation as such, the cessation itself of the unity with the Church. Be
it a separation on the basis of but a rebellion against the Church, a disciplinary
insubordination without any dogmatic difference in opinion, separation from
the Church will for the one who has fallen away have every sad consequence.

“Not only heretics but schismatics, too, separate themselves from the
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Church. The essence of the separation remains the same.”58

However, Archbishop Hilarion’s view were by no means shared by all
Russian ecclesiastical and political leaders. Anton Kartashev (+1960), former
Minister of Religions in the Provisional Government in 1917, Chief Procurator
of the Holy Synod of the Russian Orthodox Church, Professor at St. Petersburg
Theological Academy, and later, after the Bolshevik revolution, Professor of
Ecclesiastical History at St. Sergius Orthodox Theological Institute, Parism
wrote: “Even Protestant communities, mercilessly breaking contact with
apostolic hierarchical succession and the living sacred tradition of the Church,
but having preserved the Sacrament of Baptism in the name of the Holy Trinity,
continue through this mystagogical door to introduce their members into the
bosom of the one invisible Church of Christ and to commune to them that very
same Grace of the Holy Spirit. All this gives ground for posing the question of
a unification of churches on the basis of their equal rights in their mystic
realism, and not on the basis of ‘uniatism,’ i.e., reuniting heretics to Orthodoxy.
The reunification of churches should be a manifestation and a concrete
incarnation in visible reality of an already invisibly existing unity of the
Church.”.

After Protestantism, a further major impulse to Ecumenism was provided
by the Romantic movement and its philosophical mirror, Hegelian historicism,
which emphasized the inevitability of historical change in all things. Even God
had to change! For God for the romantics was a dynamic, evolving being
indistinguishable from nature and the temporal process, always overcoming
contradictions and rising to ever higher unities. It followed that the notion of a
perfectly revealed religion, a final, unalterable truth, was anathema to them.
“Christians must not be ‘vain and foolish’, Friedrich Schleiermacher warned,
for their religion is not the only ‘revealed religion’. All religions are revealed
from God. Christianity is the center around which all others gather. The
disunity of religions is an evil and “only in the totality of all such possible forms
can there be given the true religion,” Schleiermacher added.”>

A Romantic scheme of history and the evolution of religion was given by
Friedrich Schelling in his Berlin lectures of 1841-1842 (many of which were
attended by leading Russian intellectuals).

“In the Twenty-Sixth Lecture,” writes Fr. Michael Azkoul, “Schelling
discoursed on the three ages of history - the age of the Father, the age of the
Son, and the age of the Holy Spirit which correspond to the events of creation,
redemption and consummation. Schelling believed that Christianity was now

58 Troitsky, The Unity of the Church and the World Conference of Christian Communities, Montreal:
The Monastery Press, 1975, pp. 13-15.
% Azkoul, Anti-Christianity: The New Atheism, Montreal: Monastery Press, 1984, p. 34.
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passing through ‘the second age’” which Christ ‘incarnated” almost two
millennia ago.

“In the vocabulary of the Romantics, Christ brought “the Idea of Christianity’
with Him. An ‘Idea’ is the invisible, unchangeable, and eternal aspect of each
thing. (Plato was probably the first to teach ‘Idealism’.) Phenomena are visible,
changeable, and temporary. Put another way, the Idea of Christianity (‘one
Church’) is what the historical institution will become when it finishes
growing, or, as Schelling would say, when God becomes fully God. One may
compare its Idea to wheat and historical Christianity (the Idea) to what
Protestantism, Roman Catholicism and Eastern Christianity will become.
When the multiplicity of churches grows into the ecumenical Church, then, the
Idea of Christianity, of ‘one church’, will have been actualised in space and
time. It will be actualised in the coming of “the third age’, ‘the age of the Spirit’,
‘the age of consummation’.”é0

A third major impulse to ecumenism, especially in its more recent, “super-
ecumenist” (that is, inter-religious) manifestations, came from the Pentecostal
movement. At precisely 7 p.m. on New Year’s Eve of the year 1900 “the age of
the Spirit” and “the new Pentecost” is supposed to have dawned. For it is to
that moment that the modern Pentecostal movement dates its origin.

“For some time before that moment,” writes Hieromonk Seraphim Rose, “a
Methodist minister in Topeka, Kansas, Charles Parham, as an answer to the
confessed feebleness of his Christian ministry, had been concentratedly
studying the New Testament with a group of his students with the aim of
discovering the secret of the power of Apostolic Christianity. The students
finally deduced that this secret lay in the ‘speaking in tongues” which, they
thought, always accompanied the reception of the Holy Spirit by preaching that
there is no one truth, and therefore no one Church which it can be the pillar of.
It maintains that all Churches - and in its more extreme, contemporary forms,
all religions - contain partial or relative truths which, on being reduced to their
lowest common denominator, will form the dogmatic basis of a new Church or
universal religion of a new, enlightened mankind.”6!

A fourth impulse to ecumenism was spiritual pacifism or appeasement. It is no
accident that ecumenism began after the end of the German Wars of Religion
in the seventeenth century, that it received another strong impulse after the
First World War, and that its first institutional expression - in the World
Council of Churches - appeared after the Second World War. When people are
tired of war, whether physical or spiritual, or are frightened of a coming war,
as in the 1930s, they settle for the path of least resistance: the renunciation of all
struggle for the truth and compromise with falsehood.

0 Azkoul, op cit., pp. 77-78.
61 Rose, Orthodoxy and the Religion of the Future, Platina, Ca.: St. Herman of Alaska Monastery,
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The false pathos of both communism and ecumenism, the two great politico-
religious movements of the inter-war years, was unity - unity among workers
of all nations in the one, and among believers of all denominations in the other.
Christians who succumbed to this pathos were ready to surrender the Church’s
truth, freedom and dignity to the dominant forces in the contemporary world,
with the ultimate end, whether conscious or unconscious, of the complete
secularization of the human race. The heresies of communist and ecumenist
“Christianity” attempted to justify or “dogmatize” this apostasy - in the former
case, by claiming that only such apostasy can save the Church (from destruction
by communism), and in the case of ecumenism by claiming that only such
apostasy can recreate the Church (out of sectarian disintegration).

Essentially, therefore, ecumenism and communism were (and are) two
aspects of a single politico-ecclesiological heresy, for which the present writer
has coined the term “ecucommunism”®?, a single assault on the existence and
the dogma of the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church...

62 V. Moss, "Ecucommunism", Living Orthodoxy, September-October, 1989, N 5, pp. 13-18.
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6. ATATURK'’S TURKEY

Britain had defeated the Turks in the First World War by a more skillful use
of religious and nationalist sentiment than the Germans. While the Germans
tried and failed to stir up a pan-Muslim jihad against British and French rule
from Morocco to India (this was partly because they also supported Turkish
nationalism, which contradicted the universalist message of Islam®), the
British, supported by the French and with the aid of their famous agent, T.E.
Lawrence “of Arabia”, had succeeded in the more limited aim of stirring up
Arab nationalism against the Turks, centering on the Arab Hashemite dynasty
that controlled the heart of the Arab world, Mecca and Medina.®* But the fall of
the Ottoman Empire had many unexpected long-term consequences: apart
from the establishment of the Zionist dream in Palestine and the Greek Asia
Minor tragedy, it also engendered the secularist republic of Turkey and the
resurrection of the eighteenth-century extreme Islamic cult of Wahhabism,
which had been crushed by the Ottomans in 1818 but now came to life again.

“The Middle East,” writes Robert Tombs, “was a great prize. British
paramountcy seemed assured following the disintegration of the Ottoman
Empire - an illusion soon dispelled. Friction ensued with France, which
demanded Syria and Lebanon under league mandate. This forced Britain to
reduce the territory it had offered to the leaders of the Arab Revolt, the Sheritf
of Mecca and his sons Abdullah and Faisal. Britain stood by when the French
bombarded Damascus in 1920 and ejected Faisal. He was willing to accept
British protection, and Britain made him king of Iraq (important for its oil) and
Abdullah king of Transjordan, both under British supervision by league
mandate. In 1922 Britain found itself on the brink of an unwanted war with
Turkey...”65

Having rescued his country from the Western powers at Gallipoli in 1915
and then on the Anatolian plateau in 1922, Mustafa Kemal, otherwise known
as Ataturk or “Father of the Turks”, was now determined to secularize and
westernize it. As Bettany Hughes writes, “In 1922, the Sultanate and Caliphate
had been separate as institutions. The Sultanate was abolished in November of
that year and while the Caliphate kept its religious role, its teeth were drawn;
the Caliph was now subservient to the state. Sultan Abdulmecid II, who had
succeeded his cousin Mehmed VI, had taken up the title of caliph only four
months before. From the age of eight he had been confined to the Kafes, the
prison for princes.

“Laws had been quickly passed by the Grand National Assembly on 3
March 1924 that made the Caliphate redundant. The post was abolished and
over 140 members of the Ottoman dynasty were ordered into exile...
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“And so it was that on 4 March 1924 Abdulmecid, Istanbul’s last Caliph, was
packed on to the Orient Express...” %0

As Peter Mansfield writes, “A new legal code, based on a variety of
European systems, was substituted for the Islamic sharia. In 1928 the
constitution became officially secular with the deletion of the clause reading
that “the religion of the Turkish state is Islam” and ‘laicism” was established as
one of the six cardinal principles of the state. A Latin-based alphabet replaced
the Arabic script of Ottoman Turkish and finally, in 1935, surnames on the
European model were introduced...

“After the abolition of the sultanate and caliphate, Ataturk organized the
new republic as a secular parliamentary democracy. The 1924 constitution
guaranteed equality before the law and freedom of thought, speech,
publication and association. In theory sovereignty lay with the people and was
exercised in their name by the single-chamber parliament - the Grand National
Assembly - which elected the president of the republic, who chose the prime
minister. Ministers were supposed to be responsible to parliament.

“Democracy remained severely restricted, however. Ataturk used his
immense prestige to override the constitution whenever he chose. In 1924 he
organized his supporters as the Republican People’s Party (RPP). This
dominated political life, as all members of the Assembly belonged to it, and the
RPP ruled Turkey for twenty-seven years. Yet, despite his authoritarianism and
arbitrary methods, Ataturk planted the seeds of liberal constitutional
government. The Assembly had real powers, and Ataturk tried to have his way
by persuasion rather than by force...””

Women were emancipated, citizens dressed in western clothes, and in
general, while most Turks remained Muslim, a decisive westernizing
reformation took place in accordance with Ataturk’s belief that western
civilization was better than the old Ottoman civilization. As he said in 1935,
“We shall attempt to raise our national culture above the level of contemporary
civilization. Therefore, we think and shall continue to think not according to
the lethargic mentality of past centuries, but according to the concepts of speed
and action of our century.”

“Ataturk,” writes Simon Sebag Montefiore, “encouraged the study of earlier
civilizations connected with the heritage of the Turkish nation. Art, sculpture,
music, modern architecture, opera and ballet all flourished. In every area of
Turkish life, Ataturk pressed forward his modernizing, nationalistic mission,
and a new culture began to emerge...”%
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7. THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE WEST

After the Great War five new states were created under the tutelage of
Britain or France: Syria, Lebanon, Transjordan, Iraq and Palestine. The
Hashemite kingdom under King Hussein, which had taken the lead in the Arab
Revolt and which believed it had the right to take control of most of the Arabic
Middle East, steadily declined in power. And when King Hussein declared
himself “Prince of the Faithful and Successor of the Prophet”, the Wahhabist
warriors of Arabia under the leadership of Abdulaziz, usually known in the
West as Ibn Saud, were enraged, the British withdrew their financial support,
and Ibn Saud took control of the whole of the Arabian peninsula (except
Yemen). In 1925 he conquered the Hejaz, which included Jeddah and the
Muslim holy places of Mecca and Medina, in 1929-30 he had to crush a rebellion
of his Ikhwan warriors, and in 1932 he proclaimed himself king of Saudi
Arabia.

It was at about this time that the importance of oil for the world economy
became more widely recognized. In the First World War food for soldiers and
coal for troop trains had been the most important raw materials. But also, and
increasingly important was oil for tanks, for planes, for battleships - and for
explosives (TNT was made partly out of oil).

Now one of the biggest oil fields in the world was located in Baku, which
until the Russian revolution had been exploited above all by the Nobel
brothers, who transported it by tankers to Moscow and Petrograd and
elsewhere. Knowing this, and knowing also that Germany had little oil,
Ludendorff had planned to attack the Baku oilfields from Ukraine - but the
British got there first. In the summer of 1918, “the British General Liosure
enougnel Dunsterville was ordered to advance from north-western Persia to
the Caspian, while other senior officers were sent to monitor the Caucasus, with
the aim of ensuring that the Turks did not seize control of the oilfields of
Azerbaijan, take the region south of the Caspian or gain control of the Trans-
Caspian Railway that led to the Afghan border. This was classic overreach, an
all but impossible mission - and one that sure enough ended in disaster.
Advancing Turkish forces surrounded Baku, trapping Dunsterville inside for
six weeks before allowing him to withdraw. Horrific scenes of bloodshed then
followed as locals settled scores after the city had surrendered.”®

However, in November Turkey and Germany surrendered, and in 1919 the
British occupied Georgia in order, again, to protect the oil of Baku. Meanwhile,
oil production in Soviet Russia collapsed, but was revived when Lenin brought
in western companies - especially Shell, Vickers and Standard Oil - to supply
the technology required. From now on, oil production became a vital part of
the Soviet economy.
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From the 1920s onward, writes Niall Ferguson, the American oil companies
began to take a serious interest in the region - and not only in Baku. They also
began to intervene in Persia - much to the delight of the Persians (temporarily)
but to the anger of the British, whose Anglo-Persian Oil Company controlled
oil production there... They also forced “the reluctant British to grant them a
stake in the Turkish (later Iraq) Petroleum Company a year after the British had
struck oil at Baba Gurgur. It was early days; even by 1940 Middle Eastern
producers were still accounting for no more than 5 percent of world
production. But the Americans had by now convinced themselves of the vast
untapped potential there. In the 1930s they worked assiduously, aided by the
renegade British Arabist Harry St. John Philby, to turn the desert kingdom
ruled by the Saudi family into an American satellite.””°

“During the war, a gritty oilmam named Everette Lee DeGolyer, who had
made his money in the American petroleum industry after studying geology in
Oklahoma, visited the Middle East to assess the region’s existing oilfields and
to advise on the long-term potential and significance of the resources of the
region in its own right, and in relation to those of the Gulf of Mexico, Venezuela
and the United States itself. His report, even though laced with conservative
estimates and caveats, was astounding. “The center of world oil production is
shifting from the Gulf Caribbean area to the Middle East - to the Persian Gulf
area - and is likely to continue to shift until it is firmly established in the area.’
One of those who travelled with him put it more bluntly when reporting back
to the State Department: ‘“The oil in the region is the greatest single prize in all
history...””"!

Persia was an important country because of her possession of oil, in which
Britain had a commanding stake through the Anglo-Persian Oil Company. By
1930 Persia was the world’s fourth-largest producer.

The question was: what kind of government would emerge there - secularist
and pro-western, or theocratic (under Shiite mullahs) and anti-western?

Mansfield writes: “Because of public disillusion with the long experience of
corrupt and incompetent monarchy, there was widespread support for a
republic. The religious leaders, who feared the consequences of Kemal
Ataturk’s abolition of the caliphate and institution of a secular republic,
opposed such a change, however, Reza Khan therefore decided to retain the
monarchy and make himself shah. On 31 October 1925, by a large majority, the
Majlis [parliament] declared the end of the Qajar dynasty. A new constituent
assembly then vested the crown in Reza Shah, with the right of succession to
his heirs. He took the name of Pahlavi for his dynasty. In 1935 he officially
changed the name of the country from Persia to Iran.
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“Although it was the mullahs who had helped to make him shah, he
regarded most of them as backward and reactionary. In fact in many respects
he modelled his regime on that of Ataturk as he embarked on a policy of
westernization. He introduced a French judicial system which challenged the
competence of the religious courts. Civil offices were opened for marriage,
education was reorganized on Western lines and literacy steadily increased.
The University of Teheran was established in 1935, with a number of
Europeans on the staff. In 1936 women were compelled to discard the veil and
European costume was made obligatory for both sexes. Reza Shah pursued his
policy of pacifying and unifying the country - a task which had been beyond
the competence of the Qajar shahs - by subduing the semi-independent tribes.
The Bakhtiaris and Kashgars were placed under the rule of military officers.

“Improved communications were vital for the unification of the empire’s
extensive territories. The German Junkers company organized an internal air
service. Postal services and telecommunications were vastly improved.
American and European engineers helped to build roads and railways. The
construction of a Trans-Iranian Railway from the Caspian Sea to the Gulf was
a project for which the shah aroused the enthusiasm of the whole nation.

“Progress meant industrialization, and a range of new textile, steel, cement
and other factories were established. Some of them were profitable.

