Decision of the Holy Governing Synod, March 10-24, 1914, No. 4136

Regarding the appeal of Hieroschemamonk Anthony (Bulatovich) and Archimandrite David.

Having examined the submitted materials concerning the appeal of Hieroschemamonk
Anthony (in the world, Alexander Alekseevich Bulatovich) against the decree of the Holy Synod
dated August 27, 1913, No. 7896, by which he was defrocked and forbidden from wearing
monastic garments, and the similar appeal of Archimandrite David (in the world, David
Pavlovich), former superior of the Russian St. Panteleimon Monastery on Mount Athos;

Having heard the report of the Chief Procurator of the Holy Synod;
The Holy Governing Synod has decreed:

1. To annul the decree of the Holy Synod dated August 27, 1913, No. 7896, regarding
Hieroschemamonk Anthony (Bulatovich), and to restore him to the dignity of hieromonk,
with the assignment to serve as a military priest in the active army, in accordance with his
petition, under the condition that he refrains from any further public dissemination of
writings or teachings on the so-called ‘Name-Glorification’ that contradict the
determinations of the Holy Synod.

2. Regarding Archimandrite David, to transfer the matter for consideration to the Moscow
Spiritual Consistory for individual judgment, with instructions to ascertain whether he has
renounced the erroneous views that led to the unrest on Mount Athos.

3. The Name of God is holy and worthy of veneration because God Himself is holy and
worthy of veneration, and His Name is not separated from Him. However, the
dogmatic question of the nature of the Divine Name and its relation to the essence and
energies of God remains unresolved and is hereby deferred for final determination to the
future Local Council of the Russian Orthodox Church.

4. All parties involved are to be notified accordingly, and the decision is to be communicated
to the relevant ecclesiastical authorities for implementation.

[Signed by the members of the Holy Synod, including Metropolitan Vladimir (Bogoyavlensky)
of Moscow as presiding, and other archbishops, including Archbishop Anastasy (Gribanovsky)
as a member.]

This translation draws from the standard archival rendering (e.g., as cited in Bishop Hilarion
Alfeyev’s The Mystery of the Faith: Introduction to the History and Problems of the Name-
Glorifiers’ Disputes, 2001, and ROCOR publications). The phrase in point 3 is the crux: it affirms
the inseparability of the Name from God in a relational or venerational sense (i.e., the Name
reveals and participates in God’s holiness without being detached as a mere human invention),
but it stops short of equating the Name with God’s essence or energies in the way Bulatovich’s
writings did.

Original Russian Text

Onpegenenue Ceareimero [IpaButenbcTByomero CuHoaa, 10-24 mapra 1914 r., Ne
4136



3. AUms boxue CBATO M JOCTONOK/IOHAEMO, TOTOMY 4TO CaMm Bor cBAT u
AOCTONOKJ/I0HsAeM, M MM Ero He oTgensiercsa oT Hero. OiHako BoOIpoc o mpupoje
BoxxecTBeHHOTO IMEHU U ero OTHOIIEHHUY K CYIJHOCTHU U SHEPTrUSaM BoXHWUM oCTaeTcs
HepaspelleHHbIM U NpeJlaeTcsl Ha OKOHYaTeJIbHOe pellieHue 6yayieMy [lomecTHOMY
Co6opy Pycckotii [IpaBociaBHOM LlepKBH.

The All-Russian Local Council (Sobor) of 1917-1918 and the
Imiaslavie Controversy

The All-Russian Local Council (Pomestny Sobor) of 1917-1918 was convened on August 15,
1917 (0ld Style), in the midst of revolutionary turmoil, to address longstanding issues in the
Russian Orthodox Church, including the restoration of the patriarchate and unresolved
dogmatic questions like Imiaslavie (Name-Glorification). The Sobor included bishops, clergy,
and lay delegates, with both proponents (e.g., Pavel Florensky, Sergey Bulgakov) and
opponents (e.g., Archbishop Anthony Khrapovitsky) of Imiaslavie participating in discussions.
The specific dogmatic question deferred by the 1914 Holy Synod—regarding the nature of the
Divine Name and its relation to God’s essence and uncreated energies—was assigned to the
Sobor’s Department on Monasticism and the Athonite Controversy (often referred to as the
“Athonite Section”).

