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Introduction

AGAINST the backdrop of globalization and increasing intra-
church relationships, the ideology of religious isolation seems 
illogical. The Theory that social progress leads to the mutual 

understanding of different religions and cultures is based on the UN 
Universal Declaration and serves as the primary factor in determining 
interfaith relations, sometimes in regard to issues as serious as dog-
matic theological doctrines. Nevertheless, anti-ecumenical groups and 
the ideology of religious isolationism in Orthodoxy are significant and 
actively struggle against the development of interfaith contacts. 

Several socio-political, economic, and cultural factors influence the 
phenomenon of religious isolation. For example, George Demacopoulos 
envisions political reasons for anti-ecumenism. He believes that anti-ec-
umenists in many countries operate within the framework of postcolo-
nial logic, constructing their attitude towards the West and predomi-
nantly Western Protestant denominations and Catholicism in a manner 
similar to how colonized countries construct their attitude towards the 
metropole. Anti-ecumenism, according to Demacopoulos, demarcates 
the identity of Eastern Christianity, that is, it manifests itself as a com-
ponent of identity politics (Demacopoulos 2017, 477). The theological 
scholar Will Cohen generally agrees with Demacopoulos’ opinion, and 
religious studies scholar Vasilios Makrides characterizes the anti-ecu-
menist consciousness as Orthodox rigorism (Koen 2018; Makrides 2016).

Theologian Paul Ladouceur, who calls this phenomenon “ecumeno-
clasm,” referencing the “iconoclasts” who struggled against the vener-
ation of icons, sees in it a manifestation of neo-traditionalism in mod-
ern theology (Ladouceur 2017). He also suggests that scholars must 
analyze this phenomenon not simply from the perspective of theolo-
gy but from those of religious studies, psychology, and politics (pay-
ing attention to the relationship between geopolitics and Russian for-
eign policy) (Ladouceur 2017; 2019).

This article will also analyze the ideology of the opponents of ecu-
menism from a socio-cultural standpoint. That is, it will explore the 
sociocultural and political preconditions that underlie this movement, 
the extent to which its principles can change as the socio-political 
context changes, and the degree to which, at one time or another, it 
constitutes the socio-cultural background of anti-ecumenical protests, 
which will be analyzed through the concept of mobilization. The es-
sence of this concept rests in a particular type of societal development, 
the mobilization model, reflected in the work of Peter Nettl. (Nettl 
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1967). In such a model, social-political attitudes are tied to societal de-
velopment achieved through “extreme stress,” in which extraordinary 
measures become the norm. In this case, this study relies on the def-
inition of R. A. Lubskii, introduced in the section “Applying the mobi-
lization model of social organization” (Lubskii 2006). This work also 
takes into account O. Gaman-Golutvina’s theoretical developments 
of the mobilization model, discussed later (Gaman-Golutvina 2006).

An overview of the anti-ecumenical movement and its typi-
cal arguments

The Orthodox anti-ecumenical movement arose at the beginning of 
the twentieth century in response to ecumenical initiatives of Christian 
churches. Paul Ladouceur distinguishes three groups among anti-ec-
umenists: the Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia (ROCOR), 
Greek Old Calendarists (protesting the transition from the Julian to 
the Gregorian calendar), and the Athonite monks. All other anti-ecu-
menists who do not fit in these groups are not specifically classified 
(Ladouceur 2017, 324).

In response to the formation of the World Council of Churches, the 
ROCOR presented an expanded anti-ecumenical position. Archbishop 
Seraphim (Sobolev) of Bogucharsk, who managed Russian Orthodox 
communities in Bulgaria from 1921 to 1950 and was canonized by the 
Russian Orthodox Church in 2016, was one of the most influential anti-ec-
umenical voices. In his report “Should the Russian Orthodox Church par-
ticipate in the ecumenical movement?,” read at the 1948 Pan-Orthodox 
Conference in Moscow, the Orthodox hierarch denounced the ecumenical 
movement as a Protestant-Masonic project aimed at building an ecumen-
ical Church of the Antichrist with the intent to destroy the true Church of 
Christ on Earth (Sobolev 1949, 364-8). His claim against ecumenism (it-
self the first argument of anti-ecumenical criticism) boils down to the fact 
that ecumenism contributes not to Orthodox missionizing among Protes-
tants, but, on the contrary, to the expansion of Protestant missionary ac-
tivity among the Orthodox population (Sobolev 1949, 364-8). 

In the 1960s “branch theory,”1 which supports the relativistic idea 
that truth or holiness is not concentrated in a single Orthodox faith but 

1. According to “branch theory,” Although the Church may split into several archdioceses 
or groups of archdioceses that are not in communion with each other, each of them can 
still be a branch of the one Church of Christ, provided that it continues to adhere to 
the faith of the undivided Church in order to preserve the apostolic succession of her 
bishops. See Cross and Livingston 1997.
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is distributed among different confessions, gained popularity in global 
Orthodoxy and became the bane of anti-ecumenists. Metropolitan Filar-
et (Voznesenskii), one of the leaders of anti-ecumenical ideology and the 
ROCOR’s first hierarch from 1964 to 1985, strongly opposed this the-
ory (Filaret n.d; Filaret 1970, 348-59). According to Filaret, ecumen-
ism is a unity based on secular foundations on the path of mixing good 
and evil, truth and error, which destroys the church, forcing people to 
become indifferent to faith and God. Archimandrite Justin (Popovich) 
(canonized in the Serbian Church in 2010 and revered as a saint in oth-
er local churches) supported this viewpoint in his work The Orthodox 
Church and Ecumenism (Popovich 2006). In his view ecumenism was 
unacceptable because it served as a rationale for a humanistic world-
view — a specific understanding that suggested the possibility of exist-
ence without God, one in which progress, culture, enlightenment, and 
inspiration could be achieved by human forces (Popovich 2006). Thus, 
as the second programmatic argument in the anti-ecumenical polemic, 
this work singles out the idea that   ecumenism is inextricably linked with 
a humanistic worldview, which replaces faith in God with faith in man. 

One component of anti-ecumenical criticism of “branch theory” 
centers on the participation of the Russian Orthodox Church Moscow 
Patriarchate (ROC MP) in theological dialogues with Ancient Eastern 
Churches during 1964-1985 and from 2005 to the present day that 
considered lifting all mutual anathemas and condemnations (Shaio 
2013). It is noteworthy that the parties of this dialogue are called 
the “families of Orthodox churches” (sem’i pravoslavnykh tserkvei). 
This turns out to be an even bolder claim for rapprochement than 
“branch theory,” as it recognizes the Roman Catholic Church as a “sis-
ter church,” within the framework of the Balamand declaration.2

Rapprochement with other churches is envisioned not only as a 
phenomenon associated with dogmatic disputes and negotiations, but 
also a reconciliation with other cultures that threaten the traditional 
way of life. Thus, the third programmatic argument in anti-ecumeni-
cal discourse is directed against the erosion of cultural traditions and 
traditional foundations. In this regard, for example, there are those 
who on behalf of ROCOR members correlate ecumenism not only 
with the ideas of progress and humanism, but also with revolution-

2. In June 1993 the Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches adopted the Balamand Agree-
ment, in which the parties rejected union as a method of seeking unity, banned mis-
sionary activity and the conversion of believers from one church to another, and 
strengthened the mutual recognition of the sacraments of the Orthodox and Catholic 
churches as “sister churches.” See Speranskaia 2012.
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ary transformations aimed at destroying traditional ways of life. Thus, 
one ROCOR scholar, the Orthodox historian Vladimir Moss, pointed 
out that ecumenism in the late twentieth century was continuing the 
work that the October Revolution began on the church front. Among 
other things, he attempts to correlate the ideas of ecumenism with the 
ideas of communism, noting that these two phenomena are aspects of 
one global heresy, which can be designated by the single term “ecu-
communism” or “ecucommunist heresy” (Moss 2001). The basis of 
Moss’ theory is that ecumenical and communist aspects act as revolu-
tionary forces that destroy traditional foundations. In his words, ecu-
menism “is intensifying to destroy the significance of the church as a 
pillar and statement of Truth (I Timothy 3:15) by preaching that there 
is no single church” (Moss 2001), and “the communist aspect of the 
ecucommunist heresy is intensifying to destroy the moral, social, and 
eschatological teaching of the church by preaching a new ‘revolution-
ary morality,’ the goal of which is not the Kingdom of Heaven, but a 
communist paradise on earth. Instead of the church, we see the Par-
ty, instead of God — history” (Moss 2001). To draw connections be-
tween ecumenism and communism, Moss also points to the phonetic 
consonance of the terms.

Common among almost all anti-ecumenists is an eschatological posi-
tion and an attraction to conspiracy theories, that is, what Bakrun calls 

“a culture of conspiracy” (Bakrun 2003). Ecumenical rapprochement is 
understood as a process that is the fruit of a conspiracy of secret forc-
es aimed at creating a “single world state” of the Antichrist, in which a 
single “All Church” exists. In accordance with this position is the notion 
that any unification of churches is part of an external super task intend-
ed to build the world state of the Antichrist. Here, anti-ecumenists, es-
pecially those inspired by the ROCOR, rely on the book of Hieromonk 
Seraphim (Rose), Orthodoxy and the Religion of the Future.

The Post-Soviet era: the “non-commemoration movement” 
versus the “loyalists”

During the Soviet period, the clergy of the Russian Orthodox Church 
ignored the issue of ecumenism. On the one hand, this can be ex-
plained because under conditions of state persecution, religious life 
and the purity of faith receded into the background. Moreover, both 
Western heterodoxy and Orthodoxy were persecuted, and therefore 
they perceived each other similarly, as “friends in misfortune.” On the 
other hand, given the degree of control on the part of the commission-
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ers for religious affairs, the church lacked the opportunity to put is-
sues of an external ecclesiastical nature on the agenda (Serafim 1975).

The situation changed dramatically, however, with the arrival of re-
ligious freedom. According to Fr. Alexandr Borisov “for the orthodox 
(ortodoksal’nii) part” of the clergy, the problem of ecumenism has of-
ten been “issue number one” (Borisov 1994, 155). The most striking 
expression of the struggle for the purity of faith in the 1990s was the 

“non-commemoration movement,” which revived in reaction to the ex-
ceptionally complimentary speech Patriarch Alexy II delivered on No-
vember 13, 1991 in New York at a meeting with rabbis. Few believers 
knew that the patriarch had reproduced the text of Archbishop Ni-
kanor’s (Brovkovich) “The Mystery of Israel” speech (Smakov 1993; 
Solov’ev 1993, 34), which preached unity between Christians and Jews. 
As a result of the speech, many Orthodox priests stopped considering 
Alexy II to be the patriarch and ceased commemorating his name and 
the names of other ecumenically-minded bishops during services (Po-
liakov, n.d.; Hegemon Arsenii Mednikov, interview by B. Knorre; Sol-
datov, Alexander, interview by B. Knorre).