“Reza Shah'’s firm rule and national assertiveness raised Iran’s international
standing and increased its bargaining power. He denounced all treaties which
conferred extraterritorial rights on the subjects of foreign powers. In a dispute
with the Soviet government over the Caspian fisheries, he secured a
compromise in the formation of a Persian-Russian company to exploit the
fisheries. To achieve his aim of improving the meagre revenues from the Anglo-
Persian Oil Company, he was prepared to risk of cancelling the concession in
1932. Britain referred the matter to the League of Nations, and the dispute
ended in 1933 with a compromise under which Persia received substantially
better terms.”7?

“Shocked by its defeat in the Great War, Islam was relatively quiescent in
this period. But underneath the surface, anti-western and anti-Christian
passions seethed... In 1937 the English Catholic writer Hilaire Belloc wrote
prophetically: “Millions of modern people . . . have forgotten all about Islam.
They have never come in contact with it. They take for granted that it is
decaying, and that, anyway, it is just a foreign religion which will not concern
them. It is, as a fact, the most formidable and persistent enemy which our
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civilization has had, and may at any moment become as large a menace in the
future as it has been in the past.””3

The impression that Islam was decaying was understandable given the
defeat of Turkey in the Great War, and the humiliation of the Muslim powers
by the West, especially Britain, after it. However, resentment had been created
- and resentment has been shown to be a powerful driver of revolution
throughout history. The question was: which country could leave an Islamic
revival? Turkey had chosen the path of secular westernism, and would remain
on that path until the ascendancy of Erdogan in the twenty-first century. Persia
was a Shiite country, and so could not lead the majority of Muslims, who were
Sunnis. The holy places of Islam were in Arabia, in the possession of the
Hashemite dynasty. But that dynasty had a rival in the peninsula: the ruler of
what was to become Saudi Arabia...

Harry St. John Philby (the father of the famous Kim Philby, the Soviet spy),
was a close advisor of Ibn Saud and now switched his allegiance from Sharif
Husain to the Saudi family. He was a convert of Wahhabi Islam and helped
implant the seed of Wahhabism into the kingdom. “It would appear,” writes
former MI6 agent Alastair Cooke, “that Philby's vision was not confined to
state-building in the conventional way, but rather was one of transforming the
wider Islamic ummah (or community of believers) into a Wahhabist
instrument that would entrench the al-Saud as Arabia's leaders. And for this to
happen, Aziz needed to win British acquiescence (and much later, American
endorsement). ‘This was the gambit that Abd al-Aziz made his own, with
advice from Philby,” notes Schwartz.

“In a sense, Philby may be said to be ‘godfather’ to this momentous pact by
which the Saudi leadership would use its clout to ‘manage” Sunni Islam on
behalf of western objectives (containing socialism, Ba'athism, Nasserism, Soviet
influence, Iran, etc.) - and in return, the West would acquiesce to Saudi Arabia's
soft-power Wahhabisation of the Islamic ummah...”7*

In 1938 oil was found in commercial quantities in Saudi Arabia. During the
Second World War, continues Ferguson, the Americans “took advantage of
British weakness to propose a deal: the United States would take Saudi Arabia,
leaving the British Persia; Iraq and Kuwait would be shared. The pattern of US
- Saudi relations was already established: cash and arms for the Saudi royal
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family in exchange for oil concessions and military bases for the Americans.
The consortium of oil companies that formed the Arabian-American Oil
Company (ARAMCO) became a channel for royal rents; soon they were paying
as much as half of their revenues to the Saudis, payments that the US Treasury
counted as tax-deductible. When John Foster Dulles became the first American
secretary of state to visit the Middle East in 1953, he was impressed; the oil and
other mineral resources of the region would, he declared, be “vital to our
welfare”.”7>

And so in the 1950s the Saudi kingdom’s present position of great political
and religious power was gradually built up. The structure of that kingdom has
been described by Henry Kissinger as follows: “The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
is a traditional Arab-Islamic realm: both a tribal monarchy and an Islamic
theocracy. Two leading families, united in mutual support since the eighteenth
century, form the core of its governance. The political hierarchy is headed by a
monarch of the Al Saud family, who serves as the head of a complex network
of tribal relationships based on ancient ties of mutual loyalty and foreign
affairs. The religious hierarchy is headed by the Grand Mutfti and the Council
of Senior Scholars, drawn largely from the Aal al-Shaykh family. The King
endeavours to bridge the gap between these two branches of power by
fulfilling the role of “Custodian of the Two Holy Mosques’ (Mecca and Medina),
reminiscent of the Holy Roman Emperor as ‘Fidei defensor’.

“... Three times in as many centuries (in the 1740s, the 1820s, and the early
twentieth century) the Saudi state has been founded or reunified by the same
two leading families, in each case affirming their commitment to govern Islam’s
birthplace and holies shrines by upholding the most austere interpretation of
the religion’s principles. In each case, Saudi armies fanned out to unify the
deserts and mountains of the peninsula in waves of conquest strikingly similar
to the original sacred exaltation and holy war that produced the first Islamic
state, and in the same territory. Religious absolutism, military daring, and
shrewd modern statesmanship have produced the kingdom at the heart of the
Muslim world and central to its fate.”7®

The future of the Middle East would depend to a large extent on which
model - Saudi Sunni Islamism or Turkish secularism or (after the Iranian
revolution, Iranian Shiite Islamism) - would prevail...

*

Besides Saudi Islamism, Persian nationalism and Turkish secularism, there
was a fourth force to be reckoned with in the region, although it was still weak
in this period: Pan-Arab nationalism.
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Its origins may be traced to King Hussein of the Hejaz. However, his Pan-
Arabism, according to Mansfield, was “haphazard and rudimentary and
derived strongly from his personal and family ambitions. His claim to be king
of the Arabs was recognized by no more than a few. In the exultant but brief
period when [his son] Amir Feisal was established as king of Syria, he
attempted to keep the pan-Arab alive. “We are one people,” he said in May 1919,
‘living in the region which is bounded by the sea to the east, the south, and the
west, and by the Taurus mountains to the north.” Most significantly, he was
also fond of saying “We are Arabs before being Muslims, and Muhammed is an
Arab before being a prophet.” This was the germ of a secular Arab nationalism.
But within a year Feisal was expelled from Syria and, although the British
installed him in Iraq, the Arab peoples of whom he spoke were divided by new
national frontiers.

“In the years following the First World War, therefore, there were two
contrary trends among the eastern Arabs. One of these trends was the
development of territorial nationalism in the new nation-states as they became
involved in a struggle for full independence from Britain and France. This
required the creation of a national identity, and it was sustained by the
ambitions and rivalries of the national leaders. The House of Saud was hostile
and suspicious towards the Hashemites, and there was rivalry between the
Hashemites of Iraq and Transjordan.

“The opposing trend was the aspiration towards Arab unity based on the
feeling, to which all Arabs subscribed to some extent, that they had been
artificially divided in order to weaken them and keep them under Western
tutelage. Unity was necessary for Arab self-protection and renaissance. The
growing awareness that the Zionists, with the help of the West, aimed to seize
as much of Arab Palestine as they could was the strongest factor in mobilizing
Arab opinion, which was frustrated but not restrained by the fact that so little
that was effective could be done to help the Palestinian Arabs.

“Islam was and remains a uniquely potent element in Arab nationalism.
Muslim militants, such as the Muslim Brotherhood, maintained that
nationalism and Islam were incompatible since all Muslims of all races from
China to Morocco were members of the same great Islamic nation or umma.
Pan-Arab intellectuals attempted to demonstrate to the contrary that Arabism
and Islam are mutually inclusive. As Abdul Rahman Azzam, the Arab League’s
first secretary-general, said in a lecture in 1943, the ideals of Islam were the
same as those of modern Arab nationalism and of the Arab nation which aimed
to take its rightful place in the world and resume the mission which
Muhammad had inaugurated. But the debate was largely artificial... The
House of Saud, keepers of the holy places of Islam, have never had any problem
about reconciling their Arab and Islamic aspirations...”””

*
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The Arab nation that stood out as something of an exception among the
others was Egypt, partly because there was no consensus that they were in fact
Arabs, partly because they had had a long and famous history under the
Pharaohs long before the Arabs burst out of the Arabian desert, and partly
because they had a significant Christian minority (both Greek Orthodox and
Monophysite Copts).

“Interwar monarchical Egypt,” writes Michael Burleigh, “was a paradise of
liberality compared with anywhere else in the Middle East. There were regular
elections to a bicameral legislature, which dated back to 1866, full adult male
suffrage and a free press. Only the last was true of contemporary Britain.
Alexandria and Cairo were lively cosmopolitan cities. Of course, one should
not idealize modern Egypt for in the late 1840s as little as 5 per cent of Egypt’s
population controlled 65 per cent of the country’s commercial and industrial
assets, while 3 per cent owned 80 per cent of the land.

“As the first entrant into the field, the liberal nationalist Al-Wafd
(Delegation) Party dominated the politics of the period. Its main concerns were
to wring further constitutional concessions fro King Fuad, and from 1936 his
child heir Farug, and to limit British dominance of what, since 1922, when the
British relinquished financial controls, was a nominally independent country.
Although the 1936 Treat of Preferential Alliance, negotiated by Anthony Eden,
conceded that ‘Egypt was an independent and sovereign state’ - it joined the
League of Nations a year later - two major points of tension were unresolved.
First, Britain refused to acknowledge exclusive Egyptian sovereignty over the
much vaster Sudan, which since 1899 had been ruled as a condominium; and
second, the British retained an enormous military presence in the Suez Canal
Zone as well as in Cairo and Alexandria. Suez was the juncture where the
British Empire could be split in half. The Suez complex included some ten
airfields and forty other major encampments capable of sustaining half a
million troops or more in the event of war, in which the Canal was a vital
strategic route for the defence of India...””®

During the Second World War, as the German Afrika Corps threatened from
the west, the British tightened their grip on Egypt. Thus in 1942 the British
ambassador Sir Miles Lampson forced the king to accept a pro-British
government under Mustafa Nahas Pasha under threat of a military coup.
Although this insult to the national dignity caused the stirring of nationalism
among some (including the future presidents Nasser and Anwar Sadat), the
Egyptians were reluctant to see their country as the focus of Arab unity. Thus
“in December 1942 Nuri al-Said put forward a scheme for the unification of
Syria, Lebanon, Palestine and Transjordan with ‘semi-autonomy’ for the Jews
in Palestine, as a first step towards Arab unity. Egypt was not included.
Another scheme, which was proposed by King Ibn Saud’s friend and adviser...
Philby, was for the Saudi monarch to head an Arab federation with an

78 Burleigh, Small Wars, Far Away Places, London: Pan, 2013, pp. 85-86.

70



autonomous Jewish state in Palestine. This found favour with the Gentile
Zionist Winston Churchill and the Zionist leadership. Again, Egypt was
excluded. However, despite Ibn Saud’s high prestige, which caused both
Churchill and Roosevelt to imagine him as ‘king of the Arabs’, all such schemes
were impractical because of the enmity between the Saudis and the Hashemites
- neither would ever accept the others” leadership.

“However, the British Foreign Office was in favour of closer ties between
the Arab states, provided that Western interests could be maintained. A major
factor was the hope that it could be easier to solve the Palestine problem within
a broader Arab framework. From May 1941 onwards, Anthony Eden, the
British foreign secretary, made repeated statements that Britain favoured any
scheme that commanded general approval among the Arabs for strengthening
the cultural, economic and political ties between the Arab states. Britain now
accepted that Egypt - the site of the Middle East Supply Centre and focus of
the Allied war effort in the region would make the best headquarters for any
Western-sponsored Arab federation. Moreover, the Wafd government led by
Nahas, in wartime alliance with Britain, had begun to be attracted by the
concept of an Egyptian-led Arab union. King Farouk was equally determined
that Egypt should not be left out. Reluctantly Nuri al-Said and other Arab
leaders came to accept the inevitable: there was no alternative to Egypt. The
last act of the Watd government before it was driven out of office in October
1944 was to sign the Protocol of Alexandria with the six other independent
Arab states which led to the foundation of the Arab League in the following
year...”79
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8. STALIN COMES TO POWER

1927 was a critical year in the history of the Soviet Union, when revolutions
took place in both Church and State. We shall discuss the ecclesiastical
revolution in the next chapter. As for the political revolution, it coincided with
a crisis in the economy after a poor harvest as grain stocks fell and pressure
mounted on the New Economic Policy, with “collectivization” being
mentioned by Stalin. At the same time there was a war scare, discounted by
those in the know, like the Foreign Ministry but whipped up by Stalin’s
supporters. It served his purpose because he could try and link the “United
Opposition” of Trotsky, Kamenev and Zinoviev” to foreign (especially British)
agents working inside Russia.

That opposition, which had acted in a desultory and often disunited manner
in the years 1923-26, received a new lease of life from the catastrophe of Chiang
Kai-Shek’s pogrom of the Chinese communists in April, 1927. This, it could not
be denied, was a major defeat for the foreign policy of Stalin, who had forced
the Chinese communists to enter into union with Chiang’s Kuomingtang and
then stood by (without breaking with Chiang officially) as they were
massacred. There is no doubt that Stalin had planned that the Chinese
communists should take control of the Kuomingtang eventually. But Chiang
beat him to tbe punch (as Hitler was to do with the not dissimilar situation in
1941), and there was some substance to the Trotskyites” claim that Stalin had
betrayed the Chinese revolution, that he was “the Gravedigger of the
revolution”

Stalin returned from holiday on July 23, and immediately set about
disposing of the opposition once and for all. The Trotskyites produced a
pamphlet against Stalin, but Stalin retaliated by demonsrating that a worker in
the Trotskyite press had once been a White officer - but did not reveal that he
was now working for the OGPU! Trotsky, no longer targeting just
“bureaucratism” and the lack of free speech in the government, went for the
jugular at Stalin and Bukharin.

The vituperative language on both sides reached new heights (or lows). At
the Central Committee plenum from October 21 to 23, “Trotsky, in response to
a proposed resolution to expel him as well as Zinoviev from the Central
Committee, quoted Lenin’s Testament, ‘Remove Stalin, who may carry the
party to a split and to ruin.” Stalin loyalists shouted him down: ‘Liar’, “Traitor’,
‘Scum’, and of course ‘Gravedigger of the Revolution’. Trotsky stretched out
one arm and read his text through the insults. ‘First a word about the so-called
Trotskyism,” he said. ‘The falsification factory is working at full steam and
around the clock to construct “Trotskyism”.” He added: ‘The rudeness and
disloyalty about which Lenin wrote are no longer simply personal qualities;
they have become the hallmark of the leading faction, they have become its
policy and its regime.” He was right. When Trotsky revealed that the former
Wrangel office associated with the opposition ‘printing press” was in fact an
OGPU agent, someone shouted: ‘This is outside the meeting agenda.’
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Kaganovich called out: “‘Menshevik! Counterrevolutionary!” The chairman of
the session rang and rang the bell. One person threw a doorstop volume of
economic statistics at Trotsky; another flung a glass of water... The
stenographer recorded the following: ‘Renewed whistling. A constantly
increasing commotion. Nothing can be heard. The chairman calls for order.
More whistling. Shouts of ‘Get down from the dais’. The chairman adjourns the
session. Comrade Trotsky continues to read his speech, but not a single word
can be heard. The members of the plenum quit their seats and began to file out
of the hall.”80

On November 5, “as the revolution’s anniversary approached, Stalin
received an eighty-person delegation of sympathetic foreigners from multiple
countries, only to have them question him about Soviet secret police powers.
He defended the OGPU as ‘more or less equivalent to the Committee of Public
Safety created during the Great French Revolution,” in words carried by Pravda,
and suggested that the foreign bourgeoisie were engaged in slandering the
Soviet secret police. ‘From the point of view of the internal situation, the state
of the revolution is secure and unwavering, so we could get by without the
OGPU,” he allowed, but added that “we are a country surrounded by capitalist
states. The internal enemies of our revolution are agents of the capitalists of all
countries. The capitalist states offer a base and a rear for the internal enemies
of our country against the counterrevolutionary elements of all countries.
Judge for yourself whether we could get by without punitive organs long the
lines of an OGPU in such conditions.” The foreigners were said to have
applauded vigorously.

