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First, our greetings to you at the beginning of 2014. May the Lord 
bless and guide you in His truth this year!

Our thanks to all who have written recently and “opined”. We 
welcome your thoughts, encouragements, and financial support.

Please forgive us for an obvious error in our July – August 2013 issue. 
On the cover page it should indicate that Rev. Steve Lagoon wrote: 
“The Jehovah’s Witnesses’ Denial of Christ’s Resurrection”, not Gary 
Freel. Also Dr. Gary Gilley wrote: “Joel Osteen and the Prosperity 
Gospel”, not Rev. Steve Lagoon. The texts themselves give the right 
attribution.

We’re saddened to hear of the “homegoing” of Jo Ann Bevier, wife of 
our former President Dr. William BeVier. Our present leader, Rev. 
Steve Lagoon, submits the following tribute to Jo Ann BeVier:

RAS Team

RAS TEAM NOTES
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SAYING GOODBYE TO A FAITHFUL 
SERVANT, MRS. JO ANN BEVIER

We at Religion Analysis Service (RAS) want to pay our respects to Mrs. 
Jo Ann BeVier who has recently gone home to be with the Lord. Long-
time friends and supporters of RAS will remember that Jo Ann was 
married to our highly respected former President, Dr. William BeVier, 
and together, they directed and managed RAS for over 25 years.

Mrs. BeVier was highly accomplished in her own right, and this was 
certainly true in her association with RAS. I had the privilege, both by 
serving on the board and by working as the office manager for a time, 
of getting to know her well, and seeing how diligent and dedicated 
she was to the affairs of RAS. Indeed, she wrote an excellent four-part 
article on the history of RAS on the occasion of our fiftieth anniversary 
in 1996, which is available in our archives at www.ras.org. 

My family also had the privilege of being members of Faith Bible 
Church in Oakdale, Minnesota, where Dr. BeVier served as pastor 
for many years. Mrs. BeVier served faithfully in several capacities, 
including leading women’s groups and Bible studies. 

Jo Ann and William Bevier worked wonderfully together and were 
a true inspiration for all who had the privilege to know them. I was 
always touched to see the level of their love for each other after over 60 
years of marriage. They were wonderful role models for what it means 
to walk with and serve our Lord Jesus Christ. 

Jo Ann along with her husband William BeVier, leave big shoes to fill 
and they will be greatly missed.

Jo Ann BeVier Obituary

JoAnn BeVier, beloved wife of the late Wm. (Bill) BeVier, went to her 
heavenly home December 5, 2013. Born in St. Louis, MO, August 13, 
1927, she moved to Springfield at the age of three after the death of  
her mother, and was later adopted by her maternal grandfather,  
Wm. Chas. King.

JoAnn graduated from Central High School in 1945, attended Drury 
College, and married her childhood sweetheart, Wm. A. BeVier, August 
11, 1949. They commenced a lifetime of service and Christian ministry in 
Texas, Michigan, and Minnesota, until returning to Springfield in 2004.
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WITH THIS ISSUE

With the Fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, Western missionaries and 
Eastern European Christian leaders began to team together for 
evangelism, church-planting, and humanitarian pursuits. In these 
common efforts tensions mainly in cultural, traditional, and  
theological issues often arose. Much of this tension has to do with 
Orthodoxy with its Russian, Greek, and Eastern branches but also 
among evangelicals themselves.

In our two feature articles, both Professors Vitalij Petrenko and 
Gregory Nichols demonstrate academic and practical experience in 
their respective ministries in Latvia and the Czech Republic. One 
senses immediately that they know “whereof they speak”. Both give 
adequate historical backgrounds for their views and conclusions. 
Professor Petrenko became the director of the Latvian Bible Center 
in 2010 succeeding an American leader. His innate knowledge of the 
Russian and Latvian temperaments has proven to be a big asset as the 
school trains both Russians and Latvians in the things of God. Gregory 
Nichols, in his expansive study on Ivan Kargel helps to bridge Western 
evangelicalism with Eastern evangelical thought. Both of these studies 
should enhance our knowledge of Eastern European evangelicalism, 
Orthodoxy, and culture.

Rev. Laurence J. Sutherland

DEAR READER

Someone passed a gem truth to me recently. He cited a text from  
“The Good News We Almost Forget; Rediscovering the Gospel in a 16th 
Century Catechism” (Heidelberg):

Question #1: “What is your only comfort in life and in death?”

Answer: “That I am not my own, but belong – body and soul, in life 
and in death – to my faithful Savior Jesus Christ. He has fully paid 
for all my sin with His precious blood, and has set me free from the 
tyranny of the devil. He also watches over me in such a way that not 
a hair can fall from my head without the will of my Father in Heaven. 
Because I belong to Him, Christ, by His Holy Spirit, assures me of 
eternal life …”

What a testimony from the 16th Century – may it be ours today!



5

West versus East and the Consequences 
for Russian Christianity

by Dr. Vitalij Petrenko

Preliminary remarks
My experience of growing up in the USSR, living through the period 
of perestroika and glasnost’ and belonging to a Protestant (Eastern) 
evangelical Christianity, and my subsequent theological studies 
in the West brought me face to face with the question: Who am I? 
My numerous encounters with Western (Protestant) Christians 
in the Soviet Union and abroad during the late 80s and early 90s 
highlighted similarities and dissimilarities between them and us; 
the selfawareness of coming out of the persecuted and ostracized 
evangelical Christianity in the USSR, and the freedomloving and 
“relaxed” Christianity from the West; the strong faith in the face 
of adversity of Russian/Soviet Christians and the perceived (by 
Russian Christians) lukewarmness of Western Christians. During my 
evangelistic and missionary travels throughout USSR/CIS I also came 
across an implicit, and at other times explicit, notion of our Russian 
evangelical sense of some “spiritual” superiority in relation to our 
Western brothers and sisters, and towards Western Christianity as 
a whole. Later, I was struck by the words of a theology lecturer who 
travelled on numerous occasions to Eastern Europe: “You defended 
the truth, but by doing so very often accumulated a spiritual pride.” 
All this sent me on a path of selfexamination and further study. In my 
subsequent encounters with Russian Orthodox Christians