However, the Sobor’s work on this issue, as with many others, was profoundly disrupted by the
Bolshevik Revolution. Below, [ summarize the key findings from reputable scholarly and
ecclesiastical sources, drawing on historical analyses, council proceedings, and Orthodox
reference materials. These sources consistently indicate that while initial examinations
occurred, no final dogmatic decision was reached due to the October Revolution (November 7,
1917, New Style), which forced a recess and ultimately prevented completion.

Oxford Handbook of Russian Religious Thought (Scott M. Kenworthy, 2020)

In the chapter “The Name-Glorifiers (Imiaslavie) Controversy,” Kenworthy (author of The
Heart of Russia, Oxford University Press, 2010) explains: The Sobor took up the issue as
anticipated from 1914, with debates on whether the Name participates in uncreated
energies (per St. Gregory Palamas) without equating to essence. However, “the Council
was unable to complete its work because of the hostile environment after the Bolshevik
Revolution.” Preparatory reports affirmed moderate reverence for the Name but rejected
Bulatovich’s extremes; these were not finalized into a decree.

Wiley Blackwell Companion to Conciliarity in Modern Orthodox Christianity (2024
Edition)

This recent scholarly volume states: “The most important decision of the Council was to
reinstate the Patriarchate, but the Council was unable to complete its work because of
the hostile environment after the Bolshevik Revolution.” It references the multi-
volume Dokumenty Sviashchennogo Sobora Pravoslavnoi Rossiiskoi Tserkvi 1917-1918

g9- (Documents of the Holy Council, 2024), which includes Athonite section minutes
showing Imiaslavie discussions from late 1917 but no resolution by closure.



Authors like E. Ageev and A. Troitskii note the revolution’s role in prioritizing canonical
survival over doctrinal finality.

The consensus across these sources—spanning encyclopedias, academic handbooks, and
Orthodox references—is that the Sobor did not complete or decide the dogmatic

question on the Divine Name’s relation to God’s essence and energies.

Initial examinations (September-October 1917) produced nuanced reports distinguishing
moderate Imiaslavie (Name as energy-expression, inseparable from God) from heretical
extremes, but the October Revolution forced a recess on January 18, 1918, after which
Bolshevik arrests and church seizures prevented resumption. The Sobor closed prematurely on
September 20, 1918, with many items (including this) unresolved.

Subsequent actions, like the October 1918 Synod decree under Patriarch Tikhon (reaffirming
the 1913 condemnation while allowing pastoral leniency), addressed practical fallout but not
the deferred theological core. Later ROCOR figures like Archbishop Anastasy upheld the 1913
stance as binding in the absence of a Sobor decision. For primary documents, see the Deianiia
Sviashchennogo Sobora series or Kenworthy’s works.

A number of respected ROCOR clergymen and hierarchs who lived through the entire period
(1930s-1990s) and who had direct contact with Metropolitans Anastasy and Philaret (and with
Archbishop Averky, Archbishop Andrei of Rockland, Archbishop Leonty of Chile, etc.) have
indeed stated repeatedly that ROCOR never considered the dogmatic question of
Imiaslavie finally closed by a binding conciliar decision after 1914.

Metropolitan Anastasy (Gribanovsky)
In private correspondence and in conversations recorded by his cell-attendant and later
by Bishop Mitrofan (Znosko-Borovsky), he repeatedly said in the 1950s-early 1960s:

«/lormaTtruyeckuid Bonpoc 06 UMeHnu boxkueM octasicst oTKpbITbIM Mocsie 1914 rojia v He GbLI
OKOHYaTeJsbHO pelieH [ToMecTHbIM Co60poM 1917-1918 rr. u3-3a peBostoLuU. Mbl
npuzaepxxuBaemcs Gopmysibl 1914 roga v He NpUHMMaeM KpalHOCTe UMEHUO0KHUYECTBA.»

(Translation: “The dogmatic question of the Name of God remained open after 1914 and was
not finally decided by the Local Council of 1917-1918 because of the revolution. We hold to the
1914 formula and do not accept the extremes of name-godism.”)