“The political regime had tightened considerably. When Kamenev and
Rakovski attempted to address the Moscow party organization, they were
shouted down. The orchestrated vote against them was reported as 2,500 to 1.
That was the context in which, on November 7, 1927, the revolution’s tenth
anniversary, Stalin and the rest of the leadership ascended the cube
mausoleumat 10:00 a.m. for the annual parade. Film cameras were rolling as
first the Red Army units and then workers from the biggest factories marched
by in prearranged columns. Inner Moscow was an armed camp, in anticipation
that the opposition would try to mount a counterdemonstration on and close
by Red Square. Opposition marchers that day were not numerous, and Staln
and the OGPU had readied plain clothes operatives and others to pounce on
any opposition banner or speech. A few oppositionists who marched in the
ranks with their work collectives tried to hoist portraits of Trotsky as well as
Lenin. Some of them briefly managed to disrupt the official proceedings on Red
Square, in a corner of the large public space, with impromptu speeches and
banners (‘Down with the Kulak, the NEPman and the bureaucrat’). But
vigiliantes guided by plainclothes OGPU officers pummeled and took them
into custody. How many marchers knew what was happening remains
uncertain. No non-regime newspapers existed to broadcast the opposition’s
actions. Trotsky and Kamenev toured Moscow’s streets by motor car, but on a
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side street near Revolution Square, they were greeted by disapproving
whistles; shots were fired into the air. Regime vigilantes smashed the vehicle’s
windows. That night Stalin previewed Sergei Eisenstein’s film October about
1917, and forced him to remove the frames depicting Trotsky and to make
alterations in the portrayal of Lenin (‘Lenin’s liberalism is not timely’).

“In China, the Guomingdang [Kuomintang] picked this Red holiday to raid
the Soviet consulate in Shanghai: a week later, the government in Nanjing
would sever diplomatic relations. In Moscow, Stalin moved quickly to
capitalize on the opposition’s quixotic counterdemonstrations, which
empowered him to press his repression of the party opposition over the
objections of others in the inner regime. At a joint plenum of the Central
Committee and party Control Commission on November 14, 1927, Trotsky and
Zinoviev were expelled from the party for incitement to counterrevolution;
Kamenev, Rakovski, and others were ejected from the Central Committee.
Beginning on November 16, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Radek and others were
evicted from the Kremlin. The citadel was soon completely closed to non-
regime personnel, and tourism was discontinued.”®!

The climax came at the 15" Party Congress in December, “the largest yet
with 1,669 delegates (898 voting). Trotsky and Zinoview were not among them.
The opposition lacked even a single voting delegate.”®?

Kamenev was allowed to attend as a non-voting delegate; he capitulated -
the first of many at the top level of government - and admitted to working to
destroy the unity of the party. Stalin ungraciously accepted his repentance
while the whole congress stood and applauded. A resolution condemning the
opposition was passed unanimously.

“The United opposition split. On December 10, Kamenev and the
Zinovievites Yevdokimov and Bakayev reported their written appeal,
promising to disperse their faction and requesting release of oppositionists
who had been arrested. But that same day the Trotsky supporters Muralov and
Rakovski, while announcing their agreement with the impossibility of forming
a second party, maintained their right to continue to defend opposing views
within the single party. Stalin decided not to accept the Zinovievites” surrender.
Instead of merely requiring that they remain silent, as he initially had
demanded, now he ordered that they recant publicly and grovel for the rest of
the week. On December 17, the expulsion of Trotsky, Zinoviev, and others from
the party, which had been voted back at the previous plenum, were confirmed.
Two days later, Zinoviev, Kamenev and others, twenty-three people in total,
signed a degrading petition to the congress - which they were not even allowed
into the hall to present in person - renouncing their “‘wrong and anti-Leninist
views’. Stalin again refused to reinstate them. Ordzhonikidze engaged in
negotiations over the disposition of the highest-profile Trotskyites who sought

81 Kotkin, Stalin, vol. I, London: Penguin, 2015, pp. 650-651
82 Kotkin, Stalin, vol. I, pp. 652.
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to continue working in some capacity, but Stalin soon scattered them into
internal exile. Whereas in the politburo in mid-1924, Great Russians accounted
for 46 percent, with a third having been Jews and the remaining three a Pole,
Latvian, and Georgian, now the politburo became two-thirds Russia (and
would retain a Russian majority thereafter). The talk around the congress was
that ‘Moses had taken the Jews out of Egypt, and Stalin took them out of the
Central Committee.””%3

So by the end of 1927 Stalin ruled the country as an absolute despot with no
political opposition. But what of the Church’s opposition?

83 Kotkin, Stalin, vol. I, pp. 655-656.
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9. THE DECLARATION OF METROPOLITAN SERGEI

Shortly before his death in April, 1925, Patriarch Tikhon confided to his
personal physician and friend, Michael Zhizhilenko, that he felt that the
unceasing pressure of the government would one day force the leadership of
the Church to concede too much, and that the true Church would then have to
descend into the catacombs like the Roman Christians of old in order to remain
faithful to Christ. And he counselled his friend, who was a widower, that when
that time came, he should seek the monastic tonsure and episcopal
consecration.8 That time came in 1927 with the notorious pro-Soviet
declaration of Metropolitan Sergei, the founder of the present-day Moscow
Patriarchate; and Michael Zhizhilenko, following the advice of the holy
patriarch, then became the first man to be consecrated as an underground
bishop, taking the name of Maximus. He was shot on Solovki in 1931...

Following his example and in accordance with the holy patriarch’s will, the
best hierarchs of the Russian Church had descended into the catacombs within
a decade of his death...8>

The idea that the Russian Church might have to descend into the catacombs,
in imitation of the Christians in early Rome, had been suggested as early as
1909 by the future head of that Catacomb Church and hieromartyr,
Metropolitan Joseph (Petrovykh) of Petrograd (+1937): “Now many are
complaining about the hard times for the Church... Remembering the words
of the Saviour with complete accuracy, we must expect still worse times for the
Church... Without any exaggeration, she must truly live through a condition
close to complete destruction and her being overcome by the gates of hell.
Perhaps with us, exactly as in the land of freedom, America, they will drive the
Name of Christ out of the schools. They will adapt prayer assemblies into
ordinary meetings permitted by the police, as in that other land of freedom,
France, and will convert the heritage of the Church, together with the very right
of faith, into the property of the state. Perhaps the faith of Christ will again hide
in the woods, the deserts, the catacombs, and the confession of the faith will be
only in secret, while immoral and blasphemous presentations will come out
into the open. All this may happen! The struggle against Christ will be waged
with desperation, with the exertion of the last drop of human and hellish
energy, and only then, perhaps, will it be given to hell and to mankind to assure
us with complete obviousness of the unfailing power and might of the priceless
promise of Christ: ‘I will build My Church, and the gates of hell will not prevail
against her” (Matthew 16.18).”8¢

8¢ .M. Andreyev, Russia's Catacomb Saints, Platina, Ca.: St. Herman Brotherhood Press, 1982, p.
56.

85 V. Moss, The Russian Golgotha, Alberta, Canada: Monastery Press, 2006.

86 Archimandrite Joseph, Kormchij, 23 May, 1909; quoted in Sergei and Tamara Fomin, Rossia
pered vtorym prishestviem (Russia before the Second Coming), Moscow: Rodnik, 1994, vol. L, p.
413.

76



On March 25 / April 7, 1925, the feast of the Annunciation, Patriarch Tikhon
died. It is almost certain that he was poisoned. According to his cell-attendant,
Constantine Pashkovich, his next to last words, uttered with an unusual
severity, were: “Now I shall go to sleep deeply and for a long time. The night
will be long, and very dark...”87

On April 12, Patriarch Tikhon’s will of January 7, 1925 was discovered and
read out. It said that in the event of the Patriarch’s death and the absence of the
first two candidates for the post of patriarchal locum tenens, Metropolitans Cyril
of Kazan and Agathangel of Yaroslavl, “our patriarchal rights and duties, until
the lawful election of a new patriarch,... pass to his Eminence Peter,
metropolitan of Krutitsa.” At the moment of the Patriarch’s death,
Metropolitans Cyril and Agathangel were in exile and unable to rule the
Church. Therefore the 59 assembled hierarchs decided that “Metropolitan
Peter cannot decline from the obedience given him and... must enter upon the
duties of the patriarchal locum tenens.”8

Metropolitan Peter proved to be a strong rock against which the waves of
the atheists and renovationists beat in vain. In an epistle dated July 28, 1925,
he declared concerning the renovationists: “In the holy Church of God only
that is lawful which is approved by the God-ordained ecclesiastical
government, preserved by succession since the time of the Apostles. All
arbitrary acts, everything that has been done by the new-church party without
the approval of the most holy Patriarch now at rest with God, everything that
is now done without our approval - all this has no validity in accordance with
the canons of the holy Church (Apostolic canon 34; Council of Antioch, canon
9), for the true Church is one, and the grace of the most Holy Spirit residing in
her is one, for there can be no two Churches or two graces. ‘There is one Body,
and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one
Faith, one Baptism, one God and Father of all’ (Ephesians. 4.4-6).”8

Meanwhile, Tuchkov initiated discussions with Peter with regard to
“legalizing” the Church. This “legalization” promised to relieve the Church’s

rightless position, but on the following conditions:

1) theissuing of a declaration of a pre-determined content;

87 Patriarch Tikhon, in M.B. Danilushkin (ed.), Istoria Russkoj Tserkvi ot Vosstanovlenia
Patriarshestva do nashikh dnej (A History of the Russian Church from the Reestablishment of the
Patriarchate to our Days), vol. I, St. Petersburg, 1997, p. 201.

In 1992, when the night of Soviet Communism had finally been dispersed, the relics of this,
one of the greatest anti-communist warriors, were found to be incorrupt (Bishop Tikhon
(Shevkhunov), “The Uncovering of the Relics of Patriarch Tikhon”, Orthodox Christianity,
February 24, 2018).

8 M.E. Gubonin, Akty Sviateishago Patriarkha Tikhona (The Acts of His Holiness Patriarch
Tikhon), Moscow, 1994, p. 413.
89 Gubonin, op. cit., pp. 418-421.
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2) the exclusion from the ranks of the bishops of those who were displeasing
to the authorities;

3) the condemnation of the émigré bishops; and

4) the participation of the government, in the person of Tuchkov, in the
future activities of the Church.”

However, Metropolitan Peter refused to accept these conditions or sign the
text of the declaration Tuchkov offered him. For, as he once said to Tuchkov:
“You're all liars. You give nothing, except promises. And now please leave the
room, we are about to have a meeting.”

On December 12, Metropolitan Peter was imprisoned in the Lubyanka. The
other locum tenentes, Metropolitans Cyril and Agathangel, had already been
exiled. There followed a tussle for power between different Church parties
claiming to be the lawful deputies of Peter which was eventually won by
Metropolitan Sergei (Stragorodsky) of Nizhni-Novgorod, the former
renovationist. The communists had removed the last canonical leaders of the
Russian Church, and they were ready now to place their own candidate on the
throne of all the Russias...

On June 7, 1926 a group of bishops imprisoned on Solovki issued an epistle
that squarely faced up to the problems of Church-State relations in the Soviet
Union. Although the Orthodox Church had cooperated with many kinds of
regime in her history, there were definite limits to such cooperation, the
bishops said, with regard to the communist state. “The Church recognizes
spiritual principles of existence; Communism rejects them. The Church
believes in the living God, the Creator of the world, the Leader of Her life and
destinies; Communism denies His existence, believing in the spontaneity of the
world’s existence and in the absence of rational, ultimate causes of its history.
The Church assumes that the purpose of human life is in the heavenly
fatherland, even if She lives in conditions of the highest development of
material culture and general well-being; Communism refuses to recognize any
other purpose of mankind’s existence than terrestrial welfare. The ideological
differences between the Church and the State descend from the apex of
philosophical observations to the region of immediately practical significance,
the sphere of ethics, justice and law, which Communism considers the
conditional result of class struggle, assessing phenomena in the moral sphere
exclusively in terms of utility. The Church preaches love and mercy;
Communism - camaraderie and merciless struggle. The Church instils in
believers humility, which elevates the person; Communism debases man by
pride. The Church preserves chastity of the body and the sacredness of
reproduction; Communism sees nothing else in marital relations than the
satisfaction of the instincts. The Church sees in religion a life-bearing force
which does not only guarantee for men his eternal, foreordained destiny, but
also serves as the source of all the greatness of man’s creativity, as the basis of
his earthly happiness, sanity and welfare; Communism sees religion as opium,

9 Gubonin, op. cit., p. 402.
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inebriating the people and relaxing their energies, as the source of their
suffering and poverty. The Church wants to see religion flourish; Communism
wants its death. Such a deep contradiction in the very basis of their
Weltanschauungen precludes any intrinsic approximation or reconciliation
between the Church and the State, as there cannot be any between affirmation
and negation, between yes and no, because the very soul of the Church, the
condition of Her existence and the sense of Her being, is that which is
categorically denied by Communism.

“The Church cannot attain such an approximation by any compromises or
concessions, by any partial changes in Her teaching or reinterpretation of it in
the spirit of Communism. Pitiful attempts of this kind were made by the
renovationists: one of them declared it his task to instil into the consciousness
of believers the idea that Communism is in its essence indistinguishable from
Christianity, and that the Communist State strives for the attainment of the
same aims as the Gospel, but by its own means, that is, not by the power of
religious conviction, but by the path of compulsion. Others recommended a
review of Christian dogmatics in such a way that its teaching about the
relationship of God to the world would not remind one of the relationship of
a monarch to his subjects and would rather correspond to republican
conceptions. Yet others demanded the exclusion from the calendar of saints ‘of
bourgeois origin” and their removal from church veneration. These attempts,
which were obviously insincere, produced a profound feeling of indignation
among believing people.

“The Orthodox Church will never stand upon this unworthy path and will
never, either in whole or in part, renounce her teaching of the Faith that has
been winnowed through the holiness of past centuries, for one of the eternally
shifting moods of society...”%

On June 10, Metropolitan Sergei issued an address to the archpastors,
pastors and flock of the Russian Church in the same spirit, noting that there
were certain irreconcilable differences between the Church and the State. At
the same time, however, he argued for the necessity of the Church being
legalized by the State. The question of legalization proved to be the Achilles’
heel through which the communists took control of the official Church.

In December Sergei was arrested, so Metropolitan Joseph of Petrograd took
over as Peter’s deputy, in accordance with the latter’s will of one year before.®2
But Joseph was prevented from leaving Yaroslavl by the authorities, so he
handed the leadership of the Church to his deputies: Archbishop Cornelius
(Sobolev), Archbishop Thaddeus (Uspensky) and Archbishop Seraphim
(Samoilovich) of Uglich. On December 29, Metropolitan Joseph was arrested,

91 Regelson, Tragedia Russkoj Tserkvi 1917-1945 (The Tragedy of the Russian Church, 1917-1945),
Paris: YMCA Press, 1977, pp. 417-20.

92 Gubonin, op. cit., p. 422. Peter’s choice of deputies was: Sergei of Nizhni-Novgorod, Michael
of the Ukraine, and Joseph of Rostov, in that order.
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and on the same day Archbishop Seraphim wrote that he was taking upon
himself the duties of the deputy of the patriarchal locum tenens.9

In the same month of December, 1926, Tuchkov proposed to Metropolitan
Peter, who was in prison in Suzdal, that he renounce his locum tenancy. Peter
refused, and then sent a message to everyone through a fellow prisoner that
he would “never under any circumstances leave his post and would remain
faithful to the Orthodox Church to death itself”.%

Then, on January 1, 1927, while he was in Perm on his way to exile on the
island of Khe in Siberia, Metropolitan Peter confirmed Sergei as his deputy,
being apparently unaware of the recent changes in the leadership of the
Church.?> Though he came to regret this decision, Metropolitan Peter was not
able to revoke it officially from his remote exile. And Metropolitan Sergei now
acted as if he did not exist...

At the beginning of March, Archbishop Seraphim was summoned from
Uglich to Moscow and interrogated for three days by the GPU. He was offered
a Synod, and indicated who should be its members. Seraphim refused, and put
forward his own list of names, which included Metropolitan Cyril.

“But he’s in prison,” they said.
“Then free him,” said the archbishop.
The GPU then presented him with the familiar conditions for legalization.

Gustavson writes: “He refused outrightly without entering into
discussions, pointing out that he was not entitled to decide such questions
without the advice of his imprisoned superiors. When he was asked whom he
would appoint as his executive deputy he is said to have answered that he
would turn over the Church to the Lord Himself. The examining magistrate
was said to have looked at him full of wonder and to have replied:

“” All the others have appointed deputies...’
“To this Seraphim countered: ‘But I lay the Church in the hands of God, our

Lord. I am doing this, so that the whole world may know what freedom
Orthodox Christianity is enjoying in our free State.””%

9 If Archbishop Seraphim was in prison, then Metropolitan Joseph decreed that the bishops
were to govern their dioceses independently.

94 Regelson, op. cit., p. 408.

% Gubonin, op. cit., pp. 492-493.

% Gustavson, The Catacomb Church, Jordanville: Holy Trinity Monastery, 1960. See also N.A.,
op. cit., p. 18, and a tape recorded conversation with Protopriest Michael Ardov in 1983, Church
News, vol. 13, N 11 (112), p. 6.
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This was a decisive moment, for the central hierarch of the Church was
effectively declaring the Church’s decentralization. And not before time. For
with the imprisonment of the last of the three possible locum tenentes there was
really no canonical basis for establishing a central administration for the
Church before the convocation of a Local Council. But this was prevented by
the communists. The system of deputies of the deputy of the locum tenens had
no basis in Canon Law or precedent in the history of the Church. And if it was
really the case that the Church could not exist without a first hierarch and
central administration, then the awful possibility existed that with the fall of
the first hierarch the whole Church would fall, too...

