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OUTLINES OF THE TEACHING ABOUT THE CHURCH.
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The Church and “"non-orthodoxy”.

The Church represents 1ife full of grace in the Holy
Spirit, and 1ife abounding in grace 1is salvation. For this
reason there cannot be and there must not be any differentia-~
tion or compariscn between the Church and salvation: outslde
the Church there is no salvation because 1life within the
Chureh is the salvation. Extra ecclesiam nulls salius.

This is a self-evident truth which exhudes from the very
substance of the Church. And, in the same way as there is
only one and only Holy Spirit, there is only one kind of life
full of grace and similarly there is only one Church, for

the which reascn it is, of course, misapprehension to spesk
of a division or union of "ehurches”. The one and only
Churech cannot divide or unite, because outside herself she
knows nothing. And Our Lord Himself always speaks of the
creation of the Church § éxKijsis (Mth. XVI: 8}. The
unity of the Chureh is cbvious from the whole teaching sbout
her as the Body of Christ, the Bride of Christ, of the new
life in grace, and such a conception is most clearly expressed
in the tradition of the Church (St. Ignatius the God-bearer,
St. Irinius, St. Cyprian, St. Augustine, St. Thecdorite,
Jeronimus and others)l-.

As far as the Church is contratsed with the non-Church,
the strange world of the Gentiles {heathen world), in =
general sense "the world®, - the question presents no
difficulties - the boundaries are definitely marked out,
there is no communion hetween Christ and Balisal. However,
already in heathenism, one must learn to differentisate
between those who have abandoned themselves to unrighteous-
ness (Rom. 1: 22-32) and those who worked good (Rom. II: 10}.
Compare with Acts Ap. X: 34, 35. The Church bears witness
to this distinction, when she paints the images of the
ancient righteous men in the porches of temples she
indicates, that they were, according to the word of St.
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1. Compare Mgearius, "Orthodox Theolecgy" II: 208-11.
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Justine the Philosopher and St. Clement of Alexandria,
"Christians before Christ'. In general the fate of the
entire non-Christian world remains an unrevealed mystery,
which 1s only dvsclosed to some Sllgh extent in the teaching
of the Church concerning Christ's preaching in hell
(1 Peter 3: 19~20). A much more difficult and involved
problem is the question of the unity of the Church when this
is transferred within Christianity itself. It appears to
be a well-established fact, that apparently theére never
existed & time in the life of the Church without some sort
of internal discord leading to the formation of heresies

and schisms, beginning from the times of the Apostles {Simon
the Magicisn, the BlcolaibeS}. The Church renounced them
and cast them out as :wfﬁ%f -~ an heathen man and a
publlcan (Matt, 18: 17}). But though this "as an heathen
man" stands for practical relations with those who persisted
in their errors, it does not identify such people with heathens
from whom they, at any rate, differ in a positive sense, as
those who have been enlightened by the light of Christ, and
in a negative sense, as those who have fallen away from s
unity of faith - this - one cannot, of course, say in relation
to heathens.

False teachings in the Church, heresies and divisicns
are different from direct denial of Christ or from a struggle
with God - in as much as these teachings are fed by zeal in
seeking Church truth, but inevitably in an unnoticeable way
falsehood, self-impesing and self-assertion are admixed to
this zeal. There exists in Christianity a lawful, healthy,
unavoideble amount of individual thought, of which speaks
the Apostle: '"for there must be alsoc heresies among you,
that they which are approved may be made manifest among you'
(1 Cor. 11: 19). This is a manifestation of Christian
freedom of the sons of God, because Christians zsre not
servants but sons (Gal. 4: 6-7). And throughout all pericds
in the history of the Church there existed such divisicns,
theclogical schools, divergence of opinions, which finally
proved beneficial to the 1ife of the Church, and their
suppression by authority - in bygone days as well as now -
would.lead to unchristian bondage. Here, as always, the:
commandment of Christisn freedom warningly calls on us, as
uttered by the Apostle of the Gentiles: "Stand fast there~ -
fore in the liberty wherewith Christ hasth made us free, and -
be not entangled again with the yoke of bondage...for
brethren, ye have been called unto llberty“ (Gal. 5: 1-13).