The “non-commemorators” of the 1990s relied partly on the expe-
rience of the Catacomb Church, which in 1927 rejected the declaration 
of Sergius (Stragorodskii) and ceased to commemorate bishops dur-
ing divine services who were subordinate to Soviet power (Regel’son 
2017). Despite their institutional disobedience to the hierarchy of the 
ROC MP, those who did not commemorate drew a canonical legal basis 
from the Church Abroad, itself an authoritative part of Russian Ortho-
doxy but one that was not in canonical communion with the ROC MP. 
Alongside “Sergianism” and the nonrecognition of the new martyrs 
who suffered under the Soviet regime, ecumenism represented one of 
three claims that the Karlovtsy3 had against the Moscow Patriarchate. 
In particular, the Orthodox abroad considered “Sergianism,” or loyal-
ty to the godless authorities and a tendency to grovel before and serve 
them, and ecumenism itself — a phenomenon caused by “Sergian-
ism” — as the basis of two other lies of the ROC MP. (Filatov 2004, 62).

Of course, the episcopate could not ignore the threat of the expand-
ing “non-commemoration movement.” In order to reconcile with the 

“non-commemorators,” it selected from zealots, “loyalists,” that is, those 
who despite their anti-ecumenism demonstrated loyalty to the hierarchy 

3. The name “Karlovtsy” was assigned to the members of the ROCOR because on Decem-
ber 3, 1921, in Sremski Karlovtsy in Serbia, an all-foreign Russian Church meeting con-
vened, which adopted the main provisions and documents of the ROCOR and formed 
its administrative structure.



B o r i s  k n o r r e ,  a l e x a n d r a  Z a s ya d ’ ko

V o l .  8 ( 2 )  ·  2 0 2 1   7 5

of the ROC MP and opposed withdrawing from subordination. For ex-
ample, the Metropolitan of St. Petersburg and Ladoga, Ioann (Snychev) 
(Shnirel’man 2017, 280), and the famous Russian priest from the Psk-
ov-Pechersk Lavra, Archimandrite Ioann (Krest’iankin) (Archimandrite 
Ioann (Krestʹiankin), interview by B. Knorre), were authoritative among 
fundamentalists and played a mediating role, reconciling many non-
commemorating groups with the high clergy. At the same time, they 
held a critical view of the policy Patriarch Alexy II pursued but were loy-
al to the institution of the Church (Poliakov 2015). From the side of the 
ROC MP establishment, Bishop Nikon (Vasiukov) of Ufa and Sterlitam-
ak, Bishop Anthony (Masendich) of Barnaul and Altai, and Bishop Ve-
niamin (Pushkov) of Vladivostok and Primorii, made anti-ecumenical 
statements and voted against the document “On the Basic Principles of 
the Russian Orthodox Church’s Attitude to Non-Orthodoxy” at the 2000 
Jubilee Council (Vsiakii arkhierei 2000, 9). 

Since anti-ecumenical criticism in the nineties erupted from the 
“lower classes” in the form of Orthodox brotherhoods, the Church lead-
ership formed the Union of Orthodox Brotherhood (UOB) in order to 
have at least partial control over them. At first, the UOB acted quite 
independently, but over time, it took firmly loyalist positions. Other 
loyalist organizations loudly declared sharply anti-ecumenical posi-
tions. These include the Orthodox Citizens Union, which set itself the 
goal of churching and attracting the political elite to church interests.4 

It is important to note that these organizations and others that 
emerged at the turn of the millennium display a fundamentally differ-
ent position from the “non-commemoration movement.” A character-
istic feature of them is that, on the one hand, they criticize the Church 
leadership for ecumenism, and on the other, they try not to cross the 
line in their criticism and to ensure the Church that they remained loyal 
to the leadership, the Synod, and the structure of the ROC MP. That is, 
they in fact voice loyalist positions. At the turn of the millennium, criti-
cism of ecumenism developed in fundamentalist circles along with mas-
sive protests against TINs (tax identification numbers), barcodes, and 
other various electronic means of accounting. As a result, Orthodox zeal 
is increasingly presented as anti-globalism. Speakers who criticize ecu-
menism point to the danger of destroying national ties and favor state 
institutions over international corporations and supranational institu-

4. In the post-Soviet days, the agenda of the Union of Orthodox Brotherhood (UOB) 
spelled out the struggle “against the influence of the West, Zionism, ecumenism, Free-
masonry, and Judaism within the Russian Orthodox Church.” See Verkhovskii 2003, 
16-8.
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tions. The underlying reason for these types of protests against ecumen-
ism is, to a fairly strong degree, national-imperial ambitions.

For example, the aforementioned critic of ecumenism, Bishop Io-
ann (Snychev), headed a visible political trend, whose ideas concerned 
not only ecumenism, but also, to no less extent, ethno-nationalism, 
Russian imperialism, and the Orthodox monarchy (Verkhovskii 2005). 
Here, anti-ecumenism is an auxiliary element added to national-impe-
rial sympathies. In his article “Look, do not fear. . .” Bishop Ioann not-
ed “the anti-state, anti-national essence of ecumenism” (Bishop Ioann 
2005). He points out that the ultimate goal of all ecumenical efforts is 
“the ideological foundation of mondialism, the ideological foundation 
of a new world order.” Ecumenism, in his opinion, “spiritually sub-
stantiates the need for the destruction of sovereign nation states for 
the sake of a Western planetary dictatorship, led by the United States.” 
Thus, for Bishop Ioann, events such as “the defeat of Iraq, the suffoca-
tion of Yugoslavia, and the barbaric bombing of Orthodox Serbs” fall 
in the same vein as ecumenism (Bishop Ioann 2005). Konstantin Du-
shenov, an active participant in the campaign against TINs and a for-
mer assistant of Snychev, notes not the religious but the political back-
ground of ecumenism, proposing that ecumenism is a veiled form of 
liberalism that erodes national foundations and state sovereignty.

In 2000 Valerii Filimonov, an anti-globalist leader who organized the 
movement “For the right to live without TIN, personal Codes, and micro-
chips,” associated the perniciousness of ecumenism with the destruction 
of states, nations, and religions, in an effort to create a world government 
based on ecumenism. He puts ecumenism on par with an attack on pat-
riotism and national identity which in his opinion strives to remove the 

“nationality” (national’nost’) column from passports of citizens of the 
Russian Federation. The fact that many anti-globalists who oppose dig-
ital codes and TINs are also anti-ecumenists is unsurprising. Ecumen-
ism, the introduction of digital personal codes, and globalization in gen-
eral threaten to erode national identity and state sovereignty.

Alongside growing interest among fundamentalists in the archaic, 
in attempts to return “to the roots” in one understanding or the oth-
er, the anti-ecumenists of the early 2000s often emphasize strength 
and violence as a value (Maler 2010). Anti-globalists and imperial-ori-
ented opponents of ecumenism are usually monarchists who support 
an autocratic monarchy or a deeper understanding of a strong central 
power. In this regard, protests against any kind of ecumenical interac-
tion between churches sometimes correlate with ideas of tsarebozhie 
(Tsar-as God), related to the sacralization and veneration of Ivan the 
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Terrible and Rasputin. The figure of Ivan the Terrible, in particular, is 
attractive to some anti-ecumenists because within the framework of 
his mythological ideas, he personifies a force of national power that 
should help Russia isolate itself from the outside world, or at least 
prevent the harmful Western influences that threaten to erode nation-
al identity. This, in particular, is the opinion of Konstantin Dushenov 
(Dukh dyshit, gde khochet 2003). Ivan the Terrible somehow legiti-
mizes a distinct isolationist, partly revanchist, position aimed at pro-
tecting Russia and rejecting Western social institutions that penetrat-
ed Russian society in the 1990s (Knorre 2005). It is no coincidence 
that in the tsarebozhie prayer to Tsar Ivan the Terrible a special place 
is given to the role of a tyrant in the struggle for the purity of the faith 
and in opposing heresies, heterodoxies, and gentile threats of all sorts:

You, preserver and strengthener of the House of the Virgin Mary and 
the Orthodox Faith; uniter of Holy Russia; smiter of the Jewish heresy; 
expeller of the demons in flesh — the Yids (sic); eradicator of treason; 
conqueror and converter to Christ of the Hagars, Latins, and pagans; en-
lightener and savior of the Russian people.

In 2007 the only bishop who decided to openly accuse the ROC MP hi-
erarchy of ecumenism, Bishop Diomid (Dziuban) of Anadyr and Chu-
kotka, was a tsarebozhie devotee, as evidenced by the icons of Ivan the 
Terrible. After the discovery, the Church defrocked Diomid. It is im-
portant to recall that in 2007 he made an appeal against all bishops 
and clergy, and Patriarch Alexy II personally, which contained accu-
sations of ecumenism (Ruskaia ideia 2007). For this, the Holy Synod 
of the Russian Orthodox Church expelled him from the priesthood in 
2008. It is worth noting, however, that Diomid is the only example of 
a bishop of the Russian Orthodox Church who went over to the camp 
of the “non-commemorators.”

In time, Diomid’s address coincided with an event that greatly nar-
rowed the ideological base of the anti-ecumenists. At a 2007 Council, 
the ROCOR signed an Act of Canonical Communion with the ROC MP, 
renouncing its claims against it. The signing of the act deprived ROC 
MP anti-ecumenists of the essential institutional support of the for-
eign church. Of course, the second and third groups of anti-ecumen-
ists, about whom Ladouceur speaks (the Greek old calendarists and a 
special community of Athos monks), remained true to their anti-ec-
umenism, but the relationship of Russian Orthodox ultra-conserva-
tives with these two groups has never been as close as with the Kar-
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lovtsy. Ecumenical protests of the Russian Orthodox Church became 
less pronounced in the second half of the 2000s. Diomid did not rec-
ognize the decision of the Council and formed his own small group of 
alternative Orthodoxy separate from the ROC MP — the “Russian Or-
thodox Church. The Most Holy Governing Synod” (Ierarkhiia litur-
gicheskikh tserkvei 2018).