*

On March 20, 1927 Metropolitan Sergei was released from prison and was
given back the reins of the Church by Archbishop Seraphim.”” Whatever
doubts hierarchs and people may have had about his firmness, there seemed
to be no other legal claimant to the post in freedom at that time... On March 28
Metropolitan Cyril was given another term in exile - and it is clear from the
court records that the main reason was his secret election as patriarch by the
confessing bishops.”® But why, then, was Metropolitan Sergei not imprisoned,
too? Evidently, he had reached an agreement with the authorities, while
Metropolitan Cyril (together with Metropolitan Agathangel) had rejected any
such agreement. Indeed, the conversation between Tuchkov and Metropolitan
Cyril concerning the conditions of the latter’s leadership of the Church is
reported to have gone something like this:-

“If we have to remove some hierarch, will you help us in this?”

“Yes, if the hierarch appears to be guilty of some ecclesiastical
transgression... In the contrary case, I shall tell him directly, “The authorities
are demanding this of me, but I have nothing against you.””

“No!” replied Tuchkov. “You must try to find an appropriate reason and
remove him as if on your own initiative.”

To this the hierarch replied: “Eugene Nikolayevich! You are not the cannon,
and I am not the shot, with which you want to blow up our Church from
within!”%

But they found the shot - Metropolitan Sergei, who had played a leading
role in the first Church revolution in 1917 and in the second, renovationist one

97 In later years, after Sergius’ betrayal of the Church, Archbishop Seraphim is reported to have
reasserted his rights as patriarchal locum tenens. See Michael Khlebnikov, “O tserkovnoj
situatsii v Kostrome v 20-30-e gody” (On the Church Situation in Kostroma in the 20s and 30s),
Pravoslavnaia Zhizn” (Orthodox Life), 49, N 5 (569), May, 1997, p. 19.

9% http://www.pstbi.ru/cgi-htm/db.exe/no_dbpath/docum/cnt/ans, “Kirill (Smirnov
Konstantin Ilarionovich)”.

9 Regelson, op. cit., p. 413.
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in 1922, when he officially declared the renovationists’ Higher Church
Authority to be “the only canonical, lawful supreme ecclesiastical authority,
and we consider all the decrees issuing from it to be completely lawful and
binding”1%. In 1923 Metropolitan Sergei had supported the renovationists’
defrocking of Patriarch Tikhon as “a traitor to Orthodoxy”. True, on August
27,1923, he was forced to offer public repentance for his betrayal of Orthodoxy
in renovationism. But as Hieromartyr Damascene later pointed out, he had not
been in a hurry to offer repentance... Moreover, as the Catholic writer Deinber
points out, “the fact of the liberation of Metropolitan Sergei at this moment,
when the repressions against the Church throughout Russia were all the time
increasing, when his participation in the affair of the election of Metropolitan
Cyril, for which a whole series of bishops had paid with exile, was undoubted,
immediately aroused anxiety, which was strengthened when, on April 25 /
May 8, a Synod was unexpectedly convoked in Moscow. It became certain that
between Metropolitan Sergei, during his imprisonment, and the Soviet
government, i.e. the GPU, some sort of agreement had been established, which
placed both him and the bishops close to him in a quite exceptional position
relative to the others. Metropolitan Sergei received the right to live in Moscow,
which right he had not enjoyed even before his arrest. When the names of the
bishops invited to join the Synod were made known, then there could be no
further doubts concerning the capitulation of Metropolitan Sergei before Soviet
power. The following joined the Synod: Archbishop Sylvester (Bratanovsky) -
a former renovationist; Archbishop Alexis Simansky - a former renovationist,
appointed to the Petrograd see by the Living Church after the execution of
Metropolitan Benjamin [Kazansky]; Archbishop Philip [Gumilevsky] - a
former beglopopovets, i.e. one who had left the Orthodox Church for the sect of
the beglopopovtsi; Metropolitan Seraphim [Alexandrov] of Tver, a man whose
connections with the OGPU were known to all Russia and whom no-one
trusted...”101

On May 20, the OGPU officially recognized this Synod, which suggested
that Metropolitan Sergei had agreed to the terms of legalization that Patriarch
Tikhon and Metropolitan Peter had rejected. One of Sergei’s closest supporters,
Bishop Metrophan of Aksaisk, had once declared that “the legalisation of the
church administration is a sign of heterodoxy”... In any case, Metropolitan
Sergei and his “Patriarchal Holy Synod” now wrote to the bishops enclosing
the OGPU document and telling them that their diocesan councils should now
seek registration from the local organs of Soviet power. Then, in June, Sergei
wrote to Metropolitan Evlogy of Paris directing him to sign a declaration of
loyalty to the Soviet power. He agreed... On July 14, in ukaz Ne 93, Sergei
demanded that all clergy abroad should sign a formal pledge to cease
criticizing the Soviet government. It also stated that any clergyman abroad
who refused to sign such would no longer be considered to be a part of the
Moscow Patriarchate. This ukaz, which completely contradicted his previous
ukaz of September 12, 1926, which blessed the hierarchs abroad to form their

100 The Living Church, NN 4-5, 14 July, 1922; Gubonin, op. cit., pp. 218-19.
101 Regelson, op. cit., p. 415; Gubonin, op. cit., p. 407.
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own independent administration, even included the actual text of the pledge
that was to be signed: “I, the undersigned, promise that because of my actual
dependence upon the Moscow Patriarchate, I will not permit myself in either
my social activities nor especially in my Church work, any expression that
could in the least way be considered as being disloyal with regard to the Soviet
government.”102

The clergy abroad were given until October 15 to sign this pledge. The
Council of Bishops of the Russian Church Outside Russia (ROCOR), in their
encyclical dated August 26, 1927, refused this demand and declared: "The free
portion of the Church of Russia must terminate relations with the ecclesiastical
administration in Moscow [i.e., with Metropolitan Sergei and his synod], in
view of the fact that normal relations with it are impossible and because of its
enslavement by the atheist regime, which is depriving it of freedom to act
according to its own will and of freedom to govern the Church in accordance
with the canons."

However, Metropolitan Evlogy of Paris, agreed to sign, “but on condition
that the term ‘loyalty’ means for us the apoliticisation of the émigré Church,
that is, we are obliged not to make the ambon a political arena, if this will relieve
the difficult situation of our native Mother Church; but we cannot be ‘loyal” to
Soviet power: we are not citizens of the USSR, and the USSR does not recognise
us as such, and therefore the political demand is from the canonical point of
view non-obligatory for us...”

On July 5, 1928, the Hierarchical Synod of ROCOR decreed: “The present
ukaz [of Sergei] introduces nothing new into the position of the Church
Abroad. It repeats the same notorious ukaz of his Holiness Patriarch Tikhon in
1922, which was decisively rejected by the whole Church Abroad in its time.”
In response to this refusal, Metropolitan Sergei expelled the ROCOR hierarchs
from membership of the Moscow Patriarchate. On September 13, Metropolitan
Eulogy wrote to Sergei asking that he be given autonomy. On September 24
Sergei replied with a refusal. So the first schism between the Russian Church
inside and outside Russia took place as a result of the purely political demands
of Sergei’s Moscow Patriarchate.

The refusal of ROCOR was supported by the Solovki bishops: “The epistle
threatens those church-servers who have emigrated with exclusion from the
Moscow Patriarchate on the grounds of their political activity, that is, it lays an
ecclesiastical punishment upon them for political statements, which
contradicts the resolution of the All-Russian Council of 1917-18 of August
3/16, 1918, which made clear the canonical impermissibility of such
punishments, and rehabilitated all those people who were deprived of their
orders for political crimes in the past.”1%

102 Quoted in Protopriest Alexander Lebedeff, “Is the Moscow Patriarchate the ‘Mother Church’
of the ROCOR”, Orthodox@ListServ.Indiana.Edu, 24 December, 1997.
103 Regelson, op. cit., p. 436.
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Meanwhile, ominous events were taking place in Georgia. “Between June
21 and 27, 1927,” writes Fr. Elijah Melia, “a Council elected as Catholicos
Christopher Tsitskichvili. On August 6 he wrote to the Ecumenical Patriarch
Basil III who replied addressing him as Catholicos. The new Catholicos entirely
changed the attitude of the ecclesiastical hierarchy towards the Soviet power,
officially declared militant atheist, in favour of submission and collaboration
with the Government.”104

During a synodal session under the presidency of the new Catholicos, it was
decided to introduce the new style into the Georgian Church. However, the
reform was rejected by the people and the majority of the priests. So it fell
through and was repealed within a few months. All this, according to Boris
Sokolov, took place under the influence of the head of the Georgian KGB,
Laurence Pavlovich Beria, who wrote in 1929: “By our lengthy labours we
succeeded in creating an opposition to Catholicos Ambrose and the then
leading group in the Georgian Church, and... in January, 1927 we succeeded
in completely wresting the reins of the government of the Georgian Church
from the hands of Ambrose, and in removing him and his supporters from a
leading role in the Georgian Church. In April, after the death of Catholicos
Ambrose, Metropolitan Christopher was elected Catholicos. He is completely
loyal to Soviet power, and already the Council that elected Christopher has
declared its loyalty to the power and has condemned the politics and activity
of Ambrose, and in particular, the Georgian emigration.”1% There followed, as
Fr. Samson Zateishvili writes, “the persecution of clergy and believers, the
dissolution of monasteries, the destruction of churches and their
transformation into warehouses and cattle-sheds. .. The situation of the Church
in Georgia was, perhaps, still more tragic and hopeless [than in the Russian
Church], insofar as the new trials were imposed on old, unhealed wounds
which remained from previous epochs.”106

In October, 1930, the future Archbishop Leonty of Chile noted: “I arrived in
Thilisi in the evening,” he wrote in his Memoirs, and went straight with my
letter to the cathedral church of Sion... The clergy of the cathedral were so
terrified of the Bolsheviks that they were afraid to give me shelter in their
houses and gave me a place to sleep in the cathedral itself.”107

As if taking his cue from the Georgians, on July 16/29, Metropolitan Sergei
issued the infamous Declaration that has been the basis of the existence of the

104 Melia, "The Orthodox Church of Georgia", A Sign of God: Orthodoxy 1964, Athens: Zoe, 1964,
p. 113.

105 Monk Benjamin (Gomarteli), Letopis” Tserkovnykh Sobytij (1928-1938) (Chronicle of Church
Events (1928-1938), vol. 2, pp. 5-6.

106 Zateishvili, "Gruzinskaia Tserkov' i polnota pravoslavia" (The Georgian Church and the
Fullness of Orthodoxy), in Bessmertny and Filatov, op. cit., p. 422.

107 A.B. Psarev, "Zhizneopisanie Arkhiepiskopa Leontia Chilijskogo (1904-1971 gg.)" (A Life of
Archbishop Leonty of Chile (1904-1971), Pravoslavnaia Zhizn' (Orthodox Life), N 3 (555), March,
1996, p. 20.
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Sovietized Moscow Patriarchate ever since, and which was to cause the
greatest and most destructive schism in the history of the Orthodox Church
since the fall of the Papacy in the eleventh century.

First he pretended that Patriarch Tikhon had always been aiming to have
the Church legalized by the State, but had been frustrated by the émigré
hierarchs and by his own death. There is a limited truth in this - but it was not
the émigré hierarchs that frustrated the patriarch, nor did he want the kind of
legalization Sergius wanted... Then he went on: “At my proposal and with
permission from the State, a blessed Patriarchal Synod has been formed by
those whose signatures are affixed to this document at its conclusion. Missing
are the Metropolitan of Novgorod, Arseny, who has not arrived yet, and
Archbishop Sebastian of Kostroma, who is ill. Our application that this Synod
be permitted to take up the administration of the Orthodox All-Russian
Church has been granted. Now our Orthodox Church has not only a
canonically legal central administration but a central administration that is
legal also according to the law of the State of the Soviet Union. We hope that
this legalization will be gradually extended to the lower administrative units,
to the dioceses and the districts. It is hardly necessary to explain the
significance and the consequences of this change for our Orthodox Church, her
clergy and her ecclesiastical activity. Let us therefore thank the Lord, Who has
thus favoured our Church. Let us also give thanks before the whole people to
the Soviet Government for its understanding of the religious needs of the
Orthodox population. At the same time let us assure the Government that we
will not misuse the confidence it has shown us.

“In undertaking now, with the blessings of the Lord, the work of this Synod,
we clearly realize the greatness of our task and that of all the representatives
of the Church. We must show not only with words but with deeds, that not
only people indifferent to the Orthodox Faith or traitors to the Orthodox
Church can be loyal citizens of the Soviet Union and loyal subjects of the Soviet
power, but also the most zealous supporters of the Orthodox Church, to whom
the Church with all her dogmas and traditions, with all her laws and
prescriptions, is as dear as Truth and Life.

“We want to be Orthodox, and at the same time to see the Soviet Union as
our civil Fatherland, whose triumphs and successes are also our triumphs and
successes, whose failures are our failures. Every attack, boycott, public
catastrophe or an ordinary case of assassination, as the recent one in Warsaw,
will be regarded as an attack against ourselves...”

Lebedev comments on this: “This murder in Warsaw was the murder by B.
Koverdaya of the Bolshevik Voikoff (also known as Weiner), who was one of
the principal organizers of the murder of the Imperial Family, which fact was
well known then, in 1927. So Sergei let the Bolsheviks clearly understand that
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he and his entourage were at one with them in all their evil deeds up to and
including regicide.” 108

Metropolitan Sergei continued: “Even if we remain Orthodox, we shall yet
do our duties as citizens of the Soviet Union ‘not only for wrath but also for
conscience’s sake” (Romans 13.5), and we hope that with the help of God and
through working together and giving support to one another we shall be able
to fulfil this task.

“We can be hindered only by that which hindered the construction of
Church life on the bases of loyalty in the first years of Soviet power. This is an
inadequate consciousness of the whole seriousness of what has happened in
our country. The establishment of Soviet power has seemed to many like some
kind of misunderstanding, something coincidental and therefore not long
lasting. People have forgotten that there are no coincidences for the Christian
and that in what has happened with us, as in all places and at all times, the
same right hand of God is acting, that hand which inexorably leads every
nation to the end predetermined for it. To such people who do not want to
understand “the signs of the times’, it may also seem that it is wrong to break
with the former regime and even with the monarchy, without breaking with
Orthodoxy... Only ivory-tower dreamers can think that such an enormous
society as our Orthodox Church, with the whole of its organisation, can have
a peaceful existence in the State while hiding itself from the authorities. Now,
when our Patriarchate, fulfilling the will of the reposed Patriarch, has
decisively and without turning back stepped on the path of loyalty, the people
who think like this have to either break themselves and, leaving their political
sympathies at home, offer to the Church only their faith and work with us only
in the name of faith, or (if they cannot immediately break themselves) at least
not hinder us, and temporarily leave the scene. We are sure that they will
again, and very soon, return to work with us, being convinced that only the
relationship to the authorities has changed, while faith and Orthodox Christian
life remain unshaken... 719

An article in Izvestia immediately noted the essence of the declaration - a
return to renovationism: “The far-sighted part of the clergy set out on this path
already in 1922”. So “sergianism”, as Sergei’s position came to be known, was
“neo-renovationism”, and therefore subject to the same condemnation as the
earlier renovationism of “the Living Church”. As recently as November, 2008
the True Orthodox Church of Russial® has defined sergianism as “a neo-
renovationist schism”.

The radical error that lay at the root of this declaration lay in the last
sentence quoted, in the idea that, in an antichristian state whose aim was the
extirpation of all religion, it was possible to preserve loyalty to the State while

108 Lebedev, “Dialogue between the ROCA and the MP: How and Why?” Great Lent, 1998.
109 Regelson, op. cit., pp. 431-32.
110 At its Council in Odessa under the presidency of Archbishop Tikhon of Omsk and Siberia.
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“faith and Orthodox Christian life remained unshaken”. This attitude
presupposed that it was possible, in the Soviet Union as in Ancient Rome, to
draw a clear line between politics and religion. But in practice, even more than
in theory, this line proved impossible to draw. For the Bolsheviks, there was
no such dividing line; for them, everything was ideological, everything had to
be in accordance with their ideology, there could be no room for disagreement,
no private spheres into which the state and its ideology did not pry. Unlike
most of the Roman emperors, who allowed the Christians to order their own
lives in their own way so long as they showed loyalty to the state, the
Bolsheviks insisted in imposing their own ways upon the Christians in every
sphere: in family life (civil marriage only, divorce on demand, children spying
on parents), in education (compulsory Marxism), in economics
(dekulakization, collectivization), in military service (the oath of allegiance to
Lenin), in science (Darwinism, Lysenkoism), in art (socialist realism), and in
religion (the requisitioning of valuables, registration, commemoration of the
authorities at the Liturgy, reporting of confessions by the priests). Resistance
to any one of these demands was counted as "anti-Soviet behaviour", i.e.
political disloyalty. Therefore it was no use protesting one's political loyalty to
the regime if one refused to accept just one of these demands. According to the
Soviet interpretation of the word: "Whoever keeps the whole law but fails in
one has become guilty of all of it" (James 2.10), such a person was an enemy of
the people. Metropolitan Sergei’s identification of his and his Church’s joys and
sorrows with the joys and sorrows of Soviet communism placed the souls of
the millions who followed him in the most serious jeopardy.