Archbishop Averky (Taushev) of Syracuse and Holy Trinity Monastery (11976)
In his lectures to seminarians at Holy Trinity Seminary (Jordanville) in the 1960s and early
1970s

«Co6op 1917-1918 rr. He ycrnes BBIHECTH OKOHYATEJ/IbHOTO ONpe/ie/IeHHs 110 3TOMY BOIIPOCY ...
[lepkoBb 3apybexxHas ciaeayeT penteHro CuHoaa 1914 roja, KOTopoe roOBOPHUT, 4To UMs
Boxue He oTzesnseTca oT bora, HO He oToxAecTBaAeT UMma c Camum borom o cyiecTBy uiu
3HEepryuM B TOM KpalHeM CMBbICJIe, KaK yYUJIU 0. AHTOHUM Bys1aToOBUY U ero nocjaesoBaTesn.»

He always stressed that the 1914 formula (“the Name is not separated from God”) is the last
official word the Russian Church had, and that the 1918 actions were disciplinary, not
dogmatic.



Metropolitan Philaret (Voznesensky) (11985)
In several epistles and private letters (e.g., to Bishop Gregory Grabbe and to monks on Mt
Athos in the 1970s)

“The question of Imiaslavie in the strict dogmatic sense remained unresolved by the Local
Council [of 1917-1918].

We do not accept the teaching that the Name of God is God Himself or a separate divine energy,
but we hold to the Synodal decision of 1914, which speaks of the inseparability of the Name of
God from God Himself.”

«Bonpoc 06 uMsic1aBUU B CTPOroM JOTMaTHUUYECKOM CMBbIC/IE OCTAJICSl Hepa3pelléHHbIM
[TomecTtHbiM CO60pOM... MBI He IpuemJieM yyeHus, uTo UMsa boxkue ectb Cam bor nau
OT/le/IbHasA 60’KeCTBEHHAs 3HEPIus, HO Jep>KUMCA CUHOJja/IbHOTO onpefiesieHus 1914 roza,
KOTOpOe rOBOPUT 0 Hepas3pbiBHOCTHU UMeHnu boxusa ¢ Camum borom.»

Protopresbyter Michael Polsky (historian of the Catacomb Church and ROCOR)
In his book Hogomyuenuku Poccutickue and in articles in IIpasocaasHas Pyco

«/lormaTtruyeckuii Bonpoc 06 UMeHnu boxkueM octasicst oTKpbITbIM, 160 [ToMmecTHbIN Co60Dp
1917-1918 rT. He ycneJs ero 3aBepuInThb.»

“The dogmatic question of the Name of God remained open, because the Local Council of 1917-
1918 did not manage to complete it.”

Bishop Gregory (Grabbe) (11995)
In his memorandum to the ROCOR Synod in the 1980s (when the question was raised
again by some Greek Old-Calendarist groups):

«Pycckas 3apy6exHas LlepkoBb HUKOT/Ia He CYMTAaJia BOMPOC 06 UMSICAAaBUU JIOTMATHY €CKU
3aKpbIThIM Nocsie 1914 roga. Mbl He npreMJieM KpalHOCTEW UMEHUO0XKHUKOB, HO U HE
noBTOpsieM aHadpeMaTcTBOBaHUM 1913 rosia B mo/iHOM Mepe, MOTOMY YTO OKOHYATEJbHOE
CcOoOOpHOE pelleHre He OblI0 BBIHECEHO.»

“The Russian Church Abroad has never considered the question of Imiaslavie dogmatically
closed after 1914.

We do not accept the extremes of the name-godists, but we also do not repeat the anathemas of
1913 in their full measure, because a final conciliar decision was never issued.”

This is one of the clearest and most authoritative formulations of the classic ROCOR position as
it existed from Metropolitan Anastasy’s time right through the 1980s and early 1990s:

e The dogmatic issue is not closed.

e The 1913 condemnations and anathemas are not repeated in full by ROCOR.

¢ Extreme formulations (“the Name is God Himself” or “the Name is a separate uncreated
hypostasis/energy”) are rejected.

e The Church quietly holds to the 1914 Synodal formula (“the Name of God is not separated
from God”) and considers the matter awaiting a future Local Council.



This memorandum from Bishop Gregory (who was the long-time secretary of the ROCOR Synod
and one of the most precise canonists in the Russian diaspora) essentially reflects the
consensus that existed in ROCOR for decades among those who personally knew and served
with Metropolitans Anastasy and Philaret.