New defenders of a “Soviet caliber” faith

A surge of anti-ecumenical protests occurred in connection to the sign-
ing of the Havana Declaration by Patriarch Kirill and Pope Francis and 
in connection to preparations for a Pan-Orthodox Council, which took 
place in Crete on February 20, 2016 without the participation of four 
national churches. The most prominent and largest social actor, which 
initiated anti-ecumenical protests and united several anti-ecumenical 
groups, was the political nationalist association, the “People’s Council” 
(PC), headed by the imperialist-minded publicist Vladimir Khomiak-
ov.5 At the conferences he prepared, organizers dressed in military uni-
forms and demonstrated their militant passions. Moreover, the PC or-
ganized anti-ecumenical events with volunteers who visited hot spots 
during the hostilities in the Donbass during the 2014-2015 Russian-
Ukrainian conflict, in particular, the Union of Donbas Volunteers and 
the ideologically linked militarized political organization ENOT Corp 
(Sergeev 2019). The PC itself formed in close cooperation with the mil-
itary and has close ties with retired paratroopers. In particular, there 
are several generals among the leaders of the PC. Oleg Kassin, the co-
chairman of the PC, for example, is a former activist of the paramili-
tary organization “Russian National Unity,” which was one of the most 
famous ultra-right political groups in the nineties.

Political engagement is also a characteristic feature among these 
anti-ecumenists. For the members of the PC political motives are not 
only significant, they are decisive. The goals of the PC are overtly po-
litical: the protection of the traditional family, refutation of LGBT 
propaganda and sexual freedom, and the protection of public moral-
ity (Ofitsialʹnyi sait dvizheniia “Narodnyi Sobor 2020). A shift of em-
phasis towards political tasks is visible. Compared to these tasks, con-
cern for the purity of the church acts as an appendage to the general 
course of isolationism (since it is necessary to resist Western institu-

5. The People’s Council is an all-Russian movement founded in 2005, composed of sever-
al nationalists, imperialist, and Orthodox organizations.
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tions and values, then any form of ecumenism is unacceptable). The 
religious component of PC activities is exclusively in the vein of “polit-
ical Orthodoxy”; for example, the PC supports expanding the functions 
of Orthodoxy in the public sphere, in particular, introducing Ortho-
dox Christian lessons in the education system and protecting believ-
ers from blasphemous actions (Ofitsialʹnyi sait dvizheniia “Narodnyi 
Sobor 2020). 

Groups, such as the news agency “Amin.su,” headed by the well-
known ultra-conservative Vladimir Semenko (discussed below), the 

“Messenger of the Faithful” information portal, and the Basil the Great 
Analytical Center, led by Deacon Il’ia Maslov, the center’s senior an-
alyst, expressed solidarity with the PC. In relation to the leadership 
of the ROC MP, representatives of these groups took a loyalist posi-
tion. They spoke out against both the cessation of the commemora-
tion of the patriarch and separation from Church authorities. While 
criticizing the Havana Declaration and any steps towards integration 
with Western Christians, PC activists supported continuing liturgical 
communions for Patriarch Kirill and remaining administratively sub-
ordinate to him. The PC began to insist that constant loyalty should 
be maintained towards the patriarch in order to increase the pressure 
on him, so as not to let him fall further into the “heresy of ecumen-
ism” and to eventually compel him to reject the Havana Declaration.

The prevalence of representatives loyal to Church leadership among 
critics of ecumenism in the 2010s testifies to the growing prevalence of 
the fundamentalist wing within the ROC MP rather than outside of it. 
Nevertheless, the Havana Declaration gave some impetus to the “non-
commemoration movement,” although it had a smaller role in church 
life than in the nineties. Alexei Moroz, an ultra-right and ultra-conserv-
ative priest of the ROC MP, organized one such group. Moroz’s atten-
tion to the spiritual leadership in Russia is reflected in the group’s name, 
the “Cathedral of Orthodox Intelligentsia” or the “Cathedral of Orthodox 
Priests of the Russian Orthodox Church who remain in the patristic tra-
dition.” In a September 2017 resolution from fifteen priests, this organ-
ization announced a break in the canonical communion with “heretics 
who seized power in the ROC MP” (Rezoliutsiia sobraniia Sobora pravo-
slavnykh sviashchennikov RPTs, v sviatootecheskom predanii stoiash-
chikh 2017.) At first, Moroz swore and swore that he would never leave 
the “mother church”; he would simply refuse to commemorate the “her-
etics,” but in the summer of 2019 he joined one of the fragments of the 
ROCOR — the Synod of the Metropolitan of Filaret (Semovskikh) — and 
completely broke with the Moscow Patriarchate.
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Increased militarist sympathies, however, were a common fea-
ture among both loyalist zealots and representatives of the “non-com-
memoration movement” of the late post-Soviet period. Among the 
leaders of the “non-commemorators” in 2016 and 2017, Hieromonk 
Dimitrii Prokhin-Hristov, a former employee of the Main Intelligence 
Directorate of the Russian Federation,  was especially authoritative 
and organized a number of major anti-ecumenical events in 2017 
with a group of Athos monks, led by the prominent anti-ecumenists 
monk Raphael (Berestov) and Hieroschemonk Onufrii (Stebelev-Ve-
laskes). With their spiritual approval an event took place at the Sinak-
sis (Cathedral) in Krasnodar on October 5, 2017 in which about 70 
clergy participated. Also standing out among the ranks of the “non-
commemorators” was Fr. Dimitri Nenarokov (the confessor of para-
military groups of Moscow Cossacks, the centurion [junior officer] of 
the “Southeast” District Cossack Society in Moscow,” and the organiz-
er of several “Orthodox military-patriotic clubs” and a number of in-
timidation campaigns against actionist artists) (Gerasimenko 2012).

Thus, it is clear that professional military men or priests with special 
militant sympathies prevailed in the anti-ecumenical movement of the 
2010s. They formed these militaristic attitudes within the framework of 
a dualistic worldview that features a battle between good and evil. If in 
the political plane fundamentalists formulate the idea of   a fundamen-
tal confrontation, a “sacred battle” in the context of Samuel Hunting-
ton’s conflict between the values   of “Russian civilization” and the West-
ern world, then in the religious sphere this confrontation is perceived 
in the tradition of the bloc-system. Post-Soviet anti-ecumenists inherit 
the value picture of the world of the “Yalta-Potsdam system,” which di-
vided Europe into “spheres of interest” (blocs) between the USSR and 
the Western powers. Despite the fact that the role of the ROC in this sys-
tem was to implement the foreign policy of the USSR through building 
influence abroad, contemporary post-Soviet anti-ecumenists transform 
the role of the Church in this ideologeme from an exclusively official 
and state-dependent one to one beneficial for the development of the 
Church and the state as a whole. The position of the Church in the in-
ternational arena transformed from a conciliatory one, when the threat 
of a global nuclear war was high, to one of ultra-right nationalist and 
imperial sentiments, accompanied by the consecration of weapons, ban-
ners of military units, and formations (Krasikov 2009).

Plainly, this is a fairly pronounced group that is not indicated in 
the Ladouceur classification, which includes only foreigners, Greek 
old calendarists, and a group of Athos monks. Russian anti-ecumen-
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ists of the late post-Soviet period differ from these three groups, al-
though they occasionally collaborate and some of their views overlap.

It is clear that anti-ecumenism is becoming increasingly political. 
Protests against communication with the non-Orthodox more often re-
flect the rejection of the Western mentality than concern for Orthodox 
doctrinal purity. Furthermore, the nationalist component is beginning 
to manifest itself more strongly in the Russian anti-ecumenical move-
ment. The protests of many Orthodox conservatives reflect fears about 
the loss of national identity, the erosion of Orthodoxy as a faith inher-
ent in the Russian people. This reveals a significant divergence between 
post-Soviet anti-ecumenism and the anti-ecumenical criticism of ultra-
conservative fundamentalists in the Moscow Patriarchate and the Kar-
lovtsy, both of which focus on dogmatic arguments. In contrast to the 
ROCOR and the Soviet catacombists, the fundamental feature of mod-
ern Orthodox anti-ecumenists in post-Soviet Russia is their obvious 
sympathy for the Soviet heritage and ideology, i.e. they assimilate cer-
tain views on Russian foreign policy that are characteristic of the Soviets, 
which when translated into religious language take on the form of anti-
ecumenical protests and militarism. Among “loyalists,” a special rever-
ence to the state accompanies a desire to rely on it as a protector of the 
purity of faith (in the zealous understanding described above). Many 
Karlovtsy characterized this as “Sergianism,” a concept that fundamen-
tally distinguished post-Soviet “loyalists” from the Karlovtsy.

Special service rhetoric in defense of the faith

As a result, another distinctive feature of post-Soviet anti-ecumenists 
is the prevalence of special service rhetoric. In protests against interre-
ligious dialogue, anti-ecumenists demonstrate a tendency to view con-
tacts with Western religious organizations not in a religious, but in a 
purely political plane, as a threat to Russia’s national and state secu-
rity. According to Nenarokov, interreligious dialogue is “an attempt to 
bring the ROC into the orbit of the Vatican’s influence”; it is nothing 
more than “subversive activities against Russia, part of an information 
war that has become an aggressive conflict with Russia, with the foun-
dations of its state and spiritual security and the spiritual sovereign-
ty of the nation” (Sotnik 2016). That is, he puts the concepts of “state 
security,” spiritual security, “national sovereignty,” “purity of faith,” 
and the “struggle for Orthodoxy” in the same category. For Nanarokov, 
state security and confessional authenticity are of the same order (Sot-
nik 2016). The co-chairman of the PC, Vladimir Khomiakov, expressed 
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a similar position at a protest when he urged Vladimir Putin to force 
the patriarch to abandon the Havana Declaration (Vladimir Khomia-
kov o vstreche Patriarkha s Papoi-iezuitom 2016). Khomiakov’s appeal 
to the President of the Russian Federation reflected Putin’s assumed 
authority over the patriarch not only in secular, but in church affairs.

According to professor Olga Chetverikova, another leader of mod-
ern anti-ecumenical protests, the Vatican should be viewed not as a re-
ligious organization but as a “theocratic state with considerable finan-
cial and administrative resources and the finest intelligence agencies, 
which work closely with Western intelligence communities” (Chet-
verikova 2016a). She believes that the West uses Catholicism to in-
still   the European Union and globalization with a religious dimension 
(Chetverikova 2016a), one in which an ecumenical interreligious dia-
logue is required to “bring everyone toward a global standard of think-
ing and organize a system of world governance” (Chetverikova 2016b).