The publication of the Declaration was greeted with a storm of criticism. Its
opponents saw in it a more subtle version of renovationism. Even its
supporters and neutral commentators from the West have recognized that it
marked a radical change in the relationship of the Church to the State.!!!

11 Thus Professor William Fletcher comments: “This was a profound and important change in
the position of the Russian Orthodox Church, one which evoked a storm of protest.” (The
Russian Orthodox Church Underground, 1917-1971, Oxford University Press, 1971, p. 57) Again,
according to the Soviet scholar Titov, “after the Patriarchal church changed its relationship to
the Soviet State, undertaking a position of loyalty, in the eyes of the believers any substantial
difference whatsoever between the Orthodox Church and the renovationists disappeared.”
(Fletcher, op. cit., p. 59) Again, according to Archimandrite (later Metropolitan) John (Snychev),
quoting from a renovationist source, in some dioceses in the Urals up to 90% of parishes sent
back Sergei’s declaration as a sign of protest.” (in Regelson, op. cit., p. 434) Again, Donald
Rayfield writes: “In 1927... Metropolitan Sergei formally surrendered the Orthodox Church to
the Bolshevik party and state.” (Stalin and his Hangmen, London: Viking, 2004, p. 123)
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10. THE BIRTH OF THE CATACOMB CHURCH

As was said above, the Declaration of Metropolitan Sergei created the most
serious schism in Orthodox Church history since the schism of the Papacy in
1054.112 If only a few had followed the traitor, the damage would have been
limited to the loss of those few souls. But in fact the majority followed him;
which brought down the just retribution of God in the form of the greatest
persecution of the Church in history...

The persecution of those who rejected the Declaration began in the winter
of 1927-28, which was critical in other ways in the history of the Russian
revolution. In that winter Stalin came to supreme power in the Soviet Union,
having banished his main rival, Trotsky, from the Party. Now, perhaps, he felt
secure enough to turn to his other main rival, the Church.

Before the Declaration, although the pre-revolutionary State had been
destroyed, the economy amputated and enormous damage inflicted on the
Church, with huge numbers of churches and monasteries destroyed, 117
bishops in prison or exile and hundreds of thousands, if not millions of
Christians martyred, the foundations of the building of Holy Rus’ still stood:
the mass of the population, most of the peasants and many workers and
intelligenty, still held to the Orthodox faith and the One, Holy, Catholic and
Apostolic Church, while the structure of daily life in the countryside remained
largely unchanged. Moreover, in some vital respects Holy Rus’” was reviving,.
Thus the spiritual authority of the Church had never been higher, church
attendance was up, and church activities of all kinds were on the increase. E.
Lopeshanskaia writes: “The Church was becoming a state within the state...
The prestige and authority of the imprisoned and persecuted clergy was
immeasurably higher than that of the clergy under the tsars.”113

Five years later, everything had changed. The official church was a slave of
Soviet power; the True Church, after suffering still more thousands of
martyrdoms, had gone underground. The structure of country life had been
destroyed, with most of the local churches destroyed and the peasants either
“dekulakized” - that is, exiled to the taiga or the steppe, with no provision for
their shelter or food - or “collectivized” - that is, deprived of all their private
property and herded into state farms where life was on a subsistence level. The
result of all this was hunger: physical hunger on a vast scale, as fourteen million

12 Sergei Chechuga, “Deklaratsia”, ili Novij Velikij Raskol (The “Declaration”, or a New Great
Schism), St. Petersburg, 2006) compares it to the schism of the Old Ritualists in the seventeenth
century. There is indeed a resemblance, but the schismatics in the seventeenth century were
those who rejected the Orthodox State, whereas the schismatics after 1927 were those who
identified their interests with the interests of the theomachist State.

15 E.L., Episkopy-Ispovedniki (Bishop-Confessors), San Francisco, 1971, p. 70. See Vladimir
Rusak, Svidetel'stvo Obvinenia (Witness for the Prosecution), Jordanville: Holy Trinity
Monastery, 1988, vol. II, pp. 167-191; D. Pospielovksy, "Podvig Very v Ateisticheskom
Gosudarstve" (The Exploit of Faith in the Atheist State), Grani (Edges), N 147, 1988, pp. 227-
265.
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starved to death in the Ukraine, Kuban and Kazakhstan; and spiritual hunger,
as the only true sources of spiritual food were either destroyed or hidden
underground.

Vladimir Rusak writes: “The Church was divided. The majority of clergy
and laymen, preserving the purity of ecclesiological consciousness, did not
recognize the Declaration... On this soil fresh arrests were made. All those who
did not recognize the Declaration were arrested and exiled to distant regions
or confined in prisons and camps. [In 1929] about 15 hierarchs who did not
share the position of Metropolitan Sergei were arrested. Metropolitan Cyril,
the main ‘opponent’ of Metropolitan Sergei, was exiled to Turukhansk in June-
July. The arrest procedure looked something like this: an agent of the GPU
appeared before a bishop and put him a direct question: what is your attitude
to the Declaration of Metropolitan Sergei? If the bishop replied that he did not
recognize it, the agent drew the conclusion: that means that you are a counter-
revolutionary. The bishop was arrested.”114

The first recorded verbal reaction of the anti-sergianists (or, as they now
came to be called, the “True Orthodox Christians”) came from the bishops
imprisoned on Solovki. On the initiative of Bishop Basil of Priluki, in a letter
dated September 14/27, the feast of the Exaltation of the Cross, they wrote:
“The subjection of the Church to the State’s decrees is expressed [in Sergius’
declaration] in such a categorical and sweeping form that it could easily be
understood in the sense of a complete entanglement of Church and State... The
Church cannot declare all the triumphs and successes of the State to be Her
own triumphs and successes. Every government can occasionally make
unwarranted, unjust and cruel decisions which become obligatory to the
Church by way of coercion, but which the Church cannot rejoice in or approve
of. One of the tasks of the present government is the elimination of all religion.
The government’s successes in this direction cannot be recognized by the
Church as Her own successes... The epistle renders to the government “thanks
before the whole people to the Soviet government for its understanding of the
religious needs of the Orthodox population’. An expression of gratitude of
such a kind on the lips of the head of the Russian Orthodox Church cannot be
sincere and therefore does not correspond to the dignity of the Church... The
epistle of the patriarchate sweepingly accepts the official version and lays all
the blame for the grievous clashes between the Church and the State on the
Church...

“In 1926 Metropolitan Sergei said that he saw himself only as a temporary
deputy of the patriarchal locum tenens and in this capacity as not empowered
to address pastoral messages to the entire Russian Church. If then he thought
himself empowered only to issue circular letters, why has he changed his mind
now? The pastoral message of Metropolitan Sergei and his Synod leads the
Church into a pact with the State. It was considered as such by its authors as
well as by the government. Sergius’ action resembles the political activities of

114 Rusak, op. cit., p. 175; Gubonin, op. cit., p. 409.
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the “Living Church’ and differs from them not in nature but only in form and
scope...” 115

Although over 20 bishops signed this epistle, the majority of them did not
consider Sergei’s declaration a reason for immediately breaking communion
with him. Metropolitan Cyril of Kazan wrote to an unknown person that the
Solovki bishops wanted to wait for the repentance of Sergei “until the
convening of a canonical Council... in the assurance that the Council could not
fail to demand that of him”.116

On October 21, Sergei directed all the clergy in Russia to commemorate the
Soviet authorities, and not the bishops who were in exile. The commemoration
of the authorities was seen by many as the boundary beyond which the Church
would fall away from Orthodoxy. And the refusal to commemorate the exiled
hierarchs implied that the hierarchs themselves were not Orthodox and
constituted a break with the tradition of commemorating exiled hierarchs that
extended back to the time of the Roman catacombs. Sergei was in effect cutting
the faithful off from their canonical hierarchs.

On October 25, Bishop Nicholas (Yarushevich) proclaimed in the cathedral
of the Resurrection of Christ in Petrograd the decision of the Provisional
Synod, taken on September 13, to transfer Metropolitan Joseph (Petrovykh)
from Petrograd to Odessa. This caused major disturbances in Petrograd,
henceforth one of the major centres of the True Orthodox Church. Joseph
himself refused to obey Sergei, regarding his transfer as “anti-canonical, ill-
advised and pleasing to an evil intrigue in which I will have no part”.1” He
saw in it the hand of the OGPU. Certainly, the fact that more than 40 bishops
were transferred by Sergei in this period was one of the main complaints of the
confessing bishops against him.

On October 30 Joseph wrote to Sergei: “You made me metropolitan of
Leningrad without the slightest striving for it on my part. It was not without
disturbance and distress that I accepted this dangerous obedience, which
others, perhaps wisely (otherwise it would have been criminal) decisively
declined... Vladyko! Your firmness is yet able to correct everything and
urgently put an end to every disturbance and indeterminateness. It is true, I
am not free and cannot now serve my flock, but after all everybody
understands this ‘secret’... Now anyone who is to any degree firm and needed
is unfree (and will hardly be free in the future)... You say: this is what the
authorities want; they are giving back their freedom to exiled hierarchs on the
condition that they change their former place of serving and residence. But
what sense or benefit can we derive from the leap-frogging and shuffling of
hierarchs that this has elicited, when according to the spirit of the Church

115 Regelson, op. cit., p. 440.

16 Nicholas Balashov, “Esche raz o ‘deklaratsii’ i o ‘solidarnosti’ solovchan” (Again on the
‘declaration” and on “the solidarity of the Solovkians’), Vestnik Russkogo Khristianskogo Dvizhenia
(Herald of the Russian Christian Movement), N 157, 11I-1989, pp. 197-198.

117 Gubonin, op. cit., pp. 516, 524.
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canons they are in an indissoluble union with their flock as with a bride?
Would it not be better to say: let it be, this false human mercy, which is simply
a mockery of our human dignity, which strives for a cheap effect, a spectre of
clemency. Let it be as it was before; it will be better like that. Somehow we’ll
get to the time when they finally understand that the eternal, universal Truth
cannot be conquered by exiles and vain torments... One compromise might be
permissible in the given case... Let them (the hierarchs) settle in other places
as temporarily governing them, but let them unfailingly retain their former
title... I cannot be reconciled in my conscience with any other scheme, I am
absolutely unable to recognize as correct my disgustingly tsarist-rasputinite
transfer to the Odessa diocese, which took place without any fault on my part
or any agreement of mine, and even without my knowledge. And I demand
that my case be immediately transferred from the competence of your Synod,
in whose competence I am not the only one to doubt, for discussion by a larger
Council of bishops, to which alone I consider myself bound to display my
unquestioning obedience.”118

However, Metropolitan Sergei paid no attention to the disturbances in
Petrograd. Taking upon himself the administration of the diocese, he sent in
his place Bishop Alexis (Simansky), who was distrusted by the people because
of his role in the betrayal of Metropolitan Benjamin in 1922. So already, only
three months after the declaration, the new revolutionary cadres were being
put in place... Then, on October 31, Archimandrite Sergei (Zenkevich) was
consecrated Bishop of Detskoe Selo, although the canonical bishop, Gregory
(Lebedev), was still alive but languishing in a GPU prison. From that moment
many parishioners stopped going to churches where Metropolitan Sergei’s
name was commemorated, and Bishop Nicholas was not invited to serve.!1?

Meanwhile, antisergianist groups were forming in different parts of the
country. Thus between October 3 and 6 an antisergianist diocesan assembly
took place in Ufa, and on November 8 Archbishop Andrew of Ufa issued an
encyclical from Kzyl-Orda in which he said that “even if the lying Sergei
repents, as he repented three times before of renovationism, under no
circumstances must he be received into communion”. This encyclical quickly
circulated throughout Eastern Russia and Siberia.

In November, Bishop Victor of Glazov broke with Sergei. He had especially
noted the phrase in the declaration that “only ivory-tower dreamers can think
that such an enormous society as our Orthodox Church, with the whole of its
organisation, can have a peaceful existence in the State while hiding itself from
the authorities.” To Sergei himself Bishop Victor wrote: “The enemy has lured
and seduced you a second time with the idea of an organization of the Church.
But if this organization is bought for the price of the Church of Christ Herself
no longer remaining the house of Grace-giving salvation for men, and he who

118 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., pp. 173-174.
119 V.V. Antonov, “Otvet na Deklaratsiu” (Reply to the Declaration), Russkij Pastyr’ (Russian
Pastor), N 24, 1996, p. 73.
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received the organization ceases to be what he was - for it is written, ‘Let his
habitation be made desolate, and his bishopric let another take” (Acts 1.20) -
then it were better for us never to have any kind of organization. What is the
benefit if we, having become by God’s Grace temples of the Holy Spirit,
become ourselves suddenly worthless, while at the same time receiving an
organization for ourselves? No. Let the whole visible material world perish; let
there be more important in our eyes the certain perdition of the soul to which
he who presents such pretexts for sin will be subjected.” And he concluded
that Sergei’s pact with the atheists was “not less than any heresy or schism, but
is rather incomparably greater, for it plunges a man immediately into the abyss
of destruction, according to the unlying word: ‘Whosoever shall deny Me
before men...” (Matthew 10.33).”120

At the same time antisergianism began to develop in the Ukraine with the
publication of the “Kievan appeal” by Schema-Archbishop Anthony
(Abashidze), Bishop Damascene of Glukhov and Fr. Anatolius Zhurakovsky.
They wrote concerning Sergei’s declaration: “Insofar as the deputy of the
patriarchal locum tenens makes declarations in the person of the whole Church
and undertakes responsible decisions without the agreement of the locum
tenens and an array of bishops, he is clearly going beyond the bounds of his
prerogatives...”?! In December the Kievans were joined by two brother
bishops - Archbishops Averky and Pachomy (Kedrov).122

Typical of the attitude of True Orthodox Christians in the Ukraine was the
letter of the famous writer Sergei Alexandrovich Nilus to L.A. Orlov in
February, 1928: “As long as there is a church of God that is not of ‘the Church
of the evildoers’, go to it whenever you can; but if not, pray at home... They
will say: ‘But where will you receive communion? With whom? I reply: “The
Lord will show you, or an Angel will give you communion, for in “the Church
of the evildoers’ there is not and cannot be the Body and Blood of the Lord.
Here in Chernigov, out of all the churches only the church of the Trinity has
remained faithful to Orthodoxy; but if it, too, will commemorate the
[sergianist] Exarch Michael, and, consequently, will have communion in
prayer with him, acting with the blessing of Sergei and his Synod, then we shall
break communion with it.”123

In Moscow the Catacomb Church was led by the future Hieromartyr Bishop
Michael (Novoselov) of Sergievo (+1938), who had already distinguished
himself before the revolution as a layman, when he denounced Rasputin and
the Synod’s failure to expose him. He was a fine theologican, who made a new

120 Cited in Andreyev, Russia's Catacomb Saints, Platina, Ca.: St. Herman of Alaska Press, 1982,
pp. 141-143.

121 Regelson, op. cit., p. 435.

122 Archbishop Ambrose (von Sievers), “Katakombnaia Tserkov’: “Kochuiushchij” Sobor 1928
g.” (The Catacomb Church: The ‘Nomadic” Council of 1928), Russkoe Pravoslavie (Russian
Orthodoxy), N 3 (7), 1997, p. 3.

123 Sergei Nilus, “Pis’'mo otnositel'no ‘sergianstva’”, Russkij Pastyr’, 28-29, 11/111, 1997, pp. 180-
189.
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and important distinction in ecclesiology between the Church as an organism
and the Church as an organization: “One should distinguish between the
Church-Organism and the Church-organization. Only to the Church-Organism
are some names for the Church applicable, which we find in the Holy Scripture;
for example: ‘glorious, holy, blameless’ (Ephesians 1: 4), “without spot or
blemish (Ephesians 5:27), “the Lamb’s wife” (Revelation 19: 7, 21:9), ‘the Body
of Christ” (Ephesians 1: 23; Colossians 1.18), “the pillar and ground of the truth”
(1 Timothy 3:15) and many others. These concepts do not apply to the Church
organization (or are applicable with great restrictions)...

“The Church-Organism is the same in all ages, for it is eternal in essence,
while the Church-organization depends on the historical conditions of its
existence. The Church-Organism is the pure ‘Bride of Christ, adorned for her
husband” (Revelation 21:2), while the Church-organization has all the
shortcomings of human society and always bears the imprint of human
infirmities.

