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february—day 11 hours, night 13

16 Sat		  5:00 p.m. Vespers—begins the triodion (which ends with pentecost)
38•V•Lk22
gospel: a man who needs god vs. one who doesn’t (Luke 18.9+)
17 Sun
			
10:00 a.m. Divine Liturgy—Coffee Hour: Doyle
			 In light of the Gospel reading, no Wednesday/Friday abstinence.

23 Sat		  5:00 p.m. Vespers
24 Sun35•VI•Lk23 gospel: wayward sons, loving father (Luke 15.11+)
			
10:00 a.m. Divine Liturgy—Coffee Hour: Ellmore
march—day 12 hours, night 12

2 Sat		  5:00 p.m. Vespers
3 Sun36•VII gospel: judgment—before time runs out reach out (Mat. 25.31+)
			
10:00 a.m. Divine Liturgy—Coffee Hour: Hawkins
			 ☛ Vespers moves to Sunday evenings.
			

10 Sun

37•VIII

			

Daylight Saving Time begins sunday 10 march

gospel: forgiveness—letting go (Mat. 6.14+)

10:00 a.m. Divine Liturgy—Coffee Hour: Krisa
			 6:00 p.m. Penitential Vespers, followed by Bliny and all
the fixings.
Regarding our Annual Parish
Business Meeting on February 3.
The meeting was well attended.
Treasurer Gregory Honshul presented
a detailed account of our income and
expenditures and investments for our
fortieth year—which included a few
one time outlays related to our fortieth
anniversary celebration. He also proposed a basically no-change budget
for the current year which the membership approved. One recommendation
for stabilizing monthly income was
put forward, namely automatic bank
payments from parishioner accounts
to the parish treasury. A number of
parishioners already do this, and it
is truly helpful. Elected to the parish
council for two-year terms: Gregory
Honshul, Susan Matyuf, and Marsha
Morrow. Father Paul concluded by
calling attention to the two baptisms
and two chrismations in 2018.

Pamela Wayland sent this message about a pressing need.
Transitional Housing for homeless
is requesting quart-size ziplok bags
with nutritional snacks. This place
on Meadowview in Leesburg is being
renovated and homeless families are
in temporary housing. They do get the
homeless in off the street, as does the
food pantry. The volunteer coordinator at the food pantry, referred me to
the Volunteers of America who run the
transitional housing. That person, Linda Kimble, asked me to get together
snack bags to hold the street people
over until their next meal.
If anyone wants to bring these
items in the next two week, we could
package kits at church on a given
day. Or I could do it at home. I think
Sharon wanted to help out more and
probably others. So this might be a
good service project.
www.holytrinityvirginia.org

Sharon mentioned to me that it
might be good for the parish to get
more involved in helping the homeless in our community. There are two
organizations that come to mind that
help the homeless directly locally.
The Good Shepherd Alliance offers
vouchers for shopping at their three
thrift stores. They offer transitional
housing, employment counseling, etc.
to families in need. The funds from
the thrift stores pays for housing,
etc They will also take broken and
torn items for which they receive a
salvage fee. The Red Cross relies on
this organization.
Mobile Hope is an organization
that serves homeless youth ages
18–24. They have a large bus that
goes around providing clothing, food,
and other supplies for single mothers
and young adults. They are currently
fundraising to buy residential housing
for homeless youth. They also have a
thrift store and offices across the street
from the food pantry. Nothing there
costs more than ten bucks.
So, what we could do is have a
donation drive. They may provide a
pick up service. Or I will borrow my
husband’s truck every so often, and
people can load their donations after
Liturgy on a specific date.
For now, I think community outreach is a good idea, and serving will
be good for the parish. I could get a
list of acceptable items for donations
and we can set up a date.