- And only after a direct condemnation by competent Church

authority heretics fall away from the unity of the Church
between them and the Chureh division takes place = wxiperd

- and then faithfulness towards our Church compells us to kee]
within certain boundaries and not to reconcile ocurselves with



those, who, in whatever sense it may be, are cast cut of the
unity of the Church and are enemies of the Church. Love
is likewise zeal, and it is no love if it is not fervent.
For this reason dogmatic disputes have always deeply shaken
the 1ife of the Church.

In such a sense one must likewise interpret numerous
canonical decrees dealing with heretics, which have kept their
strength of canon-law up to our days. Not everybody has
studied these canons and is in a position to realise the degree
of real Church zealousness which they exhibit. The general
aim of these Church decrees is the safe-guarding of the Church
flock from heretics and dissenters. Already the so-called
Apostolic Rules lay down general foundations for relations
with those who fell off from the fellowship of the Church.
Rule 10: "if anyone prays with him who has been excommunicated
by the Church, though it were in his house (that is - not
only in Church) - such a one shall also be excommunicatedV.
Rule 11: "If one belonging to the clergy prays with another
who has been cast out of the clergy: 1let him be cast out
himself®. Rule 45: "A Bishop, or priest, or dezcon, who has
but prayed with the heretics must be excommunicatsed. Anyone
who allows them to administer in any way as servants cf the
altar - let him also be cast out'”. Rule 6 of the Laodecean
Council: "do not allow heretics who insist on their heresies,
to enter the temple of God".  Rule 33: "it becomes one not
to pray with a heretic or a dissenter” Rule 8 of Timothy:
Bishop of Alexandria: Questiocn: "Can an ordained man pray
in the presence of Arians cor other heretics, or will there
be no harm for him, if he prays or administers in their
presence? Answer: In the course of the Divine Liturgy
the deacon, vefore the time of the kiss of peace, exclaims:
those who are not received in fellowship, go hence! There=-
fore, all such should not be present, unless they promise to
repent and te forsake their heresy”". 72nd Rule of the VI
OQegcumenical Council also forbids mixed marriages with
heretics: "it 1s not seemly for an Orthodox man to be united
with a woman heretic in marriage, nor likewise for an
Orthodox woman to be joined with a husband heretic. And
if such will have taken place consider the marriage not walid
and digsclve this unlawful cohabitation. Because o¢one must :
not mix the unmixable, or pair a wolf with a sheep, or a part -
of Christ with the lot of sinners. And if anyone will bresk
this our regulation let him be excommunicated.,” {Compare
with: 13th Rule of IV Oecumenical Council 10th Rule of
Lacdecean Council and 2nd Rule of the Council of Uarthage).

And so the Church forbids fellowship in prayer between
the Orthodox and the non-Orthedox, and does not leave any



outside these divisions. If, however, V. Sclovieff simply
fell away from Orthodoxy and embraced Roman Catholicism, as

it is interpreted and understood by Catholics, then his example
loses, of course its poignancy of prineiple and becomes
crdinary.

And thus the Church altogether forbids church fellowship
with heretics. The practice of Church 1life, however, brought
forward other and more concrete questions dealing with
heretical baptism and heretical hierarchy. Ought one to accept
the baptism of hereties or. ought one to consider them as non-
Christians and unite them to the Chureh by another ba“t1§7%”
Ought one te recognise heretical priesthood or oug Piggﬁﬁtozgm
consider the bisbops and priests as cordinary 1aymeﬁ¢" 5%%ﬂ%
these guestions, in dealing with different kinds of” heretics,
the Church replied differently. Even in dealing with the
seme kind of heresy different answers were given at different
times and in different places. Owing to this one can say
that the fact of belonging to a certain heretical teaching or
schism in itself did not provide ar sxhaustive soclution of
the question. To this general distinctive feature further
details had to be added, on the strength of which the different
degreess of estrangement from the Church were determined.

Let us confirm the above with examples:

The gemeral principle against the receiving of heretical
Baptism and Eucharist is expressed in the 46th Rule of the
Aposties: we rule that a bishop or priest, who has received
Baptism or sacrifices from heretics, be rejected. For what
concord is there between Thrist and Balial, or what part has
a faithful with an infidel? (2 Cor. 6: 15). The 4%th Rule
is similar: every bishop or priest who will baptise again one
who has previously been baptised, or who will not baptise one
who has been defiled by heretics - let such a cne be cast out
as one who mocks the Cross of Our Lord and cannot distinguish
betwsen the true and the false priesthood. (In Rule 49 & 50
the conditions for a true Baptism are set forth:- i.2. -
Baptism in the Name of the Holy Trinity, by three immersions -
therefore, every Baptism which does not confirm to these
conditions is not effsctive). The same 1s likewise confirmed
by Rule 88 (which concludes): "Those who have been baptised
by or have had hands laid on them by heretics cannot belong
to the faithful or to the priesthood of the Church®.