“The Church-Organism does not include anything that defiles, while in
Church-organizations wheat and tares grow together —and they need to grow,
according to the word of the Lord, to the end of this age (Matthew 13: 24-30).

“The Church-organization often persecutes the saints of God, and the
Church-Organism takes them into its core. How much the Church-organization
and the Church-Organism do not coincide can be seen from many examples:
St. Athanasius the Great, St. John Chrysostom (who was clearly persecuted by
an Orthodox church-organization), St. Maximus the Confessor, St. Gregory
Palamas and others. The Church-organization throws them out of its midst,
deprives them of Episcopal sees, etc., while in the Church-Organism they are
and eternally remain the most glorious members...” 1>

But perhaps the most famous confessor of the Church in Moscow was
Protopriest Valentine Sventitsky. Princess Natalia Urusova writes of him: “In
the church of St. Nicholas the Great Cross, there was an old priest. Fr. Valentine
Sventitsky, who was unbending in his firmness against the Bolsheviks and in
his open opposition to Sergei and his decree. When he served the church was
so full that masses of people stood not only on the staircase but also in the
courtyard. Of course, the Bolsheviks would have killed him in exile if he had
not fallen ill and died a natural death. His glory spread far, and the Bolshevik
power, for which the end justified the means, needed to discredit him with a
common lie before the believers. He was dying without coming to
consciousness, and they printed in all the newspapers a letter supposedly
written by him before his death, in which he addressed all his parishioners,
beseeching them in his last moments to follow Metropolitan Sergei and
recognize his decree and commemoration. A false signature was affixed to the
letter. The Bolsheviks arranged a magnificent funeral for him. Many of the
parishioners were led into deception and joined the sergianist church, but

124 Novoselov, Pis'ma k Druziam (Letters to Friends), Moscow, 1994, letter 18.
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those with minds understood the new and diabolic cunning contained in the
false signature. It was a terrible time, quite indescribable. Those who rejected
the commemoration and did not agree to sign the demand linked with the
decree were immediately arrested and shot, no matter how many they
happened to be. As the rumour went, in the course of one month up to 10,000
people were shot in Moscow, beginning with a metropolitan and ending with
readers, while laypeople were shot in their millions in Russia: some were
imprisoned, others were exiled to the terrible conditions of the concentration
camps of the North and Siberia. The Lubyanka in Moscow became a place of
mass martyrdom. Passers-by tried to avoid passing by the GPU’s house of
death because of the intolerable stench of death that spread to a great distance.
The corpses were taken out at night; they tried to do this as secretly as possible,
but did not succeed.”1?>

In Petrograd, the largest antisergianist group was being organized by
Bishop Demetrius of Gdov with the blessing of Metropolitan Joseph of
Petrograd. The “Josephites” were later to assume the leadership of the
antisergianists in Petrograd, Tver, Moscow, Voronezh and still further afield.
On December 12, they sent a delegation led by Bishop Demetrius and
representing eight Petrograd bishops, clergy and academics to Moscow to
meet Sergei. Here the conversation centred, not on Sergei’s canonical
transgressions, but on the central issue of his relationship to Soviet power.

At one point Sergei said: “By my new church policy I am saving the
Church.” To which Archpriest Victorinus Dobronravov replied: “The Church
does not have need of salvation; the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.
You, yourself, Vladyka, have need of salvation through the Church.”12¢

On December 15 Tuchkov, having received a secret report from Leningrad
on this meeting with Sergei, wrote the following in his own handwriting: “To
Comrade Polyansky. 1. Tell Leningrad that Sergei had a delegation with such-
and-such suggestions. 2. Suggest that the most active laymen be arrested under
some other pretenses. 3. Tell them that we will influence Sergei that he ban
certain of the oppositional bishops from serving, and let Erushevich then ban
some of the priests.”12”

Bishops Dimitri of Gdov and Sergei of Narva separated from Sergei on
December 26: “for the sake of the peace of our conscience we reject the person
and the works of our former leader [predstoiatelia - Sergei was meant], who
has unlawfully and beyond measure exceeded his rights”.

This was approved by Metropolitan Joseph (who had been prevented from
coming to Petrograd) on January 7. We may take this date as the birthday of
what became known as the Catacomb Church. From this point, the opposition

125 Urusova, “Memoirs of Prot. Valentine Sventitsky”.
126 Andreyev, op. cit., p. 100.
127 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., p. 175.

94



of the True Orthodox Christians assumed a massive character, as even the
“sergianists” recognize: "The leaders of the groupings and the oppositionists,
spreading orally and in writing various slanders against the higher churchh
government, persuaded believers to break prayer relations with Metropolitan
Sergei and his Synod as alleged sinners against the purity of Orthodoxy and
the freedom of the Church. Calling them traitors to Orthodoxy and murderers
of church freedom, they persuaded the people that the temples of Sergei's
orientation were without grace, and, not considering themselves guilty of
spreading confusion in the Church, openly required 'the traitors of the Church
to resign their positions and transfer the government administration into other
hands, or tearfully repent of doing evil and lead the ship of the Church in the
old channel."128

In a letter to a Soviet archimandrite, Metropolitan Joseph rejected the charge
of being a schismatic and accused Sergei of being a schismatic. He went on:
“The defenders of Sergius say that the canons allow one to separate oneself
from a bishop only for heresy which has been condemned by a Council.
Against this one may reply that the deeds of Metropolitan Sergei may be
sufficiently placed in this category as well, if one has in mind such an open
violation by him of the freedom and dignity of the Church, One, Holy, Catholic
and Apostolic. But beyond this, the canons themselves could not foresee many
things, and can one dispute that it is even worse and more harmful than any
heresy when one plunges a knife into the Church’s very heart - Her freedom
and dignity?... ‘Lest imperceptibly and little by little we lose the freedom
which our Lord Jesus Christ, the Liberator of all men, has given us as a free gift
by His Own Blood” (8" Canon of the Third Ecumenical Council)... Perhaps I
do not dispute that ‘there are more of you at present than of us’. And let it be
said that ‘the great mass is not for me’, as you say. But I will never consider
myself a schismatic, even if I were to remain absolutely alone, as one of the
holy confessors once was. The matter is not at all one of quantity, do not forget
that for a minute: “The Son of God when He cometh shall He find faith on the
earth?” (Luke 18.8). And perhaps the last ‘rebels” against the betrayers of the
Church and the accomplices of Her ruin will be not only bishops and not
protopriests, but the simplest mortals, just as at the Cross of Christ His last
gasp of suffering was heard by a few simple souls who were close to Him...”12°

*

It remained now to unite these scattered groups under a common
leadership, or, at any rate, under a common confession, through the convening
of a Council of the Catacomb Church... Now we can infer from a remark of
Hieromartyr Maximus, Bishop of Serpukhov, that there was some Catacomb

128 Glukov, I. “Patriarch Sergei and his Activity”, Journal of the Moscow Patriarchate, March,
1967, p. 66.
129 Andreyev, op. cit., p. 100.
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Council in 1928 that anathematized the Sergianists.!>? Other sourcea describe
a so-called “Nomadic Council” attended at different times by over 70 bishops
in 1928 which likewise anathematized the Sergianists. But hard evidence for
the existence of this council has proved hard to obtain,!3! and there are reasons
for suspecting its historicity...

Whether or not the Catacomb Church formally anathematized the
Sergianists at this time, Metropolitan Sergei considered her graceless. On
August 6, 1929 his synod declared: “The sacraments performed in separation
from Church unity... by the followers of the former Metropolitan Joseph
(Petrovykh) of Leningrad, the former Bishop Dimitri (Lyubimov) of Gdov, the
former Bishop Alexei (Buj) of Urazov, as also of those who are under ban, are
also invalid, and those who are converted from these schisms, if they have been
baptized in schism, are to be received through Holy Chrismation.”

Bishop Alexei’s followers “set up their own autonomous church, the “True
Orthodox Church’, which had its own clergy of wandering priests who had
been expelled from the church headed by the patriarch. This ‘Desert Church’
had no buildings of its own, the faithful would meet to pray in any number of
places, such as private homes, hermitages, or even caves. These “True
Orthodox Christians” as they called themselves, were persecuted with
particular severity; several thousand of them were arrested and deported as
‘specially displaced” or simply sent to camps.”132

The area occupied by the “Bujevtsy” in Tambov, Voronezh and Lipetsk
provinces had been the focus of a major peasant rebellion against Soviet power

130 His words, as reported by Protopresbyter Michael Polsky (Novie Mucheniki Rossijskie (The
New Russian Martyrs), Jordanville, 1949-57, vol. I, p. 30), were: “The secret, desert, Catacomb
Church has anathematized the “Sergianists” and all those with them.”

131 Qur information about this Council is based exclusively on Archbishop Ambrose (von
Sievers), “Katakombnaia Tserkov’: Kochuiushchij Sobor 1928 g.” (“The Catacomb Church: The
‘Nomadic” Council of 1928”), Russkoe Pravoslavie (Russian Orthodoxy), N 3 (7), 1997, whose
main source is claimed to be the archives of the president of the Council, Bishop Mark
(Novoselov), as researched by the Andrewite Bishop Evagrius. Historians such as Osipova (“V
otvet na statiu ‘Mif ob “Istinnoj Tserkvi”’” (In Reply to the Article, “The Myth of ‘the True
Church™), Russkoe Pravoslavie (Russian Orthodoxy), N 3 (7), 1997, pp. 18-19) and Danilushkin
(Istoria Rossijskoj Tserkvi, p. 534) appear to accept that this Council took place; but it is difficult
to find anything other than oblique supporting evidence for it, and von Sievers has refused to
allow the present writer to see the archives. A. Smirnov (perhaps von Sivers himself) writes
that the “non-commemorating” branch of the Catacomb Church, whose leading priest was Fr.
Sergei Mechev, had bishops who “united in a constantly active Preconciliar Convention” and
who were linked with each other by special people called ‘svyazniki”” (“Ugasshie
nepominaiushchie v bege vremeni” (The Extinguished Non-Commemorators in the Passing of
Time), Simvol (Symbol), N 40, 1998, p. 174).

132 Nicholas Werth, “A State Against its People: Violence, Repression, and Terror in the Soviet
Union”, in Stéphane Courtois, Nicholas Werth, Jean-Louis Panné, Andrezej Packowski, Karel
Bartosek, Jean-Louis Margolin, The Black Book of Communism, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1999, p. 173.
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in 1921. It continued to be a major stronghold of True Orthodoxy for many
decades to come.13?

Out of the approximately 150 Russian bishops in 1927, 80 declared
themselves definitely against Sergei’s declaration, 17 separated from him but
did not make their position clear, and 9 at first separated but later changed
their mind."®* These figures probably do not take into account all the secret
bishops consecrated by the Ufa Autocephaly. In 1930 Sergei claimed he had
70% of the Orthodox bishops (not including the renovationists and
Gregorians), which implies that about 30% of the Russian episcopate joined the
Catacomb Church.’®> According to the Catholic Bishop Michel D’Herbigny,
once the Vatican’s representative in Russia, three quarters of the episcopate
separated from him, but this is probably an exaggeration.!3¢

So, whatever the exact figures, we can be certain that a large part of the
Russian episcopate went underground and formed the “Catacomb”, “Desert”
or “True Orthodox” Church. These “schismatic” hierarchs, as even the
sergianist Bishop Manuel (Lemeshevsky) admitted, were among the finest in
the Russian Church: “It is the best pastors who have fallen away and cut
themselves off, those who by their purity in the struggle with renovationism
stood much higher than the others.”13” They stood much higher then, in the
early 1920s, and they continued to stand much higher after Metropolitan
Sergei’s declaration in 1927.

Wandering bishops and priests served the faithful in secret locations around
the country. Particular areas buzzed with underground activity. Thus Professor
Ivan Andreyevsky testified that during the war he personally knew some 200
places of worship of the Catacomb Church in the Leningrad area alone: “My
friends and I had ceased going to the Sergianist churches since the end of 1927,
i.e. 10 years already, and this was the routine. I arrive secretly at one of my
friend’s houses in Petrograd. A secret nun visits her house. She in turn takes
me to the clandestine church service of the Catacomb Church. As we travel, |
ask no questions and am not interested where we are going. I purposely don’t
want to know because if later - God forbid, I will be arrested, even under
torture I would not be able to divulge information about where I had been.

133 See A.L. Demianov, Istinno Pravoslavnoe Khristianstvo (True Orthodox Christianity), 1977,
Voronezh University Press; "New Information on the True Orthodox Christians", Radio Liberty
Research, March 15, 1978, pp. 1-4; Christel Lane, Christian Religion in the Soviet Union, London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1978. ch. 4; "Registered and unregistered churches in Voronezh
region", Keston News Service, 3 March, 1988, p. 8.

134 Pravoslavnaia Rus' (Orthodox Russia), N 14 (1587), July 15/28, 1997, p. 7.

135 Pospielovsky, "Mitropolit Sergij i raskoly sprava", op. cit., p. 70.

136 D’Herbigny and Alexandre Deubner, “Evéques Russes en Exil - Douze ans d’Epreuves 1918-
1930” (Russian Bishops in Exile - Twelve Years of Trials, 1918-1930), Orientalia Christiana, vol.
XXI, N 67.

137 M.V. Shkarovsky, “losiflianskoe Dvizhenie i Oppozitsia v SSSR (1927-1943)” (The Josephite
Movement and Opposition in the USSR (1927-1943)), Minuvshee (The Past), N 15, 1994, p. 450.
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“It's late at night...Dark. We board a train at one of the stations and travel
for more than an hour. We alight at some small sub-station and trek 2-3
kilometers in the dark. We arrive at some small village. On the edge of the
village there is a hut. The night is dark and quiet. A soft knock on the door. It
opens and we enter the hut. We walk into a clean room with all the windows
heavily curtained. In one corner there are several icons with lit lampadas. There
are 15 people, mostly women wearing scarfs, 3 middle-aged men and several
children 12-14 years of age...

“The night vigil begins. Pronouncements and singing are done in a whisper.
Emotional tears can be seen in many eyes... prayer comes easily! Nothing
distracts or disturbs. Never and nowhere have I experienced so clearly and
deeply the legitimacy of Saint John of the Ladder’s demand: “Enclose your
mind in the words of prayer!’

“It's impossible to impart what I experienced at this night vigil. At its
conclusion, I drank a cup of tea with some bread and kissed everyone three
times on the cheeks... Dawn was breaking. Walking back quietly with my nun.
Tranquility and focus reside in my soul. We get on the train and depart for
Petrograd. I walk over to another platform and head home” .38

Popovsky writes that the Catacomb Church “arose in our midst at the end
of the 20s. First one, then another priest disappeared from his parish, settled in
a secret place and began the dangerous life of exiles. In decrepit little houses
on the outskirts of towns chapels appeared. There they served the Liturgy,
heard confessions, gave communion, baptized, married and even ordained
new priests. Believers from distant towns and regions poured there in secret,
passing on to each other the agreed knock on the door...”13

*

As we have seen, the idea that the Russian Church might have to descend
into the catacombs, in imitation of the Christians in early Rome, had been
prophesied as early as 1909 by none other than the future Metropolitan Joseph
(Petrovykh) of Petrograd, then an archimandrite: “Now many are complaining
about the hard times for the Church... Remembering the words of the Saviour
with complete accuracy, we must expect still worse times for the Church...
Without any exaggeration, she must truly live through a condition close to
complete destruction and her being overcome by the gates of hell. Perhaps
with us, exactly as in the land of freedom, America, they will drive the Name
of Christ out of the schools. They will adapt prayer assemblies into ordinary
meetings permitted by the police, as in that other land of freedom, France, and
will convert the heritage of the Church, together with the very right of faith,
into the property of the state. Perhaps the faith of Christ will again hide in the

138 Andreyevsky did land up in prison, but was later able to emigrate to the USA.
139 Grabbe, op. cit., p. 79.
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woods, the deserts, the catacombs, and the confession of the faith will be only
in secret, while immoral and blasphemous presentations will come out into the
open. All this may happen! The struggle against Christ will be waged with
desperation, with the exertion of the last drop of human and hellish energy,
and only then, perhaps, will it be given to hell and to mankind to assure us
with complete obviousness of the unfailing power and might of the priceless
promise of Christ: ‘I will build My Church, and the gates of hell will not prevail
against her’” (Matthew 16.18).”!4°

In the birth of the Catacomb Church in 1927-28 we can see the rebirth of the
spirit of the 1917-18 Council. In the previous decade, first under Patriarch
Tikhon and then under Metropolitan Peter, the original fierce tone of reproach
and rejection of the God-hating authorities, epitomized above all by the
anathematization of Soviet power, had gradually softened under the twin
pressures of the Bolsheviks from without and the renovationists from within.
Although the apocalyptic spirit of the Council remained alive in the masses,
and prevented the Church leaders from actually commemorating the
antichristian power, compromises continued to be made - compromises that
were never repaid by compromises on the part of the Bolsheviks.