The aforementioned anti-ecumenists look at ecumenical contacts 
through the prism of securitization. This approach fundamentally dis-
tinguishes modern anti-ecumenists from those of the twentieth cen-
tury, who not only did not operate with the concept of state security, 
but, on the contrary, criticized ecumenical contacts with the non-Or-
thodox for furthering state interests and censured ecumenists for their 
ties with the KGB. In particular, the researcher of the relationship be-
tween the ROC MP and the ROCOR, Deacon Andrei Psarev, concludes 
that “the ecumenical activity of the ROC during the Cold War primar-
ily depended on the goals of Soviet foreign policy” (Psarev and Kit-
senko 2020). Vladimir Moss, in his book The Orthodox Church at a 
Crossroads, elaborates on the WCC as a platform enabling the KGB 
to spread its influence behind the Iron Curtain (Moss 2001). Similarly, 
Archpriest Lev Lebedev, a prominent spokesman for the ROCOR ideol-
ogy in the post-Soviet space, criticized the leader of the late Soviet ec-
umenical movement, Metropolitan Nikodim (Rotov),  because he and 
his church associates “in all their activities had the powerful support 
of the KGB, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Council for Reli-
gious Affairs” (Lebedev 1999). That is, the viciousness of ecumenism 
on the part of the ROCOR was explained, among other things, by the 
fact that political considerations of the Russian special services guid-
ed its church leaders, thereby proving their “Sergian” subordination 
to the state.

Today, it is the opposite — pro-Soviet zealots of the faith accuse ec-
umenists of neglecting the interests of state security. Anti-ecumenists 
urge church leaders to weigh their actions against the instructions of 
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the FSB for military and strategic reasons. The language of the spe-
cial services and the discourse of state security have become vernacu-
lar among many contemporary church fundamentalists. The penchant 
for special service rhetoric further demonstrates the adherence among 
late-Soviet anti-ecumenists to the Soviet past as a more “correct” ide-
ological and political tradition. Despite the persecution of the church, 
adherents of the “Soviet caliber” faith consider the Soviet era prefera-
ble to the post-Soviet one in the spiritual sphere because in their opin-
ion globalization processes had less of an imprint on it.

The penchant for special service rhetoric reflects more than just 
sympathy for the Soviet past, it is a manifestation of the secularization 
of spiritual and moral values   in Russia. As Jardar Østbø posits, “spir-
itual and moral values” began to be securitized or defined as a mat-
ter of national security in Russia at the highest levels of state politics 
and political discourse (Østbø 2017). According to Østbø, in the mid-
1990s the narrow concept of “spiritual security” emerged as a weapon 
in the hands of the “anti-cult movement,” which in Russia was main-
ly composed of Orthodox, and was initially directed against new re-
ligious movements, sects, and non-traditional cults. Later it was ex-
panded to include the recognition of spiritual and moral values   as a 
matter of national security, and such recognition has already given rise 
to a negative attitude towards the West and Western values   in general, 
including not simply sects, but also established Western religions (Øst-
bø 2017). Fundamentalists do not only adopt this tendency, they try 
to strengthen it and sharpen it in every possible way, since their very 
militaristic attitude and their inclination to view the world as a battle 
between good and evil strengthens this security rhetoric.

Applying the mobilization model of social organization

The views of post-Soviet anti-ecumenists, described in the previous 
two sections, allow this study to correlate their socio-cultural prefer-
ences with the mobilization model of societal development. According 
to Lubskii’s definition “mobilizational development is one of the ways 
to adapt the socio-economic system to the realities of the changing 
world which consists of systematically addressing conditions of stag-
nation or crisis through emergency measures” (Lubskii 2006). The 
mobilization model also presupposes implementation over the short-
term. Contrary to this assumption, however, some analysts have iden-
tified long-term implementation of the mobilization model. For exam-
ple, in Openkin’s definition, the essential feature of the mobilization 
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of social organization “is the regular, widespread use of emergency 
means to solve the problems that constantly arise in the life of our 
people” (Openkin 2012). That is, the implementation of the mobiliza-
tion model need not be short-term.  Openkin believes that the long-
term historical development of Russia is linked with the mobilization 
model (Openkin 2012). 

Gaman-Golutvina adds to this, noting that 

A society developing in a mobilization mode is in a militarized type of de-
velopment, the main imperative of which is defense; modernization im-
pulses are formed not as a result of cumulative effect (as an organic need 
for economic, technological, and military-financial modernization), but 
come from an external source and are carried out discretely, catastroph-
ically, revolutionarily, and often as a result of military defeats (Crimean 
[War], Russo-Japanese [war], and World War I) or in connection with a 
potential threat (Gaman-Golutvina 2006).

The extent to which the mobilization model is characteristic of the his-
tory of Russia in general is beyond the scope of this article, since the 
format does not allow such a large excursion into political science the-
ory. Yet, it is clear that the socio-economic development of the USSR 
was carried out within the framework of the mobilization model. Cur-
rently, the model and the Soviet past influence the construction of the 
political system in Russia. Its appeal and influence is also expressed 
in the fact that within the framework of contemporary mainstream 
Russian political ideology, the pre–revolutionary past is interpreted 
through an ideological focus that fully corresponds to the mobilization 
model — regardless of how much it really was shaped by it.

Among the fundamentalists that this study assessed there exists a 
theory that any accomplishments in Russia (the correct organization 
of life, for example), are only possible under conditions of extreme 
stress, a state of emergency, or martial law — in other words, only un-
der extreme mobilizational forces. That is a key sign of the mobiliza-
tion model. Also common among the fundamentalists is the presence 
of a strong centralized government that has sufficient political will to 
force society to mobilize, including through the means of war. In such 
a situation, prospects for a national upsurge are associated mainly 
with political and military conflicts. For example, ideologues from the 
Center of Basil the Great note the positive shock effect of the “Russian 
Spring” in 2014, which actualized the importance of strong state pow-
er and the imperial past. In their words:
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“Maidan” awakened the consciousness of a large number of Russian peo-
ple, not only those in Ukraine, but also in Russia. The “Russian Spring” — 
the return of Crimea, the heroic resistance to the ukrofascist regime on 
the part of the DPR and LPR6--made many of our compatriots, many of 
whom previously thought exclusively in terms of “bread and circuses,” 
ask the question — who are we? What is the basis and core of our “Rus-
sianness”? What is the historical meaning of the existence of Russia? The 
correct answers to these questions are the key to our survival and we 
need to look for them in our imperial past. Autocracy, strong state pow-
er, and Orthodoxy are the civilizational code of Russia. Only in this sense 
does the “Russian Spring” have the potential to restore the uniform civi-
lizational space of Rus (Tsentr sviatelia Vasiliia 2017).

In the aforementioned appeal to President Putin, Ilya Maslov adds: 
“Our economy can be national only during a war, in peacetime an 
American hamburger is somehow sweeter. . . (Maslov 2018). Thus, 
militarization is viewed not only as a factor useful for countering ex-
ternal threats, but also improving the national economy. 

The most prominent proponent of this ideology among the clergy 
was Archpriest Vsevolod Chaplin, who passed in January 2020. Chap-
lin repeatedly expressed hope for the early onset of a global world war, 
in which Russia would be an obligatory participant, yearning: “Peace 
does not last long, currently we have long been at peace, thank God it 
will not be much longer. Why do I say ‘thank God’ — a society which 
is too well-fed, too calm, too comfortable, and problem-free, is a soci-
ety abandoned by God, this society does not last long” (Archpriest Vs-
evolod and L. Gozman, interviewed by T. Fel’gengauer 2015). Thus, po-
litical threats to national security are an important component of the 
mobilization rhetoric of new zealots. 

The questions of “sacrality” and “passionarity” 

In the lexicon of anti-ecumenists there are peculiar concepts and terms 
that reflect their mobilizational attitude and outlook on the world, in 
particular, “sacrality,” which Vladimir Semenko, one of the leaders 
of the anti-ecumenical movement, frequently uses. Semenko under-
stands “sacrality” as the intensity of people’s perception of the sacred 
aspects of being, the depth or degree of involvement of human con-
sciousness in religious thoughts. A high degree of “sacrality,” or “in-

6. The Democratic Party of Russia and the Libertarian Party of Russia
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candescent sacrality” in Semenko’s formulation means a willingness to 
place one’s faith as the highest value, raising it to a level at which one 
would defend it even at the cost of their life. That is, in “incandescent 
sacrality” religious thoughts determine a person’s motivation. 

Take the Old Believers. Who was correct in the dispute with Nikon is a 
separate question. I suppose I think that Nikon was correct to a great-
er extent. But now something else is important to us: a fairly large mass 
of Russian Orthodox people so confidently place their faith above their 
earthly life that they were prepared to self-immolate in the name of this 
faith. This is called incandescent sacrality (Archpriest Vsevolod and L. 
Gozman, interviewed by T. Fel’gengauzer 2015)! 

According to Semenko, “if sacrality is sufficiently incandescent, then it 
is impossible to remain indifferent to its action, even if you belong to 
a different faith” (Semenko 2007). That is, “incandescent sacrality” is 
capable of producing a serious missionary effect, and therefore is im-
portant in spreading the faith. Thus, the talk of “sacrality” is also as-
sociated with expansionist perspectives.

At the same time, “incandescent sacrality” can also be made to 
serve the protection of national interests. Semenko believes that a 
high intensity of “sacrality” in a nation provides it with a strong vital-
ity, originality, and independence from outside influences (Semenko 
2007). That is, where there is “sacrality,” there is also state sovereign-
ty. Semenko shows the political significance of “sacrality,” for example, 
he speaks of “sacrality” as the sacred core of the people. Thanks to a 
strong “sacrality,” the people become able to reject alien, foreign tra-
ditions and influences, that is, to ensure their sovereignty:

Take the history of Rus, during those times when Orthodox sacrality 
was still inflamed. At first, the false Dmitry enjoyed considerable popu-
larity among the people, but everyone knows what a sad fate befell him 
when it became clear to our Russian ancestors that his comrade did not 
respect the ancient customs of the people and, most importantly, was 
making advances toward the papists. “The accursed Russian question”: 
where is that gun from which ash from the burnt body of Mr. Shvydkoi 
should be fired??! (said in jest) (Semenko 2007).

It is obvious that Semenko’s ironic question reflects his negative atti-
tude toward the former Minister of Culture, Mikhail Shvydkoi (2000-
2004), who oriented Russian cultural policy towards Western values 
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“alien” to Russian consciousness. It should be noted that Semenko’s 
concept of “sacrality” is similar in meaning to Lev Gumilyov’s concept 
of “passionarity”/“passionaries” in the church sphere.7 In post-Sovi-
et Orthodoxy, fundamentalists called “passionaries’” widely used this 
concept to press the state to consolidate Orthodox norms at the legis-
lative level in order to protect church interests in society.