ARCHDIOCESE OF RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCHES IN
WESTERN EUROPE/EXARCHATE OF THE ECUMENICAL
PATRIARCHATE TO BE ABOLISHED
The following brief communiqué appeared earlier
today on the website of the Archdiocese of Russian Orthodox Churches in Western Europe, an exarchate of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate, under which jurisdiction the
renowned St. Sergius Orthodox Theological Institute in
Paris operates (the institution that produced Fathers
Schmemann and Meyendorff). We trust that an explanation
of this unexpected action and the future of the Archdiocese
will be made public soon.
Communiqué of November 28, 2018
from the Office of the Diocesan Administration
The diocesan administration communicates to all the
members of the Archdiocese that, on November 27, 2018,
the Holy Synod of our Patriarchate decided to abolish the
status of our Archdiocese as an Exarchate.
This decision of the Holy Synod, which has yet to be
received officially at the see of the Archdiocese, was in
no way requested by the Archdiocese. His Eminence,
Archbishop John, was not consulted prior to this decision.
In Istanbul/Constantinople with the secretary of the
Archdiocesan Council, Nicholas Lopoukhine, for a meeting of the synodal commission, Archbishop John learned
of this decision during a private meeting with the Patriarch.
The Archbishop and the secretary of the Archdiocesan
Council will return to Paris shortly. The next meeting of
the Council will take place in the coming days to discuss
this question.
Until then, as pastor responsible for the parishes and
communities of the Archdiocese, Archbishop John asks
all the clergy and faithful to maintain their calm and to
collect themselves in prayer, so that the Holy Spirit may
come to enlighten us all.
Broken Promises and Shattered Dreams?
RUE DARU RESPONDS TO ORDERS OF GREEK METROPOLITANS IN WESTERN EUROPE TO INTEGRATE
Communiqué of the Archdiocesan Council,
January 17, 2019
In recent days numerous priests and deacons of the
Archdiocese have received a letter from the Greek metropolitan of the country where they reside, ordering them to
cease commemorating their own Archbishop, to join the
clergy of the Greek Eparchies, to consider that our parishes
and communities are already part of these eparchies, and
finally ordering them to turn over all required documents
and parish registries.
On this subject the Archdiocesan Council refers to its
communiqué of this past November 30 and offers some
clarifications.
This intervention by outside bishops in the very body of

Paris, the Russian Church on Rue Daru, St. Alexander Nevsky

our Archdiocese, even if bishops of the same Patriarchate,
is irregular with regard to ecclesiology and the law: indeed, His Eminence, Archbishop John [Renneteau], is the
only legitimate ruling bishop of the Orthodox Parishes of
Russian Tradition in Western Europe. On March 28, 2016
he was elected in a regular manner by the extraordinary
General Assembly of Archdiocese, composed of all the
clergy and lay delegates from the parishes which make up
our ecclesial body; on April 22, 1016 the Holy Synod of
the Ecumenical Patriarchate ratified this election. From
that very moment Archbishop John was installed in a definitive manner in his functions. Since then he has neither
resigned nor requested retirement, and he remains—by
the very definition of episcopal ministry—the instrument
of the diocese’s catholicity, and the president of the Diocesan Union, the legal entity according to French law
which assures the communion of all the parishes and
communities of the Archdiocese.
Like all his predecessors since the Venerable Metropolitan Evlogy, and in all the countries where his parishes are established, His Eminence, Archbishop John,
celebrates the Church’s Eucharist in catholicity, as well
as all sacramental acts: he presides at the consecration of
churches and antimensia, he ordains [men] to every rank

of ecclesial service in our Archdiocese. In his capacity
as bishop of the Patriarchate of Constantinople he participated recently in the Synaxis of the Hierarchs of the
Ecumenical Throne [September 1-3, 2018] and, in 2016,
at the Holy and Great Council of the Orthodox Church [in
Crete]. His place as sole diocesan bishop is canonically
and juridically irrefutable, as confirmed by the official
Statutes of the Archdiocese.
The Statutes of the Archdiocese are known to the
Patriarchate and have been approved consistently by the
Holy Synod since 1931. In the version in force to this
day, they stated notably:
Article 11
The Archdiocese and member associations [parishes
and monasteries] are placed under the administrative
authority and the spiritual, pastoral, and moral direction
of a ruling bishop with the rank and title of Archbishop
under obedience to His Holiness the Ecumenical Patriarch
of Constantinople. The Archbishop is the President of the
Archdiocese.
Article 40
The Archbishop exercises his functions for life. He may
nevertheless retire from the governance of the Archdiocese
after consulting with the Episcopal Committee and the
Archdiocesan Council. On the other hand, he may not be
dismissed from his functions except after the judgment of
the competent ecclesiastical supreme court, namely the
patriarchal Holy Synod.
These provisions allow no other interpretation of things:
our diocesan clergy must continue the manner of liturgical
commemoration that they have always practiced, and
they remain, just like the parishes and monasteries, under
immediate obedience to His Eminence, Archbishop John.
All diocesan files are up-to-date at the Archdiocese and
cannot, for obligatory legal reasons, be transferred to an
outside authority without a justified reason.
On November 27, 2018 the Ecumenical Patriarchate decided to rescind the Patriarchal and Synodal Tomos of June
19, 1999, which conferred on the Archdiocese the status
of Patriarchal Exarchate. Even though the Archdiocesan
Council regrets the unilateral and unplanned character of
this decision, we recognize that the Patriarchate had the
right to make this decision. However, we cannot confuse
withdrawing the status of Patriarchal Exarchate with
“dissolving the Archdiocese” according to the derogatory
expression used by certain sources on the internet.
The November 27 decision of the Patriarchate of Constantinople entails a unilateral component (the withdrawal
of the Tomos of 1999) and a bilateral, indeed trilateral
component (the invitation to integrate the parishes of the
Archdiocese into the Greek Metropolises, concerning
which we do not know whether they [the Metropolises]
were consulted on this subject). That which is multilat-

