Conclusion oi a Memorandum
irom the Hevd,Bergius Bulgakov

to the liost Rev.Metropolitaen tulogius

The sbove mey be summnerized as follows:-

Ihe report of wetropoliten sergius to the Iynod sbout wmy
doctrine of =ophia is evidently not based upon acouaintance
with ay writings in the originel, but only upon cuotations
froa them, which were furnished to him. Heither was I in-
-formed of the trial in process, nor was there anhy previous
consideration by coumpetent theoloziens. The ineccuracy and
incompleteness with which my opinions are treated in letro-
-politan &ergius' report are such thet I ceznnot consider
thet it constitutes g setisfactory judsement. Besides, the
sersoncl judgements of wetropoliten »ergius deal not so much
with the central points of my doctrine, as with details,some-
~-times not even connected with it. The report has nore the
cheracter of a theological polemic, in which, by the way,the
personcl opinions of wetropolitan Jergius are not ealways un-
-assailable frowm the viewonoint of Orthodoxy.

In reply to the accusation that uy views asre "pegcnznostic',
I solemnly declare thet,ss an Yrthodox priest, I confess all
the true dognas of Urthodoxy. iy Sophiology does not concern
the content of those dogmas, out only their theologlical inter~

~-pretation. 1t is my versonczl theologicel conviction, which 1

never have aqg never shall exalt to the position of obligatory
Church dogma. I consider myself as a theologien entitled to
hold my own theolozical ideas, with no pretension to their
seneral acceptance until the Spirit of God mekes His judgement
known.In the history of the Church there have always been differ-
-ances in theological schools and opinions (we need only recsll
the schools of Alexandria and Antioch) end without freedom for
theological study, of course within the liwmits of the Church's
dozmas, theology cannot 1live. Sophiology has always bveen a
teaching ot least tolerated in the Russien Orthodox Chuzrch,
(the priest Florensky, V1. 3olovieff?3, znd myself in the
"Unfading Light", 1317, '

1.Let me cite as evicence the fact that in my book "L'Ortho-
~doxie" (The Orthodox Church")intended for the information of
non-Orthodox about Orthodoxy, the question of Sophioloyy is
not even mentioned. : :
2.%0loviefi's Sophiological doctrine, althouyh subject to
guestion in some points, was admitted even by the Roman Cath-
~olic Church in so far as in his work "lLag Russie et 1'Ezlise
Univgrselle", he joins it with his defence of the primecy of
the Pope,. ~
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.I have given the true exposition of my sophiologicsl doctrine,

as related to various dogmatic questions, in a2 series of books
and articles, beginning in 1917 (“The Unfading Light")snd es-
-pecislly in books about the Urthodox veneration oi the Virgin,
8% John the Baptist, the angels, about ikons and other venerat-
~ion and in en extensive study "Of the God-uan" of which the
first volume, "The Lamb of God%"l. on Christology has appeared.
The second, "The Comforter" is now in pressg. My doctrine never
has included the acceptence of a "fourth hypostasis" in the
Holy Trinity, but deals chiefly with the relation between God
end the world. Further, it haes no connection whetever with vnagan
znosis, which I am accused of holding. Rather it is inspired by
Russian Orthodox veneration of Sophia, the Divine Wisdom, as
expressed in Church architecture, liturgy, iconography, end
represents an essay in the dogmatic interpretation of this ven-
-eration.3.

The fact of the condemnation of my doctrine, as it has been
pronounced by xetropolitan Sergius, without any general discuss-
~ion in the Church, is not in keeping with Orthodox "sobornost®
and bears rather the cheracter of Roman Catholic pretense to
hierarchical infallibility exsese, in matters of faith. Not
recognising any such external hierarchical organ of dogmatic
infallibility, the Orthodox Church gives its dogmatic judge-
-ments by the actlon of the Holy bpirit, in various ways, but
always in ways of Church "sobornost®.{oecumenicity) Sometimes
these judgements sre arrived at by long and stormy discussions
(the Christologicel disputes) and are consummated by a solemn