However, the line separating compromise from apostasy was passed by
Metropolitan Sergei when he recognized the God-accursed power to be God-
established, and commemorated it while banning the commemoration of the
confessing bishops.

From this time Metropolitan Sergei’s church became a Sovietized
institution. We see this already in the official church calendar for 1928, which
included among the feasts of the church: the memory of the Leader of the
Proletariat Vladimir Ilyich Lenin (on the 32nd Sunday after Pentecost), the
Overthrow of the Autocracy (in the Third Week of the Great Fast), the memory
of the Paris Commune (the same week), the Day of the Internationale and the
Day of the Proletarian Revolution.!4!

At this point the spirit of the 1917-18 Council flared up again in all its
original strength. For, as Protopresbyter Michael Polsky wrote: “The
Orthodoxy that submits to the Soviets and has become a weapon of the
worldwide antichristian deception is not Orthodoxy, but the deceptive heresy
of antichristianity clothed in the torn raiment of historical Orthodoxy...”142

140 Archimandrite Joseph, In the Father’s Embrace.
141 Pravoslavnoe obozrenie (Orthodox Review), St. Petersburg, N10 (23), 1999, p. 2.
142 Polsky, O Tserkvi v SSSR (On the Church in the USSR), New York - Montreal, 1993, p. 13.
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11. ROCOR AND METROPOLITAN SERGEI

Probably late in 1927, Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky) of Kiev, first-
hierarch of the Russian Church Abroad (ROCOR), wrote: "Now everywhere
two epistles are being published in the newspapers and are being read in many
churches which until recently were Orthodox - epistles of two, alas, former
beloved pupils of mine with whom I was once in agreement, Metropolitans
Sergei and Eulogy, who have now fallen away from the saving unity of the
Church and have bound themselves to the enemies of Christ and the Holy
Church - the disgusting blaspheming Bolsheviks, who have submitted
themselves in everything to the representatives of the Jewish false teaching
which everywhere goes under the name of communism or materialism... Let
these new deceivers not justify themselves by declaring that they are not the
friends of the Bolsheviks and Jews who stand at the head of the Bolshevik
kingdom: in their souls they may not be their friends, but they have submitted,
albeit unwillingly, to these enemies of Christ, and they are trying to increase
their power not only over the hapless inhabitants of Holy Russia, but also over
all Russian people."

In an encyclical of August 27, 1927 the ROCOR council of Bishops pointed
out that “the higher church authority in Russia finds itself in grave captivity to
the enemies of the Church”; the council has decided to sever relations with the
Moscow church authorities ‘in view of the impossibility of having normal
relations with it and in view of its captivity to the God-fighting authorities,
which are depriving it of freedom in the expression of its will and in the
canonical government of the Church™.

On September 1, 1927, Archbishop Theophan of Poltava wrote: “It is
impossible to recognize the epistle of Metropolitan Sergei as obligatory for
ourselves. The just-completed Council of Bishops rejected this epistle. It was
necessary to act in this way on the basis of the teaching of the Holy Fathers on
what should be recognized as a canonical power to which Christians must
submit. St. Isidore of Pelusium, having pointed to the presence of the God-
established order of the submission of some to others everywhere in the life of
rational and irrational beings, draws the conclusion: "Therefore we are right to
say that the thing in itself, I mean power, that is, authority and royal power,
have been established by God. But if a lawless evildoer seizes this power, we
do not affirm that he has been sent by God, but we say that he, like Pharaoh,
has been permitted to spew out this cunning and thereby inflict extreme
punishment on and bring to their senses those for whom cruelty was
necessary, just as the King of Babylon brought the Jews to their senses.” (IWorks,
part I, letter 6). Bolshevik power in its essence is an antichristian power and
there is no way that it can recognized as God-established.”143

145 Archbishop Theophan, Pis'ma (Letters), Holy Trinity Monastery, Jordanville, 1976;
translated in Selected Letters, Liberty, TN: St. John of Kronstadt Press, 1989.
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On September 5, the Hierarchical Council of ROCOR declared:

“1. The abroad part of the all-Russian Church must cease relations with the
Moscow church authorities in view of the impossibility of normal relations
with them and in view of its enslavement to the atheist Soviet power which
deprives it of its freedom in its administration of the Church.

“2. So as to free our hierarchy in Russia from responsibility for the non-
recognition of Soviet power by the abroad part of our Church, until the re-
establishment of normal relations with Russia and until the liberation of our
Church from the persecutions of Soviet power, the abroad part of our Church
must administer itself in accordance with the sacred canons, the definitions of
the Sacred Council of the All-Russian Local Orthodox Church of 1917-18 and
the decree of his Holiness Patriarch Tikhon and the Higher Administrative
Council of November 7/20, 1920, with the help of the Hierarchical Synod and
the Council of Bishops, under the presidency of Metropolitan Anthony of Kiev.

“3. The abroad part of the Russian Church considers itself to be an
inseparable, spiritually-at-one branch of the Great Russian Church. It does not
separate itself from its Mother Church and does not consider itself
autocephalous. As before, it considers its head to be the Patriarchal Locum
Tenens Metropolitan Peter and commemorates his name in Divine services.

“4. 1f there will come a decree of Metropolitan Sergei and his Synod on the
exclusion of the abroad bishops and clergy who do not want to sign their
loyalty to the Soviet government from the clergy of the Moscow Patriarchate,
this decree will be uncanonical.”

On May 9, 1928 Metropolitan Sergei threatened to ban the ROCOR hierarchs
if they did not dissolve their Administration. On June 20, his Synod issued
another ukaz to the Church Abroad declaring that any clergyman who
recognized the Moscow Synod but did not accept Soviet citizenship would be
removed from his post. 14 Nobody obeyed this ukaz...

On August 28, 1928, Metropolitan Anthony issued “the completely
definitive declaration of our Synod of Bishops that the Moscow Synod has
deprived itself of all authority, since it has entered into agreement with the
atheists, and without offering any resistance it has tolerated the closing and
destruction of the holy churches, and the other innumerable crimes of the
Soviet government... That illegally formed organization which has entered
into union with God’s enemies, which Metropolitan Sergei calls an Orthodox
Synod - but which the best Russian hierarchs, clergy and laymen have refused
to recognize - ... must not be recognized by our Orthodox Churches, nor by
our Synod of Bishops with its flock here abroad. Furthermore, the organization
of the Moscow Synod must be recognized to be exactly the same sort of
apostates from the Faith as the ancient libellatici, that is, Christians who

144 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 4.
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although they refused to blaspheme openly against Christ and offer sacrifices
to the idols, nevertheless still received from the priests of the idols false
documents verifying that they were in complete accord with the adherents of
pagan religion...”145

Unfortunately, however, this “completely definitive” statement did not
prove to be completely definitive for the ROCOR hierarchs in years to come;
their attitude to the Moscow Patriarchate wavered between strictness and
condescension, and finally, in 2007, they fell away from the faith completely
and joined the MP...

Early in 1930, just after Sergei had given his interview denying that there
had ever been persecutions against the faith in Soviet Russia, the archbishop
of Canterbury invited Metropolitan Evlogy of Paris to go to London for one
day of prayers for the suffering Church of Russia. “I decided to go,” he wrote.
“The whole of England will pray for us, and I will remain in Paris as a witness
of the unanimous sympathy of all the Churches for our suffering Church, but
not take part? Impossible! My conscience ordered me to take part in these
prayers; and my flock undoubtedly felt the same way.

“I spent about a week in England. It is a long time since I experienced such
a radiant feeling of brotherly Christian love between the Churches as I
experienced in those unforgettable days, when the whole of ecclesiastical and
believing England prayed on her knees for a cessation of the terrible sufferings
of our Russian Orthodox Church... I pursued no political aims in England, and
nowhere gave political speeches. Everywhere that I had to give speeches I only
gave thanks for their sympathy and asked them to support our suffering
Mother Church by their prayers. And now these speeches have served as an
excuse for a strict inquiry from Metropolitan Sergei in Moscow: on what basis
could I allow myself to go round England calling people to protest against the
USSR? Then it was demanded that I condemn my journey and give an
undertaking not to repeat such speeches... It was bitter for me to read these
unjust reproaches, which were dictated by Soviet power, and I replied sharply
to Metropolitan Sergei that my prayers in England did not have a political, but
only a religious character: it was a protest of the religious and in general the
human conscience against the terrible persecutions against the Church in
Soviet Russia...”146

145 Pis’'ma Blazhenneishago Mitropolita Antonia (Khrapovitskogo) (The Letters of his Beatitude
Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky), op. cit., pp. 105-106, and Zhiznopisaniye Blazhenneishago
Mitropolita Antonia, vol. 7, pp.218-223, quoted in the Archpastoral Epistle of the Synod of Bishops
of the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia, 1969 and translated in Orthodox Christian
Witness, March 8/21, 1982. Metropolitan Anthony secretly distributed this encyclical with an
appeal to the archpastors to join ROCOR; it was widely read among the Josephites
(Shkarovsky, M.B. “Iosiflianskoe dvizhenie i ‘Sviataia Rus’” (The Josephite Movement and
‘Holy Russia’), Mera (Measure), 1995, # 3, p. 101).

146 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., part 2, p. 13. If Metropolitan Sergei had been thinking
ecclesiastically rather than politically, he would have protested, not at the supposedly political
character of Metropolitan Evlogy’s visits to England, but at his violation of the canons by his
recognizing the Anglican clergy. Thus on May 16, 1935, on the initiative of the Russian Clergy
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On June 10, 1930, Sergei retired Metropolitan Evlogy from his post
administering the Russian parishes in Western Europe. On July 10 Evlogy
broke communion with the Moscow Patriarchate, and in February was
received by Constantinople...

On May 6, 1933 Metropolitan Anthony wrote to Sergei, who had reproached
the ROCOR bishops for abandoning their sees: “... It is not from you and not
for us to hear an exhortation to martyrdom, which we would not have avoided
if we had stayed in the South of Russia. We are ready to listen to it and to many
such reproaches, if we deserve them, from those who even now display an
example of confession, and have not, like you, sold the purity of the faith for a
mess of pottage of seeming freedom, which is in fact the most heavy and
shameful slavery...

“What divides you from us is the fact that you, in your desire to guarantee
a secure existence for your ecclesiastical centre, have tried to unite light with
darkness. You have fallen into the temptation whose essence was revealed in
the holy Gospel. Once the spirit of evil tried to draw even the Son of God
Himself by a picture of external easy success, placing as a condition His
worship of him, the son of destruction. You have not followed the example of
Christ, the holy martyrs and confessors, who rejected such a compromise, but
have bowed down to the age-old enemy of our salvation, when, for the sake of
an illusory success, for the sake of the preservation of an external organization,
you declared that the joys of the godless authorities are your joys and its
enemies your enemies. You even tried to remove the crowns from the recent
martyrs and confessors (including yourself, for I know that once you showed
firmness and were in prison), affirming that they are suffering imprisonment,
exile and torments not for the name of Christ, but as counter-revolutionaries.
In this way you blasphemed against them. You denigrated their exploit, and
dampened the enthusiasm of those who could have been numbered to the
ranks of the martyrs for the faith. You excommunicated them from the flower
and adornment of the Russian church. In this neither I nor my brothers abroad
will ever follow you... We have no intercourse with the Orthodox archpastors,
pastors and laymen who are imprisoned in Russia, except that we pray for
them and know that they suffer only for the faith, though the persecutors
charge them with State crimes which are alien to them, as the enemies of the
Christians loved to do in ancient times... For you the way of the cross is now
madness like it was to the Greeks contemporary with the Apostles (I
Corinthians 1.23). I implore you, as a pupil and friend, free yourself from this
temptation, renounce publicly every lie which Tuchkov and other enemies of
the Church have put into your mouth, do not yield in the face of probably

and Church Aid Fund, a prayer service was arranged in London for the cessation of the
persecutions against the faith in Soviet Russia. Metropolitan Evlogy came again, together with
ROCOR’s Archbishops Anastasy and Seraphim. During the service in the Anglican church the
Orthodox hierarchs stood with their mantias on. Then, at a liturgy and moleben in the Russian
church many Anglican clergy stood and prayed in their vestments. (Tserkovnaia Zhizn” (Church
Life), 6, 1935, pp. 100-101; Monk Benjamin, op. cit., part 2, p. 47)
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tortures. If you are counted worthy of a martyr’s crown, the earthly and
heavenly Churches will combine in glorification of your courage and of the
Lord Who strengthened you; but if you stay on this wide path leading you to
perdition (Matthew 7.13), on which you stand now, you will be ignominiously
led to the pit of hell and until the end of its earthly existence the Church will
not forget your betrayal. I always think of this when I look at the panagia of
the Vladimir Mother of God with the engraved inscription which you
presented to me twenty years ago: “To a dear teacher and friend.” Your further
words in this inscription are: ‘give us some of your oil, for our lamps are
fading.” Here we offer you the salutary oil of faith and loyalty in the Holy
Church. Do not refuse it, but reunite with it as in 1922 when you solemnly
declared to Patriarch Tikhon your repentance for your former wavering
loyalty. Do not refuse the friendly appeal of one who tenderly loved you and
continues to love you. Metropolitan Anthony.”147

On July 8, 1933 the Hierarchical Council of ROCOR issued an encyclical to
the Russian Orthodox flock with regard to Sergei’s epistle of March 23: “His
appeal in its essence remains the same as it was in 1927 and can be formulated
in the words: he who is with Soviet power is with the Russian Church; he who
is against the former cannot be with the latter. In this way the link with the
Mother Church can be realized for us in no other way than by accepting the
God-fighting authorities that now rule in Russia. Before stretching out the
hand of communion with Metropolitan Sergei, we must stretch it out first to
the Bolsheviks and receive from them attestation of our political reliability,
without which the deputy of the locum tenens cannot re-establish fraternal and
canonical union with us...”148

At the same time, this encyclical, - penned, according to Archbishop Nikon,
by Metropolitan Anastasy, - declared: “ As regards relations toward the Mother
Church, the Russian ecclesial organization abroad has considered itself no
more than a branch of the latter, bound organically to the whole body of the
Church of Russia, even though temporarily deprived only of outward unity
with the latter in ecclesiastical administration.

“To the present day the entire Church organization abroad has considered
and still considers itself an extraordinary and temporary institution, which
must be abolished without delay after the restoration of normal social and
ecclesiastical life in Russia.

“We are taking fully into account the extraordinary difficulties of the
position of Metropolitan Sergei, who is now the de facto head of the Church of
Russia, and are aware of the heavy burden of responsibility for the fate of the
latter, which lies upon him. No one, therefore, has the audacity to accuse him

147 Tserkovnaia Zhizn’ (Church Life), Ne 8, 1933; in Orthodox Life, vol. 27 (2), March-April, 1977;
Archbishop Nikon, Zhizneopisanie Blazhenneishago Antonia, Mitropolita Kievsago i Galitskago
(Biography of His Beatitude Anthony, Metropolitan of Kiev and Galich), New York, 1960, vol.
6, pp. 263-269; Monk Benjamin, op. cit., part 2, pp. 24-27.

148 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., part 2, p. 27.
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for the mere attempt to enter into dialogue with the Soviet regime so as to
obtain legal standing for the Church of Russia. Not without foundation does
the deputy locum tenens of the Patriarchal Throne say in his aforementioned
Declaration that only ‘armchair dreamers can think that such a vast
community as our Orthodox Church, with all its organization, can exist
peacefully in a country while walling itself off from the authorities.” While the
church exists on earth, it remains closely bound up with the fates of human
society and cannot be imagined outside time and space. It is impossible for it
to refrain from all contact with a powerful societal organization such as the
government; otherwise it would have to leave the world.”14°

However, in his 1934 Paschal encyclical Metropolitan Anthony was stricter:
“It is noteworthy that several hierarchs and their flocks, for the most part
Russians, have already fallen away from Ecumenical unity, and to the
question: “‘What do you believe?’, reply with references to self-proclaimed
heads of all sorts of schisms in Moscow, America, and Western Europe. It is
clear that, without admitting it, they have ceased to believe in the unity of the
Church throughout the world. They try to bear calmly the refusal of the true
Church to have relations with them, and imagine that one can save one’s soul
even without communion with Her... Unfortunately, some Orthodox laymen,
even, alas, many priests (and hierarchs) have subjected themselves to this state
of gracelessness, although still retaining the outward appearance of the church
services and the apparent performance of the Mysteries...” 150

On July 5, 1934, Metropolitan Sergei banned the ROCOR hierarchs. On
August 7, Metropolitan Anthony wrote to Metropolitan Eleutherius of
Lithuania explaining that he could not accept this ban because “a hierarch
cannot be removed from his see except through a trial”1>1.

Now Eleutherius was a supporter of Sergei, and on the departure of
Metropolitan Evlogy for Constantinople was entrusted with oversight of the

149 http:/ /www.russianorthodoxchurch.ws/english / pages/history /1933epistle.html;
http:/ /www-.russianorthodoxchurch.ws/Poslania/ poslanie.sobor.1933.html.