eral must necessarily be the object of deliberation by the
collective subjects (parishes) and individuals (clergymen)
concerned. No one can prejudge the ecclesiologically
fundamental act constituted by the reception of a decision
of outside provenance.
Indeed, to dissolve the Archdiocese founded in 1921
(that is, even before its reception into the Patriarchate of
Constantinople), only the General Assembly is competent.
The Assembly has been validly called for the coming
February 23 and has only one point on its agenda: the
discussion of this decision by the Patriarchate.
In the same way that the Ecumenical Patriarchate
conforms, for its local operation in Turkey, to the sometimes very constraining legislative regime of the Turkish
Republic, so has the Patriarchate always encouraged our
Archdiocese to organize itself in conformity with the
laws of the countries where out parishes are established
and to respect those laws fully. Far from infringing on
the good organization of the Church, respect for statutory
procedures constitutes the safest canonical application,
directly inspired by the Orthodox ethos.
De jure our Archdiocese finds itself today in the same
situation as it did before its reception into the Ecumenical
Patriarchate. De facto, nevertheless, we would not want
this long and fruitful period to end without a face-to-face
human encounter between the representatives of our
Archdiocese and the Patriarchate authorities.
Indeed we will never be able to find the right words to
express our gratitude to the Ecumenical Patriarchate to
its canonical protection during all these years. The Holy
Church of Constantinople has taken care to respect the
particularities of our diocesan operation inspired by the
decisions and debates of the 1917-18 Council of Moscow,
and for this we are deeply grateful to [the Ecumenical
Patriarchate]. This shows how much the ecclesial vocation of the Ecumenical Patriarchate is truly supra-ethnic.
If the Ecumenical Patriarchate closed the door to any
possibility of the Archdiocese to remain within it, the
General Assembly would consequently reach a decision.
At any rate, neither the Greek Metropolises of Western
Europe, nor the Archdiocesan Council, nor even the
Archbishop can take the place of the ecclesial Assembly
which has been validly called for this coming February 23.
Until then, the Archdiocesan Council calls all parties to
respect the peace of the Church and the legal provisions
which guarantee that, in the Body of Christ, “all things be
done decently and in order” (1 Cor 14:40). “For,” as the
Apostle Paul still teaches, “God is not a God of confusion
but of peace” (1 Cor 14:33). The opposite of disorder is
therefore not order, but peace.
This communiqué appeared in French on January
17, 2019 on the website of the Archdiocese of Russian
Orthodox Churches in Western Europe.
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IT’S OFFICIAL:
ECUMENICAL PATRIARCHATE
DISSOLVES RUSSIAN ARCHDIOCESE
OF WESTERN EUROPE
Archbishop John was informed of this decision as a fait
accompli without prior consultation. (This communiqué
appeared November 29, on the website of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate.)
Communiqué on the Orthodox Churches of Russian
Tradition in Western Europe.
The Holy Synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, in
its session of November 27, 2018, has decided to revoke
the Patriarchal Tomos of 1999 by which it had granted
the pastoral care and administration of the Orthodox
parishes of Russian tradition in Western Europe to its
Archbishop-Exarch.
This decision responds to the pastoral and spiritual needs
of our era, with the greatest respect for canon law and for
the spiritual responsibility which falls to us. Indeed the
historical circumstances leading to the creation of such a
structure in the wake of the October 1917 Russian Revolution, just a hundred years ago, have evolved profoundly.
We give thanks to God for the tireless courage which
your communities have shown over time in preserving
the rich spiritual tradition which had come from Russia
in the aftermath of the bloody persecutions committed
by the new atheist regime. We rejoice especially that the
Mother Church of the Ecumenical Patriarchate took the
responsibility to offer her canonical protection to these
communities and so permit them to enjoy, in accordance
with ecclesial order, a freedom synonymous with life in
the Holy Spirit.
Today’s decision has for its goal to reinforce further
the bond of the parishes of Russian tradition with the
Mother Church of the Patriarchate of Constantinople.
Each of these communities is the bearer of a spiritual
heritage established in the trail of a dramatic history
marked by persecution and exile, and having participated
prophetically in the theological renewal of Orthodoxy in
the 20th century. It was in fact through the personalities,
theologians, philosophers, and artists in the forefront,
issued from the Russian immigration, that the Orthodox
faith shone in Western Europe and beyond.
We are anxious to reassure the pious faithful of the
parishes of Russian tradition in Western Europe and their
communities. It is through pastoral solicitude that the
Ecumenical Patriarchate has decided upon the integration and attachment of the parishes to the different Holy
Metropolises in the countries where they are located. Our
Mother Church will continue to assure and guarantee the
preservation of their liturgical and spiritual tradition. The
bond will be that much closer with the See of Constantinople as it is desirous of continuing to manifest its pastoral