definition of the faith in oecumenical or locel councils, accept-
~-ed oy the Church as the words of truth, (znd sometimes rejected,

as in the case of the false councils) or else tecite consensu,
by the life of the Chuich itself. In the present instance, as
regards umy doctrine, ite proper general theologicel discussion
has not yet oegun, discussion which cannot be achieved by any
premature forced judgement. ky doctrine belongs not to dogmes,
but to theolo:ical opinions, in which Orthodoxy, according to
its spirit and ite dogmatic basis, permits the proper freedom
of thought. Interference with, or diminution of this freedom
threatens the life of the Orthodox Church snd touches the vital
interest of ell theologians, regardlese of the difierences in
their theologicel opinions.

Paris.October ,1835. Rev,S.BULGAKOV,

1.1 have presented & brief exposition of the leading ideas of
"The Lamb of God" in Russian (PUT" No 41,) in English (Theoloyy"
1934) and in German (Theologisches Zentralblatt" 1934) Hence
they are aveilable for aanyone, "

3.3ee the table of different icons of Sophias the Divine Wisdonm
in the new book by Alexis ven der Mensbrugghe "rrom Dyad to
Triad" 1935.(The Faith Press)




THE FELLOWSHIP OF 8T ALBAN AND ST SERGIUS.

20,3t James's Square,
London,S.ﬁ.l.

December 18th/35.

Dear wember of the Ffellowship,

It is, we think, very 1ikely that you have
heard renorts concerning a condemnation of certein theo-
~1o~10al OplnlOﬂS of br sergius Bulg akov, end we believe,
-in consequence of this and. also because fr.Bulgakov i1s one
of the oldest and most venerated of our friends, thet you
will be glad to have a statement of the actusl facts of the
case, They are, briefly, es follows :-

fr.Sergius Bulgekov is one of the leading
exponents . of the theory of Sopaiology, which is an euuempt
to state and solve the perennial problem of the relation
petween God and the Vorld and of Crestion. This has been a
matter of controversy in the Russien Church since the middle
of the last century, and the supporters of this line of
thought have included such well-known theologians and phil-
~osophers as V,Soloviev, P.¥lorensky, N. Berdyaev and.
V.Zenkovsky, each of whom has of course, developed the theory
in his own particular way. The discussion has been particularly
vigorous in the post-ievolution period in the exile.

A%t the beginning of October news was received
in Paris that the Presmolnu 5lshop of the Church in Russis,
the Metropolitan Bergius of woscow, had issued a censure of
Fr,Bulgakov's Writlnus, partlcularly the sophlolozical
portions Some tinme later the documnent itsell reached Feris.

At the reouest of the *etropoliten Kulogius,

fr, Bulﬁakov g own superior in Peris, Fr.Bulgskov preoared e
reply to the accusations. This reply, together with metro=-
~p011tan Sergius! Document, has been published in book form
" by the Y.,..C.A., Pressg in Paris at thz end of November. Part
of it consists of a solemn profession of orthodoxy by Fr.
Bulgakov, in which he insists thet he hes never taught
Sophiology as part of Christien dogma, and thet it is a
private theolobioal and phllosophical opinion cempatible
with Orthodoxy. There, at the moment, the matter rests.




Tne actual method by which the censure wes issued was as
follows:

The iniformation on which .etropolitan sergius acted was
nrepared for hia oy the Brotherhood of =t Photius, & smell
oody of leymen, i5 or 20 in auwber, snd wes communicated to
wetropolitan Sergius by wetropoliten “leutherius of Lith-
-~uania, who is under his im.ediate jurisdiction. The itussian
Diocese of Uestern Zurope, we may reamsrk, to whica Fr.Bulgekov
belongs end whose head is the wetropolitan “ulozius, was cut
off from cenonicel relations with Russia in consequence oi
its refusal to accede to a demend received from soscow in 1937
reguiring the cleryy of the kxile to efvirm their loyalty to
the Soviet power, end the status of meoropoliusn tulogius
since 1932 hes been that of esn Exarch of the Oecumenical
Pgtriarch oif Constantinople. This change of jurisdiction wes
rowever reseated By a swall minority, who eventually acks
-nowledgzed as their Bighop the wetropolitan tleutherius of
thhuanla, who being a Lithuanien subject, was not included
in the demand for a orof3381on of loyelty end so remeined in
canonical relations with ketropoliten Serziue of sioscow. He
wes later apDOlnted by Wetropolitan Servlus a8 Administrator
of all the Russian Churches abroad end hse now under his
jurisdiction three or four Jarlshee.