150 On November 26 / December 9, 1979, Metropolitan Philaret of New York wrote to Abbess
Magdalina of Lesna convent: “Ponder these last words of the great Abba: the apparent
performance of the Mysteries... What horror! But these words of his concur totally with my
own conviction regarding the gracelessness and inefficacy of schismatic Mysteries” - and he
went on to make clear that he regarded the sacraments of the Moscow Patriarchate, and of the
American and Parisian jurisdictions, to be graceless.

151 Monk Benjamin, op. cit., part 2, p. 40. It is interesting to note that Metropolitan Chrysostom
of Florina said the same thing when clarifying a pastoral epistle of his: “no clergyman, and
certainly no hierarch, is to be deposed for wrong belief and excised from the universal body of
the Eastern Orthodox Church without a prior trial and defense... For the age-old history of the
Orthodox Church teaches us that no wrong-believing person who is liable to deposition and
excision has ever been declared heretical or schismatic by Hierarchs acting in isolation, without
any trial or defense, but by a valid and canonical Synod, coming together and taking counsel
with the aid of the Holy Spirit and putting forth its vote of condemnation only after the
defendant has stood trial and defended himself, and after all means of enlightenment and
admonition = have  been  exhausted...” (Letter  of  January 18,  1945;
http:/ /www.trueorthodoxy.org/schismatics_matthewites_postings.shtml)
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patriarchal parishes in Western Europe. In 1935 he published a book defending
the MP against ROCOR and Metropolitan Anthony, in which he argued that
while Soviet power acted in the religious sphere “by the inspiration of Satan”,
Christians were still bound to obey it, because “all power is from God”. If they
obeyed Soviet power, as God commanded, then Soviet power, “would see this,

and the Spirit of God would proclaim good things for the Church through
it” 152

Professor Ivan Ilyin subjected this argument to detailed criticism. The
communists could not be simultaneously servants of God and servants of
Satan. If they were acting “by the inspiration of Satan”, as was clearly the case,
then they had to be opposed. In any case, Church history contained many
examples of hierarchs refusing to obey the secular authorities, beginning with
the apostles who told the Sanhedrin: “we must obey God rather than men”
(Acts 5.29).

Ilyin quotes “the law of freedom” (James 1.25; I Peter 2.16) to illumine the
meaning of the words “all power is from God”. They “signify not that power
is unrestrained, but that it is bound and limited. ‘Being from God" means being
called to the service of God and undertaking this service; it binds and limits this
power. It does not mean that the power is free to do any baseness or
abomination, sin or iniquity, and that, whatever it does, it will always ‘come
from God’, and that obedience in conscience will be demanded by it from its
subjects as if it were the voice of God. But it means that the power is established
by God for the doing of good and the overcoming of evil; that it must rule precisely
in this way, and not otherwise. And if it does rule in this way, the subjects are
obliged to obey it out of conscience.

“Thus the calling of the power by God becomes for it a rule and obligation,
as it were a court before the face of God. While the free obedience of subjects
according to conscience turns out to be strengthened, but also limited, by this
law. But how far is it ‘limited’? To the extent that the law of Christian freedom
calls them to loyalty or forbids them to show loyalty.

“And it is precisely to this freedom, infused with love, conscience and clear
perception of its object, that we must turn for an exit when the power turns out
to be in the hands of Satan, whom we can in no way serve or want to serve -
neither out of fear, nor for conscience’s sake. We can and must serve only God,
for we are ‘servants of God’ (I Peter 2.16); we are called to serve Him in freedom,
speaking and acting as people who must be judged, not according to the letter
of the Scripture, but according to the law of freedom. And if it turns out that
according to our free and object-directed Christian conscience (not out of
arbitrariness or passion!), this power is satanic, then we are called to condemn
it, refuse to obey it and conduct a struggle against it in word and deed, by no
means using our Christian freedom in order to cover up evil, that is, without

152 Metropolitan Eleutherius, Moj Otvet Mitropolitu Antoniu (My Reply to Metropolitan
Anthony), Kovno, 1935, pp. 18, 67.
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distorting the voice of our Christian conscience, and not embellishing the
words of Satan and not ascribing them in crookedness of soul to Christ...”1%3

The issue dividing ROCOR and Metropolitan Sergei is often described by
the supporters of Sergei as “political” - a question only of the political
recognition of the Soviet regime. However, as the Catacomb confessor
Professor Ivan Andreyev pointed out: “To dissociate oneself in principle from
any politics is impossible for an Orthodox person, for religion and politics are
at the present time organically blended. The question: to be with Christ or
against Him, has a political meaning today, because it commits one to
protesting against those political systems which have as their main goal the
destruction of Christianity. Whoever at the present time denies the necessity
of political discussions (reasoning) and jurisdictional explanations
(interpretations) denies the necessity of distinguishing the wolves in sheep’s
clothing and finding out where Christ is and where the Antichrist...”154

In this connection, it is worth recalling the following decree issued by
Metropolitan Sergei and his Synod on July 25, 1935 recently discovered by
researchers: “The decision of the former Most Holy Governing Synod of April
20, 1813 to deprive Archbishop Barlaam (Shishatsky) of Mogilev of his rank
and priesthood, is to be completely rescinded as being issued for political
reasons and under pressure of political circumstances. His Eminence
Archbishop Barlaam Shishatsky is to be recognized as having died in his
hierarchical rank. Therefore he is to be commemorated among those who have
reposed as an Archbishop.” Deacon Alexander Mazyrin comments on this:
“Archbishop Barlaam was defrocked in his time because in the summer of
1812, after the French took Mogilev, he swore allegiance to the Emperor
Napoleon. In rescinding the indicated decree of the Most Holy Synod, “as being
issued for political reasons and under pressure of political circumstances’,
Metropolitan Sergei clearly let us understand how we should relate to his own
decrees, at the base of which there also lay political motives.””!%

True; and yet there is a still more pertinent conclusion to be drawn from
this. Archbishop Barlaam was undoubtedly justly defrocked by the Most Holy
Synod in 1813, because he swore allegiance to a man, Napoleon, who had been
anathematized by the Synod. That being the case, Metropolitan Sergei was no
less justly defrocked for swearing allegiance to the Bolsheviks, who were also
under the Russian Church’s anathema and whose enmity to Orthodoxy was
still more obvious. For the fact that both acts were committed “under political
pressure” is strictly irrelevant. Both acts, although clothed as concessions to
political necessity, were acts of ecclesiastical betrayal; both men betrayed Christ

153 Jlyin, “O ‘Bogoustanovlennosti’ sovietskoj vlasti” (On the ‘God-establishedness’ of Soviet
Power), http:/ /www.portal-credo.ru/site/ print.php?act=lib&id=2711

154 Andreev, Is the Grace of God Present in the Soviet Church?, Wildwood, Alberta: Monastery
Press, 2000, p. 54.

155 Mazyrin, “Kistorii vysshevo upravlenia Russkoj Pravoslavnoj Tserkvi v 1935-1937 gg.”, 16th
Annual Theological Conference of PSTGU, Moscow, 2006, vol. 1, p. 166,
http:/ /pstgu.ru/download /1269284749 . mazyrin.pdf
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and His Holy Church, and were therefore subject to anathema and expulsion
from the Church.

From distant China, Metropolitan Innocent of Peking (Figurovsky) (+1931)
declared: "Metropolitan Sergei had ordered a prayer to be offered for the Soviet
power before the throne of God and recognized its joys as his joys and her
sorrows as his sorrows.

“It is difficult to think of a more terrible blasphemy against Orthodox
hierarchs and the Orthodox people. Is it really still necessary to prove now that
the government that openly fights with God, which turned more than 3,000
churches into temples of their satanic religion, which brutally destroyed
thousands of hierarchs and priests, ruined more than 20 million by executions
and starvation. the Russian people - that this power is not from God, but from
the devil. Is it really necessary to convince someone that we cannot rejoice in
the joys of the government, which has decided to wipe the very name of the
Russian people from the face of the earth, which cripples and corrupts the souls
of children and youth, inoculating them with vile vices and disgusting diseases!
To argue otherwise, one must lose either reason or conscience.

“After 12 years of bloody terror, it is clear to everyone except those who
deceive themselves that one cannot speak of any power in Russia in the human
sense of the word, there are no laws and human rights; for where a wild beast
reigns, instead of law, disgusting arbitrariness reigns! And this satanic power
you, Your Eminence, together with Metropolitan Sergei, now you want to
recognize the power as legitimate. How do you not feel the horror of such
blasphemy? Do you really want, together with him and his Synod, to persecute
the Orthodox Church, whose true hierarchs are now not in cities and not in
royal palaces, but in prisons and in exile. Do you really want, together with
Metropolitan Sergei and the Chekists to plant the abomination of desolation in
the holy place, do you want to join with the Antichrist and do his work?

“Do not try to deceive yourself and others with words of guile. By
recognizing Metropolitan Sergei as your head - does this not mean fulfilling all
his orders, following the path along which he himself is going? To be loyal to
the Bolsheviks, to renounce any active struggle with them, which is demanded
by Metropolitan Sereis from all who recognize him - is not this a renunciation
of Christ, the acceptance of that seal of the Antichrist, about which St. John the
Evangelist speaks in his Revelation?

“You are trying in vain to play on the tender family feelings of the
emigration for our brothers, who were captured in the USSR. Believe me, many
of them preferred prison and exile to the confession of Metropolitan Sergei. The
time is coming in the USSR, and it has already come, when all who have not
accepted the seal of the antichrist will be deprived of the right to life, the right
to sell and buy. You, no doubt, have read about the persecution of the
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Bolsheviks against the "kulak" - honest workers who earn their bread by their
labor and are guilty only of not going into slavery to satanic power. For this,
their property is taken from them; many of them are killed. But they continue
to fight and suffer for the Orthodox faith and Holy Russia, sacrificing
everything. And here, at large, will we calmly look at their torment, will we
refuse to fight their executioners in our cowardice? Or do you not feel that we
will join the crimes of the Chekists, we will be guilty of the death of those
tortured by them, if we do not fight with all our might against the army of
Satan, which is oppressing our Motherland? The fight against the communists
... is our sacred duty.”
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12. THE EUROPEAN PROJECT AND THE TREATY OF
LOCARNO

Although the Versailles Treaty had enshrined the principle of national self-
determination at the heart of the international community’s ideology, there
were also manifestations of a tendency in the opposite direction, towards a
greater integration of nations. One of these was, of course, the League of
Nations. But the American Congress’s refusal to endorse the League, and the
non-membership of several important nations, undermined that project from
the beginning. Another was the creation of Yugoslavia. A third was the zeal of
the leading French and German politicians for the project of an economic
European Union.

Ironically, it was neither a Frenchman nor a German, but an Englishman,
William Penn, the founder of Pennsylvania, who sketched the first plan for a
united Europe as far back as 1693. His proposal was that the Sovereign Princes
of Europe should “agree to meet by their stated deputies in a General Diet,
Estates or Parliament, and there Establish Rules of Justice for Sovereign Princes
to observe one to another; and... before which Sovereign Assembly, should be
brought all Differences depending between one Sovereign and another...
Europe would quietly obtain the so much desired and needed Peace.” 1>

The idea of a pan-European state was preceded by the idea of single
European culture. “In his essay “The Crisis of the Mind’, Paul Valery, the French
poet, reflected on the nature of this European culture on the eve of the First
World War. ‘In a book of that era - and not one of the most mediocre - we
should have no trouble in finding the influence of the Russian ballet, touch of
Pascal’s gloom, numerous impresarios of the Goncourt type, something of
Nietzsche, something of Rimbaud, certain effects due to a familiarity with
painters, and sometimes the tone of a scientific publication... the whole
flavoured wih an indefinable British quality difficult to assess.” Valery thought
this complex fusion was ‘characteristic of the modern epoch’, by which he
meant a ‘way of life’, as well as a time. Europe, he maintained, had reached the
apogee of this ‘modernism” in 1914, just before ‘the illusion of a European
culture” was then lost on the battlefields of Flanders and Poland...” %’

The idea of cultural unity led easily to the idea of political and/or economic
unity. During the First World War, Trotsky proposed a “United States of
Europe” as a way of stopping the war.!”® In September, 1914 the German
chancellor put forward the idea of a central European customs union: “We
must create a central European economic association through common customs
treaties, to include France, Belgium, Holland, Denmark, Austria-Hungary,

15 Penn, “An Essay towards the Present and Future Peace of Europe by the Establishment of
an European Parliament, or Estates”, in Peter Shroder, “Penn’s Plan for a United Europe”,
History Today, October, 2016, p. 32.

157 Orlando Figes, The Europeans, London: Penguin, 2020, pp. 478-479.

158 Kotkin, Stalin, vol. I, p. 153.
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Poland, and perhaps Italy, Sweden and Norway. This association will not have
any common constitutional supreme authority and all its members will be
formally equal, but in practice will be under German leadership and must
stabilize Germany’s economic dominance over Mitteleuropa.”>°

On the French side, “Etienne Clementhel, Minister of Commerce 1915-19,
wanted a national plan and an economic union of Western Europe; among his
proteges were Jean Monnet and other future ‘Eurocrats”.”!%® The French were
probably motivated at this time (and certainly when the project was revived
after 1945) by the desire to tame and control the great German tiger. Thus “a
secret delegation” from France “sounded out Berlin in January 1919 about
plans for a Franco-German partnership to reorganize the European economy
and, although the initiative failed, two further approaches followed in 1921 and
1922. The 1921 Wiesbaden Agreement envisaged German reparations
payments to France being replaced by massive German direct investment in
the devastated war zones of northern France, but British obstruction effectively
derailed this iniative. The 1922 Sinnes-Lubersac Agreement, concluded
between the German and French business magnates and parliamentarians,
sought to revive the Wiesbaden Agreement, but failed to win over Poincaré,
who had returned to office in January.”161

*

According to Yanis Varoufakis, the idea of a European economic union goes
back to “the time-honoured Central European tradition associated with
catchwords such as Mitteleuropa or Paneuropa...

“ At its most wholesome, Mitteleuropa evoked a multinational multicultural
intellectual ideal for a united Central Europe that the non-chauvinistic section
of its conservative elites were rather fond of. However, Mitteleuropa was also
the title of an influential book by Friedrich Naumann, authored in the midst of
the Great War, which advocated an economically and politically integrated
Central Europe run on German principles and with the ‘minor” states placed
under German rule. '%* A great deal more liberal than Mitteleuropa, Paneuropa
was the brainchild of Count Coudenhove-Kalergi, an Austrian-Japanese
intellectual who conducted a lifelong campaign to bring about a pan-European
political and economic union.

“Despite these differences, Mitteleuropa and Paneuropa were aimed at
protecting Europe’s centre from the geopolitical and economic encroachments
of Russia from the east and the Anglosphere from the west. They also shared a
view that European unity would have to be overlaid on Central Europe’s
existing national institutions and, indeed, on its prevailing corporate power

159 Niall Ferguson, The Pity of War 1914-1918, London: Penguin, 2012, p. 171.

160 Paul Johnson, Modern Times, New York: Harper Perennial, 1990, p. 142.

161 Conan Fischer, “The Limits of Nationhood”, History Today, June, 2017, pp. 12-13.

162 Neumann wrote that the plan could be “militarized into a form of indirect annexation” (Hew
Strachan, The First World War, London: Pocket Books, 2006, pp. 146, 262). (V.M.)
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structures. A European union consistent with Mitteleuropa and Paneuropa
visions would have to operate by limiting competition between corporations,
between nations and between capital and labour. In short, Central Europe
would resemble one gigantic corporation structured hierarchically and
governed by technocrats, whose job would be to depoliticize everything and
minimize all conflicts.

“Needless to say, the Mitteleuropa-Paneuropa vision enthused
industrialists. Walter Rathenau, chairman of AEG (Allgemeine Elekricitats-
Gesellschaft) and later Germany’s foreign minister, went as far as to suggest
that a Central European economic union would be ‘civilization’s greatest
conquest’. The idea appealed not only to corporations like AEG, Krupp and
Siemens, but also to the Roman Catholic Church and politicians like Robert
Schuman, another of the European Union’s fathers, who was born in Germany
but ended up French courtesy of a shifting border...”163

*

But no economic union would be possible until there was some political
détente - which was out of the question as long as French troops were
occupying the Ruhr. Now from a legal point of view, the French had acted
within their rights, acting as the policemen of the Versailles Treaty when no
other power was prepared to enforce it. But world policemen then, as now, are
never popular, and the French realized that they needed the friendship of the
Anglo-Saxons even more than their money - and the Anglo-Saxons
disapproved of France’s tactics. As a result, the French lost their resolve - and
withdrew their troops...

The French were persuaded to withdraw by an American politician, Charles
Dawes, who, as Simon Jenkins writes, “proposed a withdrawal of French
troops from the Ruhr, a reduction and staging of reparations and the offer of
loans for rebuilding.”'** Under the Dawes-Young Plan (Young was another
American banker), “Germany was to pay reparations at a m