goodwill and apostolic solicitude toward the people of
God for which it has responsibility.
We pray with fervour to the Lord, whose divine Nativity
we prepare ourselves to welcome during this time, that
you will remain faithful to the Ecumenical Patriarchate
even as the Mother Church of Constantinople is devoted
to you. We wish with all our heart that you continue to be
witnesses of the Orthodox faith in Western Europe through
the practice of the virtues and the accomplishment of the
principles of the Gospel.
We also thank His Excellency, Archbishop John of
Charioupolis, for having led his communities with love
and loyalty to this new stage in their history, trusting in
the grace of God which calls us to “be renewed in the
spiritual transformation of your minds and to put on the
new man, created according to God in the righteousness
and holiness that come from truth” (Eph 4.23–24).
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God the
Father, and the communion of the Holy Spirit be always
with you, through the prayers of the Most-Holy Mother
of God and of all the saints.
DO NOT TRUST THE MOSCOW PATRIARCHATE:
A RUSSIAN PRIEST’S TESTIMONY
A beloved brother in the Archdiocese of Russian Orthodox Churches in Western Europe has asked that Orthodoxy
in Dialogue publish this anonymous letter from a priest
in Russia to Archbishop John of Charioupolis.
Your Eminence, dear Monseigneur John, dear brothers
and sisters in Christ of the Archdiocese of the Russian
Orthodox Churches in Western Europe,
I am writing to you following decision taken by Patriarch Bartholomew to abolish the Archdiocese and hand

over its legacy to the local Greek metropolia, a decision
that puts the Archdiocese in a difficult position. It is
unfortunate to say so, but it seems that this decision of
Patriarch Bartholomew and his Synod has significantly
undermined the confidence that the Archdiocese had
in him: it is unlikely that the Archdiocese will return
under his omophor and regain its previous status. Thus
dislocated, the Archdiocese would cease to be a whole
and would see its parishes, one by one, enter the Greek
metropolia, which nevertheless appears to me as an even
less satisfactory solution.
Many Christians in Russia were deeply saddened by this
decision of the Patriarchate of Constantinople; for many
people, indeed, the Archdiocese of Russian Tradition was
an encouraging model of ecclesial functioning. Despite
all the difficulties that the Archdiocese has encountered,
its clerics and its faithful have managed to remain faithful
to the traditions of the local council of Moscow of 191718. This Council proclaimed the principle of ecclesial
conciliarity as the foundation of the life of a local Church
and the communities that form it. It is this faithfulness to
the conciliar principles that has allowed the Archdiocese
(unlike the Russian Church Abroad) to show the inner and
outer beauty of the Orthodox tradition to the whole world,
by developing theological thought, and by testifying to
our faith before the world around us. It seems obvious
that this mission could never have been accomplished
without the freedom, the gift of God, that made it possible.
For many decades, the Orthodox Church of the USSR
found itself in a state of imprisonment, in the hands of a
state that wanted to destroy it. Deprived of freedom, the
Church in Russia was reduced to struggling for survival:
to this purpose all means were good, even some unworthy
of the Church, difficult to justify from the point of view
of the Christian faith.
As an example, let us quote, simply, the infamous declaration of Metropolitan Serge (Stragorodski), supported
by his fellow bishops in 1927, as well as the interview he
gave in 1930 to foreign journalists, where he denied the
Soviet State was persecuting the Church and the faithful.
Another example of the lack of freedom of the Church in
the USSR was the appeal by Metropolitan Serge to the
clergy abroad, asking the priests in the emigration to show
loyalty to the Soviet power: this call was followed by the
decision to remove Metropolitan Evlogiy from his post at
the head of the Archdiocese of Russian parishes in Western Europe. In this context, the only reasonable thing for
Metropolitan Evlogiy and the faithful of the Archdiocese
to do to ensure the preservation of their ecclesial heritage
and avoid the deleterious servitude to the Soviet regime
was to seek the protection of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.
Meanwhile, the historical developments of the USSR
have shown that the Patriarchate of Moscow, or a certain