It will be noticed thet Fr.Bulgekov is not under the
jurisdiction of elither metropoliten Sergius or wetropoliten
ileutherius and that et no steye wes he colled to answer the
charges made against him., The document of wetropolitan Sergius
is of the neture of & solemn warning to his flock rather than
of a judiciel condemnation passed by e superior on one of his
subjects.

4t is not of course the business of the rallowshz to try
to adjudicate on the ort nodoxy of #r.Bulzakov's OplnlOﬂS, nor
a8 & oody sre we responsible for the oginlono of our memoers,
however venerated end distinguished., It is however right thet
we snould take the keenest interest in all thet concerans their
welfare and their worx end thet we should give them the supnort
of our prayers and our ¢rlendsn1p in eny aifficulties throu h
xhlch they may pass. Like the Church of the 4nzlicen Communion,

the Orthodox Church has its schools of thouy ht thouzh the

issues that characterise them are dl¢;erent gad particularly
prominent is the diverience bnetweean the school of vhich Fr.
Bulg zakov is a,leaaing memoer end the less soeoulatlve gchool
reoreseﬂued by nls opolonents. ir, Bul,akov 8 cese 1s the Tirst
one in which the Fellowship hes been brou ht fece to face with
a2 grave problem which threatens the nesce oi a yroup of our




Copy of letter from Professor L,Zander in regard to
The Revd.Sergius Bulgakoff.

November lst/35

In connection with the new trouble connected with the Ukaz of
the Metropolitan Sergiue regarding Father Bulgakoff, I should
like to express my personal view of the situation.

I do not need to dwell on generalities which are obvious 1o
everybody: (1) the condemnation was pronounced without giving
Fr.Bulgakoff so much as a chance of defence; (2) the sole basis
for it has been a report prepared by & person who can by no
means be considered as a peer of Fr,Bulgakov, or at all competent
in theology (as a matter of fact, Stavroveky, whom Metropolitan
Sergius actually names as the author of the report is a former
student of the Theological Institute in Paris, who spent but a
very brief time at the Institute, having been obliged to leave

it because of his conduct there). One would utterly fail to under-
-gtand how such extraordinary circumstances of putting out the
Ukaz were possible, if one were not to keep in mind certain ex-
~-ternal circumstances under which the Moscow Patriarchate has to
live, and which have nothing to do with theology. '

In this whole situation, the matter whioh I should like to em-
-phasize most of all, is the fact that the Ukaz ascribes to Fr,
Sergius (willfully or not) certein things which he never either
taught or proclaimed. In developing his teaching on Sophia, Fr.
Sergius himself pever considered it as a dogmatic teaching of the
Orthodox Church. 1t was always to him a theologumson~ one of the
~ philogophical aspects of interpretation of Orthodoxy. Only be-
-cause of this attitude on his part there was posslible the con-
-giderable evolution of his teaching, which, while retaining the
basic principles of the teaching, was so great (even during
these last years) that a whole book might be written on the dev-
-elopment and evolution of Fr.Sergius' teaching on Sophia. Such
an evolution.would not have been possible, and would have meant
a complete failure and wreck, if Fr.Sergius had considered his
teaching as a dogmatic teaching of the Church.

This attitude on the part of Fr,.Sergius to his own teaching may
be proven by several tangible facts! (1) when he set before him-
-gelf the task of describing Orthodoxy to foreign and non-Ortho-
-dox readers and wrote his book which first appeared in French
under the title "Orthodoxiee", and was recently published in the
English language under the title of "The Orthodox Church"- in
this book he touched upon various aspects of the Orthodox teach-
-ing and life, but did not even so much as mention Sophlia.
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He did not mention it just because it is his personal interpre-
~-tation and not an accepted dogmatic teaching of the Church,

(2) During the ten years of Fr.Sergius' work in the Russian Stu-
~dent Christian Movement we saw him always as our beloved teacher
and inspirator, but never did we hear him speak about Sophia.