It is well known that the question of the validity of
herstical baptism served as a point of discord between the
East and the West, and the Roman Church demonstrated grsater
leniency by recognising such baptism, wherseas the African
Church and the Church in Asia Minor held an opposite view.
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This discord was intensified in comnection with the gquestion
of the ehristening of the Donatists; and the more moderate
point of view was recognised by the Council of Carthage, which
later on was confirmed by the 7th Rule of the II Oscumenical
Council (compars also with 7th and 8th rules of the Laodecean
Gouncil & 95th rule of the Trulle Council). As a rssult of
this two groups of heretics wsre distinguished - the first -
{Arians, Macedonians, Savatians and Navatians, calling them=-
selves the better and the purer, Tetradites and Apollynarians)
were accepted after Chrysmation; while the sscond -
{Bumonians, Montanists and Savallians) were recelved in the
same way as heathens {(gentiles). One ought to note here,
that a group of herstics the baptism of whom is recognised

in these rules, belonged to some of the greatest herssles,
which were anathematized by the 1lst Rule of the same II
Oecumenical Council: "let every heresy be anathematised:
viz.~ the heresies of Evnomians, Anomees, Arians or Eudoxians,
half-Arians, or Spirit-Fighters, Savallians, Markelians,
Fotinians and Apollynairians®. In other words - herssies
whieh have been anathematised in the same way are not looked
upon in the same way when dealing with their baptism. Let
us take one special case: in dealing with Navatians the 8th
Rule of I Oecumenical Council lays down that clergy and
bisheps of that sect on returning to Orthodoxy, after the

. rencuncal of their former opinions, after the laying-on of

hands can be received in the sxisting order - thersfore in this
case the validity of heretical priesthood is rescognised.

(In a similar way the 68tn Rule of the Council of Carthage
speaks of the Paulians - compare Rule 19 of Oecumenical
Couneil). While at the same time St. Basil Great in the 47th
Canonical Rule witnesses that: "We re-christen such. And
though you have not this custom and are similar to the Romans
in this respect, because you think it best - nsvertheless let
our decision be enforced”. Compare also Rule I: "in dealing
with the question of Cathars - you must follow the custom of
each land, because different opinions have been expressed as
regards to the validity of their bvaptism at the time when this
was considered.” While again the 2nd Rule of VI Oscumenical
Council (of Troulle) confirms all the canonical rules, con-
firming among other things the strict practice of re-christen-
ing for the African Churches, but only for them, owing to the
fact that in other localities quite different canons were ‘
adhered to, those, which have already been referrsd to: "as a
rule given by Cyprian, Archbishop of the African Country and
Martyr with his council, which rule was applied in his

country and in it only, as a custom". It is remarkable that
in this last African case a local rule, published in 258 by
the African Church at the time of Cyprian dealing with the
re-christening of all heretics and schismatics on their

return to the Chureh, holds force, although it actually con-
tradicts the 7th Rule of II Oecumenical Councils,




In 2 similar way the 47th Canonical Rule of Basil Great
differs in the above-mentioned case in a direction of greater
stPictness, when compared with the 8th Rule of I Oecumenical
Council, dealing with "pure" Cathars (Novatians) and from the
7th Rule of II Oecumenical Council dealing with a group of
other heresies. Details are not of interest to us here - it
is only important for us to establish that the practice of the
Church, at different times and in different localitles, often
underwent change and was not uniform, by all means. There
are foundations, which serve as a basis for the christening
of heretics, but these foundations were not laid down ss strict

.legal forms, not as dura lex, but as general principles, as a
guiding principle.l.

Al11 together, in accordance with the 95th Rule of the
Troulle Council, there exist in the Church three "orders” for
reunion with Orthodoxy-- through baptism, chrismation
{Protestants) and a renouncing of false teachings (Roman
Cathelics and some others). The same differences rstain
their strength for priesthood - those who join Orthodoxy from
a confession, which has preserved its Apostolic succession
(Roman Catholicg, Nestorians & others) are received in the
existing order 2- while others - Protestant sects - are
received as laymen. Thus the practice of the Church in
dealing with non-orthodox differed, and this difference
depends on the extent of the falling away or estrangement of
the particular confession from the Church. Therefore there
can be different degrees of falling away from the Church.