The Church leadership also began to use the concept of “passionar-
ity.” For example, even patriarch Kirill cited the presence of “passion-
arity” among representatives of societal and youth organizations in a 
positive manner in 2014, when he thanked them for “their capacity to 
defend church interests” (Sokolov 2020). For Patriarch Kirill, “pas-
sionarity” is an “inner strength,” “undertaken for centuries in the soul 
of man, including among the Orthodox; it is the capacity to resist un-
favorable external circumstances” (Patriarch Kirill 2016). The need to 
be prepared to undertake an act of bravery, to sacrifice, to do some-
thing that requires extraordinary efforts from a person is no less “pas-
sionarity.” That is, it is a manifestation of the above-mentioned mobi-
lizationist attitude or a mobilizationist worldview.

In fact, the idea of the act of bravery is central because the true develop-
ment of the individual, of society, and of the state is linked to it. Otherwise, 
the brain becomes overgrown with fat, the individual and the nation lose 
their “passionarity.” This is a wonderful concept that determines the ca-
pacity of a nation to accomplish a feat; and if “passionarity” is lost, then 
the civilization’s potential is reduced. . . (Patriarch Kirill 2016). 

Here, the patriarch cites as an example heroism in warfare, but exam-
ples also include the activities of the apostles, sports, science, and fast-
ing. All of these, in his opinion, are inseparable from “passionarity” and 
heroism. The concept of “passionarity” also appeals to other hierarchs, 
for example, Metropolitan Tikhon (Shevkunov) (Arkhimandrit Tikhon 
2013). Thus, it is not only anti-ecumenical fundamentalists who use 
“passionarity” but also high-ranking official Church leaders, such as Pa-
triarch Kirill and Metropolitan Tikhon. This also allows one to attrib-
ute their view of human life to the mobilization model of societal devel-
opment. Within the framework of this model, war, monastic asceticism, 

7. Gumilev defines “passionarity” as “an excess of biochemical energy of living matter, op-
posite to the instinct vector and determining the ability to overstrain” or “the effect of 
excess biochemical energy of living matter, which generates sacrifice for an illusory 
goal.” See Gumilyov 2018, 726.
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and the ideology of suffering and deprivation are in the same catego-
ry, since all require an act of bravery or the utmost exertion of forces.

The privatization of religion — limiting it to the field of religious life 
and to the framework of one’s own community and rejecting its claim 
to influence society as a whole — is completely unacceptable for both 
the concepts of “sacrality” and “passionarity.” Adapting one’s own cul-
tural and religious traditions to interact with other traditions and cul-
tures is unacceptable. That is, the demands of religious and cultural 
tolerance, more generally, adopted in the context of globalization and 
demonstrating an orientation towards the values of the contemporary 
Western world, are unacceptable. “Sacrality” and “passionarity” direct-
ly oppose the principle of tolerance. In this regard, it is not surpris-
ing that the inclinations of those pro-Soviet anti-ecumenists have de-
veloped more successfully under the conservative political turn of the 
2010s than during the Russian nineties.

Furthermore, the concepts of “sacrality” and “passionarity” can ex-
plain why, for many Orthodox fundamentalists, Muslims turn out to 
be spiritually closer than Western Christians, for example, Catholics, 
and why some Orthodox priests cite Muslims as ideal examples of the 
faithful. In the opinions of fundamentalists, Muslims have a stronger 

“sacrality” and “pasionarity” than the “lukewarm” and politically cor-
rect Western Christians because Muslims unabashedly and with no 
fear violate the rules of the secular world for the sake of their faith.

Right or left?

Many features of contemporary Orthodox anti-ecumenism make one 
wonder whether it is an analogue of ultra-right radical associations. 
In an attempt to identify the exceptional right-wing traits among an-
ti-ecumenists, one faces a problem — the lack of a clear and unified 
definition of the Russian political right. “Left” and “right” as concepts 
arose in political discourse during the French Revolution and orig-
inally denoted the Jacobins — supporters of revolutionary changes, 
who were to the left of the king in the Legislative Assembly — and the 
Feuillants — supporters of a constitutional monarchy who were on the 
right. Thus, the Left has a progressive and modernist reputation, and 
the Right a monarchial and conservative one, convinced that not only 
are individuals unequal in nature, but nations and states as well (Leb-
edev 1996, 72). This position in relation to equality is fundamental for 
determining all the ensuing features of right-wing movements. There 
are further differences between the Right and the Left amongst their 
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economic programs: the Left are supporters of a planned economy 
and collective economic structures, while those on the right favor the 
market and private property. In contemporary Russia, however, right-
wing parties gravitate towards a planned economy and strong state 
power, complicating the criteria for determining whether contempo-
rary political movements are on the right (Berlin and Lukes 1988, 124). 

It will be useful to draw attention to similarities among the dis-
course of both modern Orthodox anti-ecumenical fundamentalists and 
the ultra-right radical movements. Here, radicalism means the desire 
to carry out fundamental socio-political changes, focused not on pres-
ervation and development, but on the disintegration of existing sys-
tems (Tsentr monitoringa i komparativnogo analiza mezhkul’turnykh 
kommunikatsii Moskovskogo instituta psikhoanaliza. 2018).

A. V. Shekhovtsov, who analyzes the ideologies of contemporary Euro-
pean right-wing radical parties, deduces the following definition: “New 
right-wing radicalism is an ideology based on the idea of   preserving, re-
alizing, and reproducing an ethnically and culturally homogeneous type 
of society within the framework of the liberal-democratic system” (Shek-
hovtsov 2208, 143). It is worth emphasizing that the desire to repro-
duce a single and homogeneous society among right-wing radical move-
ments is accompanied by intolerance and calls for segregation from all 
other groups that do not help to ensure ethnic and cultural homogenei-
ty. It also follows from Shekhovtsov’s definition that modern right-wing 
radicalism exists in conditions dominated by the liberal-democratic sys-
tem and emerges in opposition to it. The contemporary revival of radi-
cal right-wing forces and their growing popularity in the world is direct-
ly linked to disillusionment with liberal ideas and backlash toward the 
processes of globalization. As demonstrated, Orthodox fundamentalism 
also draws its resources and support from disappointment and criticism 
of liberal-humanistic ideas and constructs its identity in opposition to 
globalization and modernization processes. If radical right-wing parties 
build their identity in opposition to the dominant liberal-democratic sys-
tem, then Orthodox fundamentalism opposes Christian values that fol-
lowed the processes of globalization, Westernization, modernization, and 
ecumenism that have dragged the world toward humanism.

The desire to absolutize what is “special” — what is socially excep-
tional in national self-identity — is yet another important feature of 
the right-wing radical discourse. S. V. Pogorelskaia notes “special” cat-
egories, such as “national character,” “national culture,” “nation,” and 

“race,” which due to their mystification become tools for dissociating 
from other groups and justifying exclusivity (Pogorel’skaia 2004). In 
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such a situation, Orthodox anti-ecumenists feel like an elect group, and 
the Orthodox Church the last bulwark of world salvation. A. V. Radet-
skaia identifies that anti-ecumenism is supported by the following for-
mula: “Only one’s own faith is true, only one’s own Church is united, 
Holy, synodic, and Apostolic” (Radetskaia 2010, 40). Thus, the pathos 
of contemporary anti-ecumenism lies in claims of singularity and exclu-
sivity, the special rights of the Orthodox Church to save people all over 
the world (i.e. subject them to conversion to Orthodoxy). Its task of pre-
serving the purity of faith is posed as the task of saving the entire world, 
not the traditions and cultures of a different group of people.

Support for the hierarchal structure of society flows from this su-
premacism, i.e. convictions regarding the superiority of some groups 
over others. G. M. Tamash notes that new right-wing radicalism “gets 
along well with liberal democracy of the Anti-Enlightenment, which, 
without meeting any serious resistance, rehabilitated the understand-
ing of citizenship as a privilege granted by the sovereign, in place 
of the previous understanding of citizenship as a universal human 
right” (Tamash 2000). Thus, another distinctive feature of the ide-
ology of right-wing radicals is statism, or “the cult of a strong state 
that controls all aspects of society as the primary instrument of rev-
olutionary changes” (Tsentr monitoringa i komparativnogo analiza 
mezhkul’turnykh kommunikatsii Moskovskogo instituta psikhoanal-
iza. 2018, 3). Among Orthodox fundamentalists, the embodiment of 
the strong state is undoubtedly the Orthodox monarchical empire.

In this context, it is worth mentioning the congratulatory letter 
from Deacon Il’ia Maslov, the senior analyst of the Center of St. Bas-
il the Great, in connection to the election of Putin as President of the 
Russian Federation in 2018:

Your constituency (including myself ) went to the polling stations on 
March 18 in order to vote against the elections as a political show, but 
in favor of the election of the Ruler of the Russian land. [To vote] for 
the election of the traditional model of Russian power — a personified, 
autocratic power responsible before God and the people as the histori-
cal aggregate of all generations — past, present and future; a power that 
guards both state sovereignty and national identity. In today’s historical 
time frame, you embody these hopes (Maslov 2018).

It is worth noting that the Russian Empire in the contemporary anti-ecu-
menical project bears a clear imprint of the Soviet period and even inher-
its some of its ideologemes. For example, the previously mentioned block- 



B o r i s  k n o r r e ,  a l e x a n d r a  Z a s ya d ’ ko

V o l .  8 ( 2 )  ·  2 0 2 1   9 1

system, with its division of the spheres of influence between Russia and 
the West or its manifestations of reverence for the personality of Stalin, is 
one that fits into the mobilization model of societal development.

Another important feature of right-wing ideologies is the forma-
tion of specific mythologemes associated with the revival of the nation 
and its election. In the Western tradition, R. Griffin studied these my-
thologemes among fascist ideological attitudes and the “palingenetic 
myth” (Griffin 1993). Among the anti-ecumenists this study examines, 
this myth manifests itself in the rhetoric about the revival of a nation, 
a people, and a state, especially in the form of the “Third Rome,” or 
the revival of a lost empire, the restoration of the natural path of Rus-
sian development which was interrupted by the revolution.