part of its episcopate, was becoming more and more organically at one with the Soviet system, devoting itself
entirely to the service and interests of the regime. There
are many examples of this evolution, and it has been mentioned many times in the Western press, and particularly
in the pages of the “Vestnik RHD–Orthodox Messenger”,
a publication close to the Archdiocese.
With time, in the USSR a very particular ecclesio-administrative system appeared, which allowed the Soviet
state to exercise implacable control over the life of the
Russian Church. This administration demanded the suppression of all conciliarity in the daily operation of the
Church, where conciliarity was not compatible with the
new regime. Many bishops of the Russian Church have
shown an unacceptable servility and have become the
mouthpieces of this official Church. There were people,
clerics and lay people who tried to make their voices
heard protesting against the conditions under which the
Church was forced to live, but everything was done to
silence them: they were treated as dissidents and they
were victims of a merciless crackdown, both on the part
of the civil authorities and the official representatives of
the Moscow Patriarchate.
In the early 1990s, Russia entered a new stage in
its history. The fall of the official communist ideology
and the freedom of action once again discovered by the
Church gave rise to the hope of a renewal of the Moscow
Patriarchate, which was free to return to the conciliar
modus operandi it had been forced to renounce under the
constraints of the antireligious regime of the last decades.
However, the episcopate of the Russian Church took
advantage of the new circumstances, not to reconstruct a
conciliar approach within the Church, but to consolidate
the hierarchical vertical of power.
It is true that the last two Patriarchs (Alexis II and Kyril,
the current Patriarch) differ from each other, but both have
continued the policy of limiting ecclesial conciliarity and
reinforcing an ecclesiastical administration whose goal
seems to be to ensure the episcopate and particularly the
Patriarch of Moscow have unlimited rights in the government of the Church. Of course, all this was put in place
at the expense of the rights of the clergy and even more
of those of the laity.
A religious community in today’s Moscow Patriarchate
remains deprived of all rights. All the buildings of the
parish, the real estate, the land, all this has been handed
over to the Patriarchate of Moscow who owns it. The
role of the laity in the administration and control of the
finances of the parish is reduced to nothing. The hierarchy
of the Church has unlimited rights to make use of Church
property and parish structures: they may, at their pleasure,
dismiss a parish council chairman or even dissolve the
entire council.
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The local diocesan bishop has the same rights, he may,
at his pleasure, move a priest wherever he wants, without
consulting the parish concerned, or even against the wish
expressed by this parish, he may if he so wishes, suspend
him in his ministry, or even defrock him without any legal
process. The ecclesiastical tribunal, entirely subject to the
archbishop, is not only an organ of validation of episcopal
decisions, it is also, sometimes, an organ of repression in
his hands. This situation both at the parish level and at
the diocesan level turns many of the faithful away from
the Church. The educated circles in Russia are rejecting
the Church, and the priests themselves are entering into
passive resistance. But none of this seems to move the
hierarchy of our Church.
The paralysis of ecclesial communities leads to a tendency to atrophy of almost all of their essential functions
(social, missionary, educational, etc.). So-called “persons
in charge” of one or another field of activity have been
entrusted with the task of reviving these functions (for
example “in charge of catechism”, “in charge of youth
activities”, etc.). In fact, these people are forced to set up
fake activities for the sole purpose of being able to feed
their equally fake reports.
And even at the top of the hierarchy of the current
Russian Church, things are no better. Since the time of
Patriarch Alexis II there are in fact no more local councils.
It is a pure formality that they are convened on the occasion of the election of a new Patriarch at the head of the
Russian Church, as the voices of the clergy and laity have
no means of being heard at these councils. In dioceses,
the diocesan assemblies have also become a formality. No
parish assembly can be held without the blessing of the
local bishop and must be held in the presence of the dean.
Another disturbing aspect of the ecclesial life of our
time is the dependence of our ecclesial hierarchy on the
civil authorities. The legislation in force gives the Russian
Church a privileged position. The bishops seek public
subsidies for all sorts of “spiritual projects” that are, for the
most part, only mock church projects. It would not be an
exaggeration to say that the Russian Church is becoming
more and more a state structure. By state, we understand
that it always takes the part of the authorities, even to
the point of sometimes exhibiting shameless submission.

Recently, in Russia, when unfair pension reforms were
put in place against the wishes of the people, no bishop
(including the Patriarch of Moscow) said a single word of
support to the people. It is obvious that such an attitude
contributes to a permanent decrease in the influence of
the Church and that is what is happening in Russia.
In this context, the passage to the Moscow Patriarchate
of the Archdiocese of the parishes of Russian tradition in
Western Europe (whatever its form, including through
an incorporation into the Russian Church Abroad) will
inevitably lead to its dissolution in the ecclesiastical-administrative structure. By sharing the life of the Russian
Church, you will gradually lose all elements of conciliarity and will find yourself in the worst situation of your
entire history.
I would like to assure you, Your Eminence, and you,
dear brothers and sisters in Christ, that you should not trust
any of the promises made to you by the hierarchs of the
Moscow Patriarchate. No guarantee given to you prior to
unification will be considered final. Each can be reviewed.
Think of the terrible example of unfulfilled promises that
constitute the history of the Diocese of Sourozh that was
founded by the late Metropolitan Anthony (Bloom).
My objective, in writing this letter, is not to criticise
the workings of the Russian Church, but to give some
elements of reflection that may help the faithful clerics
and laity of the Archdiocese to analyse the current situation in order to avoid taking the decision to enter the
Russian Church in the state it is in today which would,
in my opinion, be disastrous. We believe that the Lord,
in His wisdom, will not leave the Russian Church in the
pitiful state where it is now and will find a way to bring
it to a more harmonious path, a conciliar path. Then, and
only then, will the conditions be right for the Archbishop
to “return to the father’s house,” which is the Russian
Church for him. For the time being, entering this house
would be a serious mistake, which would be to remove
the traditions of the Archdiocese of Churches of Russian
tradition in Western Europe that you have been bringing
to fruition for 100 years.
With love in Christ
Priest NN of the Russian Church (Moscow Patriarchate)