1. As an example of the flexibility of Church practice, as
regards to the application of canons, we read the following
place from the Epistle of Theodore the Studite: "Question
II: of those, who wish to be baptised, when there 1s no
Orthodox preist or no priest without reproach (not heretic):
can they recelive baptism from a priest in communion with
heretics, or from those whose attitude 1s not definitely
known, if they are threatened with death {especially if
there is a possibillty of their dying without baptism)

2 Answer: the following rule in relation tec this has been
set fortn by confessors, priests and hisrarchs for guidance:
priests, who have been forbidden to celebrate for communion
with heretics, when & priest, who has not been in such com-
munion cannot be found, - are allowed to baptisze and ad-
minister the Holy Sacrament, which has been previously con=-
seerated by an unguilty priest. Similarly they are sllowed
to confer the order of monkhood, to recite prayers at burial,
read the Gospel at Compline and bless the water of baptism.

2. DBishop Nicodimus Hilash considers that in dealing with R.C.
¢ lergy the Ortheodox Church is guided by I Rule of the Cone
stantinople Council of 879, Bishop Nicodimus: 9"The Rules

of the Orthodox Church with commentaries". Russ. trans.
wal T = 147. S+_. Ph. 1071.
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In the first canonical rule of 3t. Basil Great this
difference is outlined in the following manner: "The ancients
called some things heresiss and some schisms and others still
self-government raoble. Those who completely broke off and
were estranged in their very faith were called heretics.

Those who expressed a difference in opinion on some points as
regards the Church and who could be cured were called schismaties
or dissenters. Whereas a self-governing rabble were assamallps
made up of disobedient priests and bishops and ignorant crowds’
The holy father further quotes as an example a whole group of
heresies, which differ as regards their very faith in God, and
which really stand outside Christianity - such as Manichelsm,
Valentinism, Montanism., Such a distinction, however, barely
outlines the general ides; but, 1if applied‘in practice is found
to be precarious and lncomplete, inexact The 6 Rule of II
Oecumenical Council, for example, simply blends tognther all
heretics and dissenters under one gensrsl name of "heresy"l.,
and it is quite true that a self-asserting schism already
contains in its very substance heresy. As Chrysostoms put

it "to tear the Church in pieces is no less an evil than to fall
into heresy". As for the attitude of the Church to the same
false doctrine, we have seen, that it often changed owing to
all sorts of general considerations. And in practice of the
Church even Arianism and Macedonianism which had been anathe-
matised before were looked upon as schismswhen, as far as we
can judge, Arian baptism came to be recognised. The same

kind of differentiation can also be seen in the more modern
times, in the practice adopted by the Orthodox Church as
regards Roman Catholicism. (We are here speaking of general,
fundamental principles, and not dealing with the gquestion of
whether the subject was dealt with correctly or incorrectly in
sach individual case). The Greek Church reunites Roman
Catholics through Baptism, and therefore considers them as
heretics, similar to Manicheists, Gnostics, or Montaisnts,
whereas the Russian Orthodox Church receives them after a
simple renouncal on their part of their false teaching, and
with an acceptance of their priesthood in the existing order =
in other words treats them as dissenters. This difference can
be paralleled to the different way of treating Donatists and
Novatians, which existed in the practice of different local
churches, and which can beg accounted for by peculiarities of
local conditions.
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1. Compare with Rule 6 of II Cecum. Council "we call by name
of heretics both thoss, who have for a long time remained
strangers to the Church, as those who have since then been
anathematized by us; 1likewise also those who, though they
try to make out that they confess our faith rightly, have
separated themselves off and have held councils against
our properly appointed bishops"®



All these different shades in the relationships of the
Church towards Christianity outside the Church (if one may
use such an expression)} are of extreme importance, because
they give an idea of the general outlook of the Church, and
from the start do away with any kind of simplified schewmes.