However, according to Griffin, the “palingenetic myth” only be-
comes the mythological core of fascist ideologies when the my-
thologeme rejects liberal institutions and the humanistic tradition of 
the Enlightenment (Potseluev 2014, 80). For anti-ecumenists, this is 
expressed in protest against globalization processes and moderniza-
tion; in this sense, anti-liberalism represents a rejection of the West-
ern way of thinking. Griffin notes that “at the heart palingenetic po-
litical myth lies the belief that contemporaries are living through a 
‘sea-change,’ a water-shed,” or ‘turning-point’ in the historical process.” 
(Griffin 1993, 35). For modern anti-ecumenists, this is expressed in an 
eschatological belief that the era of the Antichrist is coming,  an era 
which will entail various catastrophic events, such as a world war, a 
global crisis, a redivision of the world, as well as the appearance of a 
new autocratic Russian tsar. Thus, the palingenetic myth is especially 
important for the mobilization type of societal development because 
it simultaneously actualizes the past and predicts a clear picture of 
the future and because it reinforces the belief in the exclusivity of the 
group and its election to ensure the success, survival, and safety of its 
members. A. A. Galkin expressed a similar concept in relation to the 
main idea of right-wing ideologies. In his opinion, the mythologeme 
underlying the right-wing radical movements boils down to the follow-
ing ideas: “The revival and rehabilitation in their country of the ‘tit-
ular’ nation, considered to be one which is ethno-biologically united 
and rooted in its original, primordial values, which provide the only 
effective form of social organization” (Galkin 1995, 12). 

For example, the political program of the Russian Imperial Move-
ment (RIM) spelled out “the establishment of a Russian national dic-
tatorship” as one of the ways to restore the autocratic monarchy, one 
which would offer a “declaration of Orthodoxy as the state religion of 
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Russia,” “protection of the interests of the Russian people,” and “spir-
itual and cultural expansion” (Politicheskaia programma Russkogo Im-
perskogo Dvizheniia, n.d.). This definition characterizes the paradox-
ical combination of conservative ideas with revolutionary sentiments. 
Galkin also notes the expansion of the meaning of the phrase “Russian 
nation” in its use among Russian right-wing radicals, where it is often 
used in a cultural and civilizational sense, which allows one to combine 
imperial ambitions with the national idea to include the non-Slavic peo-
ples of Russia in the concept of the “Russian nation” or to deny the ter-
ritorial independence of fraternal Slavic peoples (Potseluev 2014, 86).

In the same RIM program, the declaration of Russia as a mono-na-
tional state of the Russian people is spelled out, which means it has 
three branches: Great Russians, Ukrainians (Little Russians [sic]) and 
Belarusians. They are also convinced that 

By dividing the Russian people into parts, the Bolsheviks, created phan-
tom nations: the “Ukrainians and Litvin” (the so-called Belarusians) and 
the “Ukrainians” are a communist product (about which there are docu-
ments. In particular, the leadership of the Communist Party made a de-
cision about the creation and imposition of what is called the Ukrainian 
language)” (Deus vult!’ ili na poroge Novoi rekonkisty, n.d.).

Thus, we see the involvement of contemporary Orthodox fundamen-
talists in right-wing political discourse, which allows us to correlate 
the features inherent in them with the features of the right-wing radi-
cal movements. At the same time, they show the imprint of the left So-
viet past, manifested in the inheritance of some Soviet ideologies and 
sympathy for both the bloc-system and the figure of Stalin.

Conclusion

An analysis of the history of the anti-ecumenical movement shows that 
this movement can fade from time to time and occasionally seem irrel-
evant and devoid of a real basis. However, it does not completely disap-
pear. It reemerges in the context of interfaith contacts in a new form and, 
in the twenty-first century, demands an even stricter separation of Ortho-
doxy from the religious world than was the case in the twentieth centu-
ry. But the transformation of the anti-ecumenical movement lies not so 
much in intensity as in the quality of the idea itself and the understand-
ing of what “purity of faith” is. Whereas at the end of the Soviet period 
and the beginning of the 1990s, the ideology of the ROCOR guided zeal-
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ots of the “purity of faith” and denounced the use of Orthodoxy as a po-
litical instrument, as an independent post-Soviet Orthodoxy took shape, 
anti-ecumenism became increasingly correlated with a political back-
ground, itself becoming more and more political. In addition, in the post-
Soviet Russian context, it employed the Soviet foreign policy bloc-sys-
tem to insulate the Orthodox cultural tradition from Western influence.

Political rather than religious motives increasingly drive anti-ecu-
menism as evidenced by anti-ecumenist orientation toward the foreign 
policy of the late USSR. The ideas of anti-ecumenists are increasingly 
reminiscent of the ideology of late Soviet politicians who think in the 
Cold War bloc-system of confrontation. Among other things that post-
Soviet anti-ecumenists have in common with Soviet approaches is an 
aspiration for a mobilization type of social structure and development. 
Mobilizationism as a feature of Orthodox fundamentalist culture can 
explain why fundamentalists are drawn toward asceticism, austeri-
ty, and minimalism in everyday life, as well as a Soviet-style world-
view. The inclination to resort to the feats of Christian martyrs corre-
lates well with the inclination to extol the realities of the Soviet era, 
not only the exploits during the Great Patriotic War, but in general So-
viet asceticism, coupled with the willingness to make do with less and 
accept hardships. Both are consonant with mobilization mentality. In 
this regard, it is not surprising that inherent in anti-ecumenist culture 
are components inherent in mobilizationism — militarism, a martial 
protective consciousness, the construction of groups on the model of 
a “military camp,” and the tendency to use the language of special ser-
vices or special operations in religious argumentation. It is clear that 
the religious struggle for the purity of faith serves political agendas. 

Finally, anti-ecumenists develop right-wing discourse in a religious 
environment by situating Christian values in opposition to humanism, 
which has overtaken the world, following the processes of globaliza-
tion, Westernization, modernization, and ecumenism. A fundamental-
ly important feature of the anti-ecumenical movement that arises from 
politicization is that today it is not simply protesting against commun-
ion with the heterodox or reconciliation with them in religious activi-
ties, but also against alliances with the heterodox as such, be it in the 
sphere of social services or political issues. Due to the above features, 
if today one speaks of “ecumenism 2.0” (in the words of A. Shishkov) 
(Shishkov 2017), then one may also speak of “anti-ecumenism 2.0,” 
the essence of which is no longer engaged in church dogmatic argu-
ments against the establishment of mutual understanding between 
confessions, but rather in political arguments.



A rt i c l e s

9 4  ©  S tat e ·  R e l i g i o n  ·  C h u R C h

References

Archimandrite Ioann (Krestʹiankin), interview by B. Knorre, November 5, 1992. Pskov-Pe-
chersk Lavra, Pskovo-Pecherskaia lavra.

Arkhimandrit Tikhon. 2013. “Obshchestvo, ne pochitaiushchee svoikh geroev, obrecheno” [“A 
society that does not honor its heroes is doomed”]. Literaturnaia gazeta 6406 (9): 9.

Archpriest Vsevolod and L. Gozman, interviewed by T. Fel’gengauzer. 2015. “Sobliuden li v Rossii 
balans svetskogo ili religioznogo?” [“Is the Russia primarily secular or religiously obser-
vant?”]. Ekho Moskvy, June 17. http://echo.msk.ru/programs/klinch/1567024-echo/.

Barkun, M. 2003. A Culture of Conspiracy: Apocalyptic Visions in Contemporary Ameri-
ca. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Berlin, I., and S. Lukes. 1998. “Isaiah Berlin: in conversation with Steven Lukes.” Salma-
gundi 120: 52-134.

Bishop Diomid (Dziuban). 2007. “Obrashchenie ko vsem arkhipastyriam, pastyriam, klirikam, 
monashestvuiushchim i vsem vernym chadam Sviatoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi [“An ap-
peal to all archpastors, pastors, clergy, monks, and all the faithful children of the Holy 
Orthodox Church”]. Russkaia ideia, February 21. https://rusidea.org/130043.

Borisov, A. 1994. Pobelevshie Nivy: Razmyshleniia o Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi [White-
washed Fields: Reflections on the Russian Orthodox Church]. Moscow: Putʹ. 

Brotherton, R. 2015. Suspicious Minds: Why We Believe Conspiracy Theories. New York: 
Bloomsbury Sigma.

Caldwell, M. 2016. Living Faithfully in an Unjust World: Compassionate Care in Russia. 
Oakland, CA: University of California Press.

Chetverikova, O. 2016a. “O vstreche Patriarkha i iezuita Frantsiska [“About the meeting of 
the Patriarch and the Jesuit Francis”]. Institut vysokogo kommunitarizma, Febru-
ary 13. http://communitarian.ru/publikacii/interviu/o_vstreche_patriarha_i_ie-
zuita_franciska_olga_chetverikova_11022016/.

Chetverikova, O. 2016b. “RPTs i Gavanskaia deklaratsiia — pobeda i porazhenie: Video-ma-
terialy Kruglogo stola ‘Russkaia pravoslavnaia tserkov’ i Gavanskaia deklaratsiia” 
[“ROC and the Havana declaration — victory and defeat: Video-material of the ‘Rus-
sian Orthodox Church and the Havana declaration’ Round table”]. Youtube Video, 
March 6. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PbE_q6bN0-0 

Cross, F. L., and E. A. Livingstone, eds. 1997. The Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church. 
New York: Oxford University Press.

Demacopoulos, G. 2017. “‘Traditional Orthodoxy’ as a Postcolonial Movement.” The Jour-
nal of Religion 97(4): 475-99.

“’Deus vult!’ ili na poroge Novoi rekonkisty” [“Deus vult!” or on the threshold of a new re-
conquest]. Ofitsial’nyi sait Russkogo imperskogo dvizheniia. http://rusimperia.
info/catalog/6957.html.

“Dukh dyshit, gde khochet...” [“The spirit breathes where it wants ...”] 2003. Sovetskaia 
Rossiia, May 15. http://www.sovross.ru/old/2003/051/051_5_4.htm.

Episkop Veniamina [Bishop Benjamin]. 2000. “’…Vsiakii arkhiierei, perestupaiushchii porog 
zdaniia Vsemirnogo Soveta Tserkvei, predaet Tserkov’”: Interv’iu episkopa Vladiv-
ostokskogo i Primorskogo Veniamina’” [“’Any bishop who crosses the threshold of the 
building of the World Council of Churches betrays the Church’: Interview with Bish-
op Benjamin of Vladivostok and Primorsky”]. Radonezh 105 (15–16): 9, 15.

Filatov, S. B., and B. K. Knorre. 2004. “Rossiiiskaia pravoslavnaia tserkov’ zagranitsei 
(RPTSZ)” [“Russian Orthodox Church Outside of Russia (ROCOR)”]. In Sovremen-
naia religioznaia zhizn’ Rossii. Opyt sistematicheskogo opisania, t. 1 [Contempo-

http://echo.msk.ru/programs/klinch/1567024-echo/
https://rusidea.org/130043
http://communitarian.ru/publikacii/interviu/o_vstreche_patriarha_i_iezuita_franciska_olga_chetverikova_11022016/
http://communitarian.ru/publikacii/interviu/o_vstreche_patriarha_i_iezuita_franciska_olga_chetverikova_11022016/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PbE_q6bN0-0
http://rusimperia.info/catalog/6957.html
http://rusimperia.info/catalog/6957.html
http://www.sovross.ru/old/2003/051/051_5_4.htm


B o r i s  k n o r r e ,  a l e x a n d r a  Z a s ya d ’ ko

V o l .  8 ( 2 )  ·  2 0 2 1   9 5

rary Religious Life in Russia. An Experiemt of Systematic Descriptions], edited by 
M. Budro and S. B. Filatov. Moscow: Logos.