Orthodox Church in America’s French-American First Hierarch, Kyr Tikhon Mollard, and the
Church of Russia’s Mordovian Patriarch, Kyr Cyril Gundyayev, share the spotlight at a January
celebration in Moscow. Regarding Ecumenical Patriarch Kyr Kyr Bartholomew’s recent intervention in the Church of Rus’, both leaders are—ironically—on the same page.
Exclusive Commentary to The Orthodox World:
With Ukraine’s autocephaly, the Moscow Patriarchate shows its true face to the world.
February 7, 2019
Metropolitan Epiphanios of Kiev and all Ukraine was
enthroned as primate of the Orthodox Church in Ukraine
(OCU) on Sunday, February 3, 2019, at the Cathedral of
Holy Wisdom in that country’s capital. This followed the
granting of the Tomos of Autocephaly to the OCU by His
All-Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew and the
Holy and Sacred Synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate
of Constantinople on the Great Feast of the Theophany.
This issue was discussed at the September 2018 Synaxis of the Hierarchs of the Ecumenical Throne; this is an
important point because it shows that this was not a mere
personal decision of the Ecumenical Patriarch and that
thoughtful study and careful examination were exercised
before the final decision was taken. For the Ecumenical
Patriarchate, this is its canonical prerogative and consistent
with historical precedent.*

To describe these developments in global Orthodoxy as
controversial would be a considerable understatement. The
propaganda pushed and false narratives contrived by the
Moscow Patriarchate (MP) and its satellite of supporters
against the Church of Constantinople have been relentless
and at times repulsive.
When did it become appropriate or acceptable for
Christian dialogue and Orthodox discourse to descend
into such darkness? Though what should one expect
from some who use the Body and Blood of Christ as a
bargaining chip in negotiations.
The issue of autocephaly for Ukraine is complex and
multifaceted – there are different areas of focus and approaches used by those commenting on the issue, including, of course, this writer. While there are geo-political
dynamics between Constantinople and Moscow, one area
that is overlooked in all the hyperbole is the pastoral care
of the Orthodox flock in Ukraine.
The motivation of His All-Holiness, like a sincere
father who cares equally for all his children, was to offer
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compassion and bring comfort to the millions of Orthodox
who found themselves outside of the canonical Church.
The rapid opposition and smear campaign against him
serves only to show the true character and now not so
hidden agenda of his detractors.
Among the attacks levelled against His All-Holiness are
his so-called pope-like power aspirations. When, for example, this same Ecumenical Patriarch granted autocephaly
to the Church of Czech Lands and Slovakia in 1998, why
was this action not derided and the canonical prerogatives
of the Church of Constantinople not questioned? Was it
perhaps because it aligned with the interests of the MP,
who itself “granted autocephaly” to this local church in
1951 without any canonical basis to do so – but let us not
be distracted by this double standard.
When the Ecumenical Patriarchate granted autocephaly
to almost all of the non-ancient patriarchates in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, was this also the behaviour
of papal aspirants, or perhaps was it the acknowledgement
by the Phanar of new global realities that necessitated a
new pastoral approach. The Church of Constantinople
acted then – as it is now – for what is in the best interest
of the One, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church – not
its own self advantage.
Being the First Throne of Orthodoxy comes with grave
responsibilities. It requires the highest degree of spiritual
maturity and an ethos of service as commanded by Christ:
“But he who is greatest among you shall be your servant”
(Matthew 23:11).
The reaction of the MP in response to the Orthodox
Church in Ukraine’s autocephaly draws attention to its
own true (papal) motivations, as well as the principles
of its current leadership that are begrudgingly accepted
by other local churches out of a sense of love and unity.
The Moscow Patriarchate has often done whatever it
wanted: from granting “autocephaly” where and when
it wanted without regard or any canonical basis to do
so; to unilaterally establishing autonomous churches;
to encroaching on the canonical territory of other local
churches; to undermining and trying to disrupt and quietly
sabotage pan-Orthodox dialogue and synodality.
The biggest threat of the Moscow Patriarchate is not
towards the Phanar, but it is actually against other local
Orthodox churches, who today may find themselves
superficially close to Moscow, but tomorrow could find
themselves on opposite sides if interests diverge. As a
result, what we see today is some primates behaving
defensively so as not to provoke the insecurities of the
MP leadership, not out of love, but out of fear. Is this the
future that primates desire for Orthodoxy?
Some local churches, for instance, have been eager to
issue press releases and make pronouncements simply
to make Moscow happy; if you peel away the veneer of