In our eyes such s schematised conception is expressed by an
attempt, very tempting, owing to its almost geometrical
simplicity, in accordance with which everything standing
outside any direct communion with the one and only Church, is
looked upon as totally estranged from the Church life, devoid
of the grace of God, having no priesthood and no sacraments,
where priests and all ordained persons are considered as
ordinary laymen. If such a point of view were successively
developed it would lead te the coneclusioen that there exists no
difference between non-Christian religions and Christianity
outside the Church, between those who are baptised and thosse
who are not. But such a point of wview is quite cobviousiy
contrary to the practice of the Church and canonical regula-
tions, which have at all times noted the degree of estrange-
ment from the Church. And the very fact of the existence

of such a difference brings down this canonical geometry.

The Church recognises the difference between Christianity

and non-Christianity, and in some sort of sense, considers as
her own everything which is included in the boundary of
baptism, even in the cases when the given denomination is torm
from her. The actual terms - schism and heresy are only
possibles in the Church, they are Church gualifications and can
only be used in relation to the Church - nobody calls
Mahomedanism or Buddhism by the name of schism or heresy.
Therefore, there exlsts a certain external zone of the Church,
extending beyond her enclosure, there exists a Church con-
nection which does not coincide with the unity of Church
organisation: the body of the Church dces not completely
coincide with its external outline but also has its periphery,
the visible Church includes alsoc the invisible Church, extend=
ing not only beyond this worlid but into this worid, and with
this hidden, potential Church the true Church is always con-
nected in some way or other. We come to the conclusion that
there exists an "ecclesia extra ecclesiam® or rather "extra
Muros™. One must realise dogmatically this undsniable
canonical fact. But to do this, one must, first of all,
become free from formalistic juridism, which is so uncustomary’
for Orthodoxy. One must not transform canons, which express
the guiding principles of the Church, into legal boundaries,
requiring a purely formal understanding and carrying out.l.
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1. In the opinion of Professor Berdnikoff, who refers to the
2nd Rule of the Troulle Council in the interpretation of
Bishop John of Smolensk: "one must not interpret the
binding power of the canons in a sense of absolute
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Ihile every lawyer knows that the application of even a very
perfect law always requires a creative interpretation of this
law. This i1s even more so when applied to noraas, which
have arisen sore than 1000 years ago In circumstances very
different from the present day ones. In the teaching on the
unity of the Church, we enter on a road, which has been very
badly investigated and is very difficult, where the greatest
caution is required.

First of all - the unity of the Church and Her uniqueness
are axioms. There must be no place for a conception that there
exist two Or three 'Churches'™ or their "branches", also that
neither of thea i1s the true and only one. There exists
Orthodoxy and live members of the Church must realise and
feel all the fullness, uniqueness and absoluteness of this
life 1n Orthodoxy, which is the Holy Spirit dwelling iIn the
Church.  Moreover, only from Orthodoxy and through Orthodoxy
ought one to understand all that is non-Orthodoxy, but which,
as far as 1t exists as a Church i1s also Orthodoxy, although
damaged and enfeebled. What must be the Church attitude
terwards such non-orthodoxy? In away 1t is not entirely non-
Orthodoxy and to a certain extent is actually Orthodoxy.
Firstly, such an attitude must be far from indifference as
regards to the points i1n which non-Orthodoxy deviates from
Orthodoxy or i1s at enmity with 1t. Love beareth everything
except errors, endures all things, excepting lies. Love
likewise i1s jealousy as regards truth, and 1t is zeal and not
indifference that the Church calls for. But 1t only Church
zeal that i1s towards salvation. Whereas zeal which is
applied to error is worse than lack of such zeal: as an
example of this we can mention sectarianism and even bolshevisa,
which certainly do not lack in zeal.

And the meanin% of the canons, ..forbidding not only fellowship
in prayer but likewise iIn life * i1s really closely bound up
with suB& zeal: there can be no fellowship with a heretic or
a dissenter i1n so far as he self-asserts himself in his
opposition to the Church. IT this were so it would sean an
inward i1nconsistence, betrayal of oneself or treachery. How
can an Orthodox"pray with "Shtundists', the spiritual energy
of whom arises as a result Of their fanatical hatred of the

Continuation of Hote from page 9
unchangeableness and non-cancelling of the rules of the
ancient oecumenical Church for future times. This character
of unchangeableness is only retained for those definitions
of the Councils, which deal with dogmas of the faith".
(The Orthodox Theology Encyclopedia vol. 8 Professor J.
Berdnikoff. The Practical significance of the canons of the
oecumenical Church, page 383).