Frolov, Kirill, interview by B. Knorre, October 1995. Moscow.

Galkin, A. A. 1995. “O fashizme — ego sushchnosti, korniakh, priznakakh i formakh proia-
vleniia” [“On fascism — its essence, roots, signs, and forms of manifestation”]. Po-
lis (Politicheskie issledovaniia): 6-15. 

Gaman-Golutvina O. V. 2006. Politicheskiye aelity Rossii [Political Elites of Russia]. Moscow.

Gerasimenko, O. 2012. “Kazak — eto ne natsional’nost’, eto rytsar’ pravoslaviia” [Cossack 
is not a nationality, it is an Orthodox knight “] Kommersant, November 19. https://
www.kommersant.ru/doc/2067798.

Griffin, R. 1993. The Nature of Fascism. London: Routledge. 

Gumilov, L. 2018. Drevniaia Rus’ i Velikaia step’ [Ancient Rus and the Great Steppe]. Mos-
cow: Firma STD.

Hegemon Arsenii Mednikov, interview by B. Knorre, August 16, 1992. Pogost Vitozhetka 
Tver Oblast.

Ierarkhiia liturgicheskikh tserkvei. 2018. “Russkaia Pravoslavnaia Tserkov’ — Svyateyshyi 
Pravitel’stvuiushchii Sinod [“The Russian Orthodox Church — the Most Holy Gov-
erning Synod”]. hierarchy.religare.ru. http://www.hierarchy.religare.
ru/h-orthod-rpcsps.html.

Kaverin, N. 1996. Sovremennoe obnovlenchestvo - protestantizm “vostochnogo obriada” 
[Modern Renovationism is Protestantism of the “Eastern Rite”]. Moscow: Odigitriya.

Knorre, B. 2005. “Estetika sovremennogo tsarebozhnichestvo: bogoslovskie sotsialʹno-
politicheskie diskursy” [“The aesthetics of contemporary regalism: Theological so-
cio-political discourses”]. In Aesthetics as a Religious Factor in Eastern and West-
ern Christianity. Selected Papers of the International Conference held at the 
University of Utrecht, the Netherlands in June 2004, pp. 341-371. Leuven; Paris; 
Dudley, MA: Peeters.

Knorre, B. 2006 “Moskovskaia eparkhiia RPTs MP. Chast’ 1” [“The Moscow Diocese of the 
ROC MP. Part 1]. In Atlas sovremennoi religioznoi zhizni Rossii, t. 2. [Contempo-
rary Religious Life in Russia, vol. 2]. Moscow and Saint Petersburg: Letnii sad.

Koen, U [Cohen, W.]. 2018. “Ekumenizm, antiekumenizm i konservativnyi ekumenizm v 
politicheskoi bogoslovskoi perspektike: vzgliad iz Soyedinennykh Shtatov” [“Ecu-
menism, anti-ecumenism, and conservative ecumenism in a political theological 
perspective: A view from the United States”]. Gosudarstvo. Religiia. Tserkov’ v 
Rossii i za rubezhom 36(4): 30-57.

Krasikov, A. 2009. “Religiia i globalizatsiia na prostorakh Evrazii” [“Religion and Globali-
zation in the vast Eurasia”]. In Globalizatsiia i pravoslavie: sbornik [Globalization 
and Orthodoxy: Compilation]. Moscow: Rossiyskaia politicheskaia entsiklopediia 
(ROSSPEN); Moskovskii Tsentr Karnegi. 

Kuraev, A. 1992. Vo dni pechal’nye Velikogo Posta [During the sad days of Great Lent].  
Moscow: Den’ 13.

Kyrlezhev, A. I. 2010. Novaia filosofskaia entsiklopediia, s.v. “Fundamentalizm religioznyi” 
[New Philosophical Encyclopedia, s.v. “Religious fundamentalism”] Moscow: Mysl’.

Ladouceur, P. 2017. “On Ecumenoclasm: Anti-Ecumenical Theology in Orthodoxy.”  
St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 61 (3): 323-355. 

Ladouceur, P. 2019. “Neo-Traditionalism in Contemporary Orthodoxy.” Scottish Journal of 
Theology 72 (4): 398-413.

Lebedev, L. 1999. Velikorossiia. Zhiznennyi put’. [Great Russia. Life path]. Saint Peters-
burg: V. Lebedev. 

http://www.hierarchy.religare.ru/h-orthod-rpcsps.html
http://www.hierarchy.religare.ru/h-orthod-rpcsps.html


A rt i c l e s

9 6  ©  S tat e ·  R e l i g i o n  ·  C h u R C h

Lebedev, S. V. 1996. “Levye i pravye v istorii russkoi politicheskoi mysli, Rossiia: proshloe, 
nastoiashchee, budushchee” [“The left and right in the history of Russian political 
thought, Russia: Past, present, future”]. Materialy Vserossiyskoi nauchno-prak-
ticheskoi konferentsii. Sankt-Peterburg, 16-19 dekabrya 1996 g. Saint Petersburg: 
Izdatel’stvo BGTU.

Makrides, V. 2016. “Orthodox Christian Rigorism: A Multifaceted Phenomenon.” Ortho-
doxy and Modernity,  September 6. https://publicorthodoxy.org/2016/09/06/or-
thodox-christian-rigorism-a-multifaceted-phenomenon/.

Maler, A. 2010. “Bogoliubovo: simptom globalʹnogo krizisa” [“Bogolyubovo: A symptom of 
the global crisis”]. Molodezhnyi internet-zhurnal MGU Tatʹianin Denʹ, November 
3. https://taday.ru/text/712171.html.

Maslov, I. 2018. “Pozdravlenie Verkhovnomu Glavnokomanduiushchemu [“Congratulations 
to the Supreme Commander-in-Chief”]. Blagodatnyi ogon’, March 20. https://www.
blagogon.ru/digest/826/.

Moss, V. 2001. Pravoslavnaia Tserkov’ na pereput’e (1917-1999) [The Orthodox Church at 
a Crossroads (1917-1999)]. Saint Petersburg: Aleteiia.

Nettl, P. 1967. Political Mobilization: A Sociological Analysis of Methods and Concepts. 
London: Faber; 1st UK Edition.

Ofitsialʹnyi sait dvizheniia “Narodnyi Sobor” [Official site of the “People’s Council”]. 2020. 
“Spravka o deiatelʹnosti Obshcherossiiskogo obshchestvennogo dvizheniia ‘Narod-
nyi Sobor’ [“Information on the activities of the All-Russian societal movement the 
‘People’s Council’”]. Ofitsialʹnyi sait dvizheniia “Narodnyi Sobor,” October 16. htt-
ps://narodsobor.ru/2020/10/16/spravka-o-deyatelnosti-obshherossijskogo-obsh-
hestvennogo-dvizheniya-narodnyj-sobor/.

Openkin, L. 2012. “Mobiliztor.” [Mobilizer]. Kommersant.Ru, October 1.

Østbø, J. 2017. “Securitizing ‘spiritual-moral values’ in Russia.” Post-Soviet Affairs 33(3): 
200-216.

Patriarch Kirill. 2016. “Vystuplenie Sviateishego Patriarkha Kirilla na II Mezhdunarodnom 
pravoslavnom studencheskom forume” [“Speech by His Holiness Patriarch Kirill at 
the II International Orthodox Student Forum”]. Patriarchia.Ru, February 14. 
http://www.patriarchia.ru/db/text/4640021.html.

Pogorel’skaia, S. V. 2004. “Vvedeniie. Metodologicheskie problemy issledovaniia pravogo 
radikalizma” [“Introduction. Methodological problems of the study of right-wing 
radicalism”]. In Pravyi radikalizm v sovremennoi Evrope [Right-wing radicalism 
in contemporary Europe]. Moscow: INION RAN.

Poliakov, E. Khronika tserkovnoi zhizni v ianvare–fevrale 1992 goda [Chronicle of Church 
Life in January — February 1992]. (Samizdat).

Poliakov, S. 2015. “Istoriia odnogo pisʹma. Pamiati mitropolita Ioanna (Snycheva). K dvadt-
satiletiiu konchiny († 2.11. 1995)” [“The history of a letter to the memory of Metro-
politan John (Snychev). The twentieth anniversary of death (November 2, 1995)”]. 
Informatsionno-analiticheskaia sluzhba “Russkaia narodnaia liniia”, November 1. 
https://ruskline.ru/analitika/2015/12/02/istoriya_odnogo_pisma.

“Politicheskaia programma Russkogo Imperskogo Dvizheniia” [“The political program of the 
Russian Imperial Movement”]. Ofitsial’nyi sait Russkogo Imperskogo Dvizheniia. 
http://www.rusimperia.info/p/rid-program.html.

Popovich, I. 2006. Pravoslavnaia Tserkov’ i ekumenizm [The Orthodox Church and Ecu-
menism] Moscow: Palomnik.

Potseluyev, S. P., and M. S. Konstantinov. 2004. “Sovremennyi pravyi radikalizm: problema 
identifikatsii priznakov” [“Contemporary right-wing radicalism: The problem of 
identifying features”]. Politicheskaia kontseptologiia 3: 70-90. 

https://publicorthodoxy.org/2016/09/06/orthodox-christian-rigorism-a-multifaceted-phenomenon/
https://publicorthodoxy.org/2016/09/06/orthodox-christian-rigorism-a-multifaceted-phenomenon/
https://taday.ru/text/712171.html
https://www.blagogon.ru/digest/826/
https://www.blagogon.ru/digest/826/
https://narodsobor.ru/2020/10/16/spravka-o-deyatelnosti-obshherossijskogo-obshhestvennogo-dvizheniya-narodnyj-sobor/
https://narodsobor.ru/2020/10/16/spravka-o-deyatelnosti-obshherossijskogo-obshhestvennogo-dvizheniya-narodnyj-sobor/
https://narodsobor.ru/2020/10/16/spravka-o-deyatelnosti-obshherossijskogo-obshhestvennogo-dvizheniya-narodnyj-sobor/
https://ruskline.ru/analitika/2015/12/02/istoriya_odnogo_pisma
http://www.rusimperia.info/p/rid-program.html


B o r i s  k n o r r e ,  a l e x a n d r a  Z a s ya d ’ ko

V o l .  8 ( 2 )  ·  2 0 2 1   9 7

Psarev, A., and N. B. Kitsenko. 2020. “Russkaia Zarubezhnaia Tserkov’, Moskovskii Patri-
arkhat i ikh uchastie v ekumenicheskikh sobraniiakh v gody kholodnoi voiny (1948-
1964 gg.) [“The Russian Church Abroad, the Moscow Patriarchate, and their par-
ticipation in ecumenical meetings during the Cold War (1948-1964)”]. Bogoslov. RU, 
February 20. https://bogoslov.ru/article/5998370.