these statements that have little if any long term significance, what you are left with are empty platitudes which
serve only to placate the Moscow Patriarchate and ensure
continued bilateral collaboration (and of course financial
support). Some autocephalous churches appear publicly to
be so beholden to Moscow that they behave as if they were
an autonomous church under the rule of Patriarch Kirill.
Many are now calling for dialogue and the need for
pan-Orthodox synodality to solve the issue of Ukraine; the
pretense of virtue here knows no bounds. When Ecumenical
Patriarch Bartholomew made concession after concession,
mostly to Moscow, in order to realize the Holy and Great
Council, it was not enough. When Ecumenical Patriarch
Bartholomew agreed to have the autocephaly agenda item
removed from the Council’s agenda, when he agreed to
shorten the length of the Council, and when he agreed
to move the location of the Council, it was not enough.
When four local churches turned their yeses into nos (cf.
Matthew 5:37) at the very last minute before the Council
of Crete, contrary to the holy canons** of the Church,
were they acting in the best interests of the Church? But
again, let us not be distracted by this double standard.
Rturning to the criticism of the Church of Constantinople, and how empty it is, let us pose another question:
if the actions of the Phanar are so canonically egregious,
why has no other local church joined Moscow in formally
censuring them? Perhaps it is because the Ecumenical
Patriarchate is within its canonical prerogatives and historical right to do what it did in Ukraine (which the other
local churches know).
Moscow must surely understand that the truth will prevail. This is one of the reasons why its efforts to disparage
Constantinople are so fierce and unabating. The Tomos
has been signed, the ink has dried, and this is the new
reality in global Orthodoxy. In the long run, the Orthodox
Church in Ukraine will consolidate parishes and faithful
with love and a natural process of unity, as is already
happening. The Moscow Patriarchate’s presence, together
with its power and influence in Ukraine will diminish over
time. It is likely that most local Orthodox churches will
eventually formally recognize Metropolitan Epiphanios
and concelebrate with OCU clergy.
When this recognition begins, the underhanded strategy employed by Moscow vis-à-vis the Holy and Great
Council, namely, that since some local churches were
not participating, they would not participate either, will
boomerang against it. That is to say, once one or two local
churches recognize the OCU, others will simply say they
are following suite.
Time is not on the Moscow Patriarchate’s side. The
torqued rhetoric will fall into obscurity and eventually be
forgotten. In fact, one has to wonder what the marginal
benefit to the MP’s propaganda is at this point – are they

attracting new supporters or simply speaking into an
online echo chamber?
The Moscow Patriarchate’s ambition to take over the
First Throne of Orthodoxy makes its accusation against
the Church of Constantinople that much more ironic,
but once again, let us not be distracted by this double
standard. It would be wrong and one-dimensional, however, to simply look at the issue of Ukraine autocephaly
through this geo-political prism, especially since this is not
what motivated the Ecumenical Patriarchate. Instead, the
driving motivation was the pastoral care of the Ukrainian
faithful. As Metropolitan Emmanuel of France stated on
the recent Virtual Town Hall Meeting hosted by the Order
of Saint Andrew the Apostle, the Church of Constantinople could not continue to ignore the situation despite
numerous appeals by elected officials, clergy (including,
with his own signature, Metropolitan Onufriy in 1991),
and faithful for an independent church absent of foreign
involvement and interference.
I have described His All-Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew as The Patriarch of Our Century. His
humility is his strength. His vision for Orthodoxy is not
for tomorrow, but for the years and even decades to come.
The decision to grant autocephaly to the Orthodox Church