He acted as a priest, and may I say,as a prophet, and never
preached to the young people on subjects which can be understood i
only by those who are more mature and better trained to see their

way in the realm of theology and philosophy. Therefore, the Sophia-
-logical discussions have always been the priviledge of a very

limited circle of such mature persons of a sufficliently high in-
-tellectual standing to follow Fr.Sergius. This is why our Move-

-ment as a whole knew Father Sergius Bulgakov rather than the

thinker Sergius Bulgakov. (1 personally am inclined to deplore

this fact). (3) We cannot fail to take into consideration also

the fact that during the ten years of Fr,Sergius' work in the
Theological Acadamy he actually created a most valuable group of

pious young Orthodox priests, but thatamong them there is pot a

gingle disciple and follower of his doctrine on Sophia. This is

an obvious proof that also in his pedagogical activity he kept

within the general Orthodox frame of the accepted Church teaching

and did not force his ideas upon anybody.

Are not these facts, having the weight of ten years, sufficient
proof of the veracity of Fr Sergius' statement, nan 1y that his
ideas are an attempt at a theological and philosophical inter-
-pretation of the dogmas of the Church, but that he under no
circumstances regarded them, or taught that they were, a expos-
-ition of the dogmatic doctrine of the Church.

May I now turn to the teaching as such, with which I am somewhat |
acquainted, as I happen to be one of the closest and most con- i
-vinced disciples and followers of Fr.Sergius. I should like to !
express my bewilderment when reading the Ukaz and seeing the f
teaching of Fr.Sergius related to gnosticism. It would be too |
long a matter to write in detail about the difference between ’
Father Sergius and the gnostics. I should like, therefore, just
to point out several perhaps external yet characteristic argu-~
~ments. ;

We know the course of spiritual and intellectual evolution of
most of our thinkgrs. If Father Sergius is often referred to as
a former Marxist,: would say that far more important and sign- o
~-ificant in his "spiritual biography" has been the study and |
overcoming of German idealistic philosophy, and furthermore and |
especially the system of Schelling. All fhese stages are reflect- |
~ed in his books (if I had the time and possibility I should like !
very much to write a research work on the evolution of Fr.Sergius' |
ideas). Yet among the various interests which attracted hise
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spirit during the course of his long life, he never, at any period,
was interested in gnosticism (just as never he was interested in
theosophy, or Spencer, etc,etc,) Simply, he, if I may say so,
hever had any teste for gnosticism. Among the contemporary Russian
thinkers, the only one who is really inclined to gnosticism is
Karsavin who wrote on this subject., To affirm that Fr.Sergius'
teaching is gnosticism, means revealing absolute ignorance eilther
of the former or the latter.

I do not go into the analysis of the other accusations contained

in the Ukaz. In general, it is written so lightly, and almost as

a piece of journalistic.work, that a simple layman's concience
cannot hear in it the voice of the Church. The very speed of its
issuing, without taking the trouble of having a commission to work
it over, giving Fr,Bulgakov a chance to defend his teaching etc)
hasté in sending it out to the Balkan Patriarchs- all this gives
ground to surmise that the inner goal of the Ukaz was the disorgan-
~ization of our Church life here. I am far from being a victim to
the emigre illness of explaining all our troubles by Bolshevist
influence or intrigue, Yet I cannot help but see an alien influence
in the Ukaz. The teaching on Sophia does not date since yesterday.
Fr.Paul Florensky, a friend and partisan of Fr.Sergius', was award-
-ed the degree of saster of Divinity of the soscow Theological
Acadamy for a book of his ih which a chapter on Sophia is the cen-
~-tral and basic place. Professor Sergius Bulgakov was ordained a
priest at a time when he was the well-Enown author of a book " The
Unfading Light", containing his early teaching on Sophia which in
many reepects was more "Doubtful" than his present teaching. He

was ordained with the consent and blessing of the late Patriarch
Tikhon. He was furthermore elected by the loscow Sobor of 1818 to
the Supreme Church Administration which took the place of the Synod.
It seems to be good proof that neither Patriarch Tikhon, nor he who
ordained Fr.Sergius- the most learned Bishop Feodor- nor the relig-
~ious consciousness of the Russian people ever saw in him a heretic
although they all knew well that he was the author of the very
system of ideas which has now suddenly been condemned as a horrible
heresy.

slay 1 say just a few words about my personal feeling regarding this
system of ideas of Fr.Bulgakov., We find no answer in official theo-
~logy to the problem an answer to which is the reaching on Sophia,
Yet this problem is facing us and it faces %the Christian conscious-
-ness ad a whole. Answers to it are given by different thinkers, I
personally see only three possibilities:(1l) The answer given by the
Roman Catholicism in the Thomist system; (2) the answer of Barth,
and (3) the answer of Fr.Bulgakov. I am quite convinced that if we
reject the idea of Sophia, we have to follow either the lines of
Barthian's of Thomist course of ideas, I saw once a good illust-
-ration of this when an addresg on this subject was made by a
Russian scholar who is in opposition to Fr.Sergius—~ he was most




‘warmly greeted by Maritainl

I should like to close my 21l too long letter by expressing my
great anxiety not so much about Fr.Sergius but about our relig-
~-ious work as a whole. Even in the days of the maximum subord-
~ination of the Church to the State, we knew no " Index" and
Russian theological thought felt itself free. The Ukaz seems to
introduce a new practice which aims at the destruction of the
most precious possession of Orthodoxy~ namely freedom of thought

and research on the part of faithful and loyal sons of the Church.

Yours very Sincerely,

L .ZANDER.
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The censure imposed upon Fr.Bulgakov's teaching by Sergius, Metropoliten

A

ﬁ{ of Moscow, has caused a good deal of uneasiness among the friends of the

]

Bugsian Church.
This short document with the two leétters attached to it is intended to
throw some light on the events which preceded the censure.,

Historical Background:

Modern Russian theology was born in the middle of the XIXth eentury, Its

revival was started by lay theologians like A.S.Khomiskov, and ever since most

importaent end original contributions in the realm of Russian theological thought

have been made eithexr by laymen, or by 6thar men who actually stood outside
the eirele of profaééian&l theologians. Russian theology, as soon as it became
idependsnt of scholastic influences, plunged into a discussion éf'the main
problem of the relation between God and His created world. Most of the Russian
Oxthodox arigipal thinkers (such as V.891ovia§fj§:Berayaev, Fr.Paul Florensky,
Prof, Rarsavin, R@V;Prof; Seﬁulgakav):ha%e interpreted these relationshipe

in the bterms of the doetrine on "Sophia®™ (the Divine Wisdom).

This school of tHought from the very beginning met with opposition, wuich
becsne espeeially aggressiﬁé ﬁi%hin the ¢ireles of the Russian smigration,
Several faclors led to this bitterness. Pirst, the freedom of the press. The
Russian Church was at last able %o express its opinions without reserve.
second, the political motives brought into the controversy. Metropolitan
Fulogiust opponents ha&@ attempted to compromise his position by accusing
Fr.S.Bulgakov, Prof.N.Bsrdyaev and other professors and thinkers under his
jurisdietion, of political ia&iealidm as well as of theological innovations.

Suech ineriminat lons were particularly wide-spread in 1985-27 at the time

of the split in the Russien Church in Emigration, between Mebropolitan Tulogius

3

and the Karlowtzi Synod. But they did not amount to at that time to more then

y.
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kghe publication libellous pamphlets and artleles which were gradually diseredited
and kost any influence with the public. A new elem@n? was added to the struggle
, When the Brotherhood of Photius appeared on the scene.

/@his is & small society which consists of 12 %o 15 young laymen (from 25 to
35 years old) who took as their particuléf task & hereéy hunt of any description
and espscially used any means possible for an attack on the Christians of the
West. This last objJect of thelr activity is related to their name, for they
chose as thelr patron Phobins of Genstantghaple,‘wha was prominent in the bresk
which took place between the Tast and the West. In 19%0-31 these young men lgﬁt
the Jurisdiction of %etropalitén Bulogius,for that of M@ﬁroﬁalitan Eulephari;s'ef
Lithuania, who olaims %o r&pr@éent the Church of Russia abroad, Under the 19ader»
ship of Mr.V.Stavroveky, an ex-student of the Paris hcademy, who on account of
serious misconduct was Forced tailaaya‘th§ QQl1egeg énd'wgs 1ater30n,a?$eilea from
Prance, bhey e@mﬁﬁn§@é1éy§éry aﬁergaﬁiafgmiééign af déﬁun§ia%i0n against

Fr.Bulgakov (the Rector of the Academy). They a&mpted‘ths method of e¢ireularizing

the leaders of the Orthodox Church with a long catalogue of their opponents? heresies,

One such document reachad M@tfc@@lit&nrsérgius in moseaw, who becane alarmed and .
asked the Wetropoliban of Idithuanida to y#a&id@ him with fur%har gformat ion .
The latbter entrusted S@évravaky himgelf (wﬁo had ab that’ti;a found a refuge in
Lithusnia and had aetuaily hecomne Eulaphe&ius Beeretary) with this commission.v
Stavrovsky gladly aeize& this opportunity énd composed a long document demouncing
Fr.Bulgakoy which was forwarded to mbseow,i

In the course of time Metropolitan &x&ﬁgiax Eulephorius Qas informed frpm
Moscow that Froﬁulgakevis teaching was eoﬁ@emned by Me%rapoi;tan Sergius and this
information was dmparted tb various paaple{in Paris. A 1itt1e_later the actual docu-
ment arrived in’Lithu&nia and its eanﬁenté;as it now appears%, caused a good desl

of uneasinens among those who worked towarﬁs producing such a condemnation. The



5
Yfaet is that Metropolitan Sergius main-1t quit® clear in the doeumeat that his
sole aouree of information was stavrorsky, who was mentioned by name iIn the
epistle* Meanwhile the ageg education.» mi the moral ooaduot of. the accuser

in heresy
obviously shoved him unsuitable for sue» a .grat® task as the aeeusation/of a

distinguished and learned theologian like Professor SoBulgatoovw» of liropeaa repute»
who is one of the greatest Hussies thinker»,and who was a member of the Supreme
Cornell of the fussis» Church, to whioh he was ©leotad "hby the HI-luseian Synod

of 19X0A4.8* fhis probably eaplaitts the reasoa why the. doeument itself has not
been actually published in Perls, although through some wyw#O*#sa« enamels it
reached the Churches in W® Balkans with great rapidity, aa well as the authorities
of the Aagliea» Church*

Tthe fact of sueh a eoadeametlo» taking place and the way it was manifested
reveals several _fasts TLUbIW are important for all those who ere concerned with
the future of thO tusaian Orthodox Church* first of all Ofeats show that a
thick atmosphere of suspicion, and fear» as well aa of espionage , oreated by the
Communists, has permeated into th© Russian Church and has aetually affected the
mentality and the outlook of sow® of its leader*. Pereeoutioa purifies the. life
of the Church» hut i1t also -tends to disintegrate and «hitter some its members»
Secondly, it olearly shows that a aerials seetlon of the lussiaa Chureh is prepared
to fight a battle of ebsemrantism ant is ready to use all means for eompromlstng
those who stand for radieal thinking and for «©-operation with Western Christendom.

fthla last point brings us.to the third and the most deliocat® side of this
whole story» fhe Communist Coirermment s determined to exterminate the Chureh.

It has sueoeeded ia -suppressing Overy free expression of._thought iIn Hussia.
ThO only section of the Busslam Ohurea whieh eaa still speak freely and is sp aklag
of the perseeutioa in “ftissls is the small group of Russia» theologians in Paris.

They are the only Russian religious thinkers whose books and ar“tleles are