Radetskaia, A. V. 2010. “Antiekumenizm v sovremennom pravoslavii” [“Anti-ecumenism in 
contemporary Orthodoxy”]. Vestnik RKHGA 11(3): 39-45. 

Regel’son, L. L. 2017. Tragediia Russkoi tserkvi. 1917–1953 gg: istoriia krusheniia khris-
tianstva v gody sovetskoi vlasti [The tragedy of the Russian Church. 1917-1953: 
the history of the collapse of Christianity during the years of Soviet power]. Mos-
cow: Tsentrpoligraf.

“Rezoliutsiia sobraniia Sobora pravoslavnykh sviashchennikov RPTs, v sviatootecheskom 
predanii stoiashchikh [“Resolution of the meeting of the Council of Orthodox 
priests of the Russian Orthodox Church, standing in the patristic tradition.”] 2017. 
Vk.com, September 12-14. https://vk.com/doc194584622_451493012?hash=0a157
8c73712bb8be6&dl=46a570accf4a695ba7.

Segreev, N. 2019. “Patriotizm — poslednee pribezhishche ‘E. N.O. T.ov’” [“Patriotism is the 
last refuge of ‘ENOT’”]. Kommersant, November 28. https://www.kommersant.ru/
doc/4172878.

Semenko, V. 2007. “O dukhovnom sostoyanii sovremennykh khristian i zadachakh pravo-
slavnoy pressy” [“On the spiritual state of modern Christians and the tasks of the 
Orthodox press”]. Russkaia narodnaia liniia, February 21. https://ruskline.ru/
analitika/2007/02/21/o_duhovnom_sostoyanii_sovremennyh_hristian_i_za-
dachah_pravoslavnoj_pressy/.

Shaio, K. 2013. Bogoslovskii dialog mezhdu Pravoslavnoi tserkov’iu i Vostochnymi pravo-
slavnymi tserkvami [Theological dialogue between the Orthodox Church and the 
Eastern Orthodox Churches]. Moscow: Bibleisko-bogoslovskii institut sv. apostola 
Andreia.

Shekhovtsov, A. V. 2008. “Novyi pravyi radikalizm: k voprosu ob opredelenii” [“New right-
wing radicalism: The definition question”]. In Vestnik SevGGU: Politologiia Sevas-
tapol, 141-4. Sevastopol’: Izdatel’stvo SevNTU. 

Shishkov, A. 2017. “Dva ekumenizma: konservativnye khristianskie al’iansy kak novaia for-
ma ekumenicheskogo vzaimodeystviia” [“Two ecumenisms: conservative Christian 
alliances as a new form of ecumenical interaction”]. Gosudarstvo, religiia, tserk-
ov’ v Rossii i za rubezhom 35(1): 268–299.

Shmakov, A. S. 1993. “Rech’ patriarkha Aleksiia II k ravvinam g. N’iu-Yorka i eres’ zhi-
dovstvuiushchikh. Solov’ev V. S. Evreistvo i khristianskii vopros” [“Speech of Pa-
triarch Alexy II to the rabbis of New York and the heresy of the Judaizers. 
V. S. Solov’ev Jewry and the Christian question”]. In Taina Izrailia. “Evreiskii vo-
pros” v russkoi religioznoi mysli kontsa XIX-prevoi polovinoi XX vv. [The secret 
of Israel. The “Jewish question” in Russian religious thought from end of the 
nineteenth to the first half of the twentieth century], edited by V. F. Voikov. Saint 
Petersburg: Sofia. 

Shnirel’man, V. 2017. Koleno Danovo: eskhatologiia i antisemitizm v sovremennoi Rossii 
[The Tribe of Dan: Eschatology and anti-Semitism in modern Russia]. Moscow: 
Izdatel’stvo BBI.

“Smotrite, ne uzhasaitesʹ...” [“Look, don't fear ...”]. 1995. Sovetskaia Rossiia 118(11248).

Sobolev, S. 1949. “Nado li Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi uchastvovat’ v ekumenicheskom 
dvizhenii?” [“Should the Russian Orthodox Church participate in the ecumenical 
movement?”]. In Deianiia Soveshchaniia glav i predstavitelei avtokefal’nykh Pra-
voslavnykh Tserkvei, t. 2, 364 — 368 [Acts of the conference of the heads and rep-

https://bogoslov.ru/article/5998370
https://vk.com/doc194584622_451493012?hash=0a1578c73712bb8be6&dl=46a570accf4a695ba7
https://vk.com/doc194584622_451493012?hash=0a1578c73712bb8be6&dl=46a570accf4a695ba7
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/4172878
https://www.kommersant.ru/doc/4172878
https://ruskline.ru/analitika/2007/02/21/o_duhovnom_sostoyanii_sovremennyh_hristian_i_zadachah_pravoslavnoj_pressy/
https://ruskline.ru/analitika/2007/02/21/o_duhovnom_sostoyanii_sovremennyh_hristian_i_zadachah_pravoslavnoj_pressy/
https://ruskline.ru/analitika/2007/02/21/o_duhovnom_sostoyanii_sovremennyh_hristian_i_zadachah_pravoslavnoj_pressy/


A rt i c l e s

9 8  ©  S tat e ·  R e l i g i o n  ·  C h u R C h

resentatives of the Autocephaslous Orthodox Churches]. Moscow: Izdatel’stvo 
Moskovskoi Patriarkhii.

Sokolov, M. 2015. “Bogovolets” [“God-lover”]. Izvestiia. August 17. https://iz.ru/
news/590031#ixzz3jiLQnUee.

Soldatov, Alexander, interview by B. Knorre, January 21, 1994.

Solov’ev, V. S. 1993. “Evreistvo i khristianskii vopros” [“Jewry and the Christian question”]. 
In Taina Izrailia. “Evreiskii vopros” v russkoi religioznoi mysli kontsa XIX-prevoi 
polovinoi XX vv. [The secret of Israel. The “Jewish question” in Russian religious 
thought from end of the nineteenth to the first half of the twentieth century], ed-
ited by V. F. Voikov. Saint Petersburg: Sofia.

Sotnik. 2016. “Sviashchennik Dmitrii Nenarokov: Sotnik, peredacha 2. Ugroza suverenite-
tu Rossii” [“Priest Dmitrii Nenarokov: Sotnik, program 2. A threat to Russian sov-
ereignty”]. Youtube Video, February 24. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C_2-
2AJF36k.

Speranskaia, E. S. 2012. “Dialogi bogoslovskie Russkoi Pravoslavnoi Tserkvi” [“Theological 
dialogues of the Russian Orthodox Church”]. Pravoslavnaia entsiklopediia. t. XIV, 
604-618 [Orthodox Encyclopedia, vol 14]. Moscow: TSNTS “Pravoslavnaia entsik-
lopediia.”

Tamash, G. M. 2000. “O postfashizme” [“On Post-Fascism”]. Konstitutsionnoe pravo: 
vostochnoevropeiskoe obozrenie 32(3).

Tsentr monitoringa i komparativnogo analiza mezhkul’turnykh kommunikatsii Moskovsko-
go instituta psikhoanaliza. 2018. “Sovremennye ul’trapravye. Pravyi radikalizm v Ev-
rope: ideologiia, sotsial’naia baza, perspektivy” [“Right-wing radicalism in Europe: 
Ideology, social base, prospects”]. Amsterdam: Moskovskii institut psikhoanaliza.

Tsentr sviatelia Vasiliia. 2017. “Zakonchilas’ li revoliutsiia? — Russkaia indentichnost’ v 
1917-2017 gg.” [“Is the revolution complete? — Russian identity 1917-2017”]. Sait 
Analiticheskogo tsentra sviatitelia Vasiliia Velikogo, June 1. https://stbasil.cent-
er/2017/06/01/zakonchilas-li-revoljucija/.

Verkhovskii, A. 2003. Politicheskoe pravoslavie: Russkie pravoslavnye natsionalisty i fun-
damentalisty, 1995–2001 gg. [Political Orthodoxy: Russian Orthodox Nationalists 
and Fundamentalists, 1995–2001]. Moscow: Tsentr «Sova». 

Verkhovskii A. 2005. “Politicheskoe pravoslavie v rossiiskoi publichnoi politike. Pod”em an-
tisekuliarnogo natsionalizma” [“Political Orthodoxy in Russian Public Policy. The 
rise of anti-secular nationalism”]. Informatsionno-analiticheskiĭ tsentr «Sova», 
May 21. https://www.sova-center.ru/religion/publications/2005/05/d4678/#__ut-
mzi__1__=1.

 “Vladimir Khomiakov o vstreche Patriarkha s Papoi-iezuitom” [“Vladimir Khomyakov on 
the meeting of the Patriarch with the Jesuit Pope”]. 2016. Youtube Video, March 6. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kt_TWtyKh0hU.

Voznesenskii, F. 1970. “Luch’ sveta.” Uchenie v zashchitu Pravoslavnoi very, v oblichenie 
ateizma i v oproverzhenie doktrin” neveriia. V dvukh chastiakh”: Chast’ vtoraia. 
[“The Ray of Light.” Studies in the defense of the Orthodox faith, in the denunci-
ation of atheism and in the refutation of the doctrines of disbelief. In two parts: 
Part two.]. Jordanville: Izdaníe Svyato-Troitskago Monastyria. 

Voznesenskii, F. 2019. “Pravoslavie, inoslavie, ekumenizm.” [“Orthodoxy, heterodoxy, ecu-
menism”]. Azbuka very. https://azbyka.ru/otechnik/Filaret_Voznesenskij/pravo-
slavie-inoslavie-ekumenizm/.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C_2-2AJF36k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C_2-2AJF36k
https://stbasil.center/2017/06/01/zakonchilas-li-revoljucija/
https://stbasil.center/2017/06/01/zakonchilas-li-revoljucija/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kt_TWtyKh0hU
https://azbyka.ru/otechnik/Filaret_Voznesenskij/pravoslavie-inoslavie-ekumenizm/
https://azbyka.ru/otechnik/Filaret_Voznesenskij/pravoslavie-inoslavie-ekumenizm/