in Ukraine will prove a seminal event in the history of
the Church and the correct pastoral approach in order
for all to be one in Christ. Those who have ears to hear,
let them hear.
—Evangelos Sotiropoulos writes about Orthodox
Christianity for a number of publications.
*Among many examples, there are significant similarities
between the involvement of the Romanian government and the
Ukrainian government in achieving ecclesiastical independence
for their respective nations. See, The diplomatic negotiations
carried out by the Romanian Government with the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople for the recognition of the
autocephaly of the Romanian Orthodox Church (1885) by
Mihai Sasaujan.
** Canon XIX (Council of Chalcedon, 451) addresses
Synods of Bishops in provinces, and is reaffirmed by Canon
VIII of the Sixth Ecumenical Council. Both canons build of off
Canon XXXVII of the Holy Apostles. Quoting The Rudder by St.
Nicodemus, Canon XIX in part reads as follows: “As for those
Bishops, on the other hand, who fail to attend the meeting, but
who, instead of doing so, remain at home in their respective
cities, and lead their lives therein in good health and free from
every indispensable and necessary occupation, they are to be
reprimanded in a brotherly way.”
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On a lighter note, Father Paul Lazor:
FROM MY OWN LIFE IN OUR Canonsburg PARISH
now marking 100 years
My father Joseph served as our parish’s official chanter
[djak] and choir director for 50 years, rarely missing any
liturgical services or celebrations during that time. The
first memorable spiritual event from my own life is linked
to my father’s place and responsibilities within our parish.
It took place when I was but 8 years old!
It happened in connection with the celebration of the
Feast of St. Nicholas which fell that year on a weekday. A
substantial snow storm had hit our area during the night
before the festal Eucharist. The storm posed a serious
question within my family: could my father make the long
trek from his workplace, the Fort Pitt Bridge Works, to
the church in order to lead the congregation in singing the
liturgical responses on this great holiday? We had no family automobile in those days, so, independent of weather
conditions, he and our entire family almost always had
to accomplish the rather long and difficult walk from our
home to the church, a journey requiring us, quite literally,
to amble up to Vine St. While my father had an arrangement with the Bridge Works which permitted him to leave
his workplace for church services and then to return after
their conclusion, his walk to the church was even more
trying. His walk up to Vine Street included a longer and
rougher section along the Pennsylvania railroad tracks.
My mother, Anna, awakened me early that morning and
told me the following: because of the storm, the public
schools would be closed for the day. She joyfully added
that, as a result, I was free to go to the church with her. I
got out of bed, dressed appropriately, and very soon my
mother and I departed from our house. The holy assignment before us was to accomplish, in timely fashion,
that substantial journey, described earlier, of walking to
the church.
The trek by foot, in and through the snow, took considerable time and effort, but… we made it! Upon our arrival,
I went immediately to the sanctuary to prepare to serve
as an altar boy. My cousin, Frankie (the future Bishop
Theodosius), as he was known back in those youthful
days, had accomplished his even longer walk from his
family home in Canonsburg’s East End, was, as always,
already there in the church and ready to go. Through his
lifetime of love for and faithful dedication and service
to Christ and his holy Church, demonstrated so clearly
during his youthful years at our St. John’s parish, he later
attended and graduated from St. Vladimir’s Seminary,
was ordained to the priesthood in 1961, served as a parish
priest in Madison, IL, was consecrated bishop in 1967,
and, in 1977, was elected Metropolitan—the head of the
Orthodox Church in America. He exercised this position
until his retirement in 2002.

As the time to begin the Liturgy drew near, it was fairly
obvious that my father would be unable to accomplish
the difficult walk from his workplace. What was to be
done? Who would lead the singing? Our parish pastor
at that time, Fr. Basil Horsky (1934–1948), repeatedly
glanced up from the altar toward the chanter’s place at
the front-center of the choir loft. Seeing that my father
was still not there, and noting by his wristwatch that only
a few minutes remained before the official starting time
for the Liturgy, he suddenly turned to me and directly,
in his substantial Russian accent, said: “Paul, you will
sing!” My dear cousin looked at me, smiled, and nodded
in full agreement. In total awe and amazement, but with
complete understanding of the implications in his directive
to me, I said nothing in response.
After receiving Fr. Basil’s blessing, I left the sanctuary, walked from the front to the back of the church via
the center aisle, made the sharp right turn at the back of
the church and took the steps up to the choir loft. Along
the way, I walked past my mother on the right side (as
you face the altar) of the church. She looked at me and
smiled, giving to me a certain indication that she understood what was happening. Finally, I made it to the place
from which my father usually chanted the services: the
chanter’s traditional place at the front-center of the loft.
Within minutes, cousin Frankie also journeyed to the loft
to ring the church bell (the rope for which was located
at the back of the choir loft), indicating that the Liturgy
was about to begin. Before ringing the bell he handed me
a little service book, which Fr. Horsky had asked him to
give to me. The book contained the Divine Liturgy, and
was printed entirely in the parish’s liturgical language,
Church Slavonic. At this youthful stage in my life, however, I was still unable even to read the alphabet of this
rather archaic and complex language.… Neither had I
ever seen any musical settings for the Galician chant
sung by my father and the entire congregation back in
that era of parish life. I had, however, from the earliest
days of my life, when my mother still carried me in her
arms, attended the Divine Liturgy and other services on
a regular basis.
Now, for the first time in my life, to my incredible and
shocking surprise, I was able to accomplish, publicly, the
following: from the priest’s opening exclamation, Blessed
is the Kingdom..., to his final blessing with the holy Cross,
by grace divine, I was able to lead the congregation in
singing the entire Divine Liturgy—in Church Slavonic,
in the Galician chant, and in my boy-soprano voice! Most
significantly, I knew the liturgical order and chanted
everything, literally by heart!… I will never forget this
overwhelmingly significant event in my life!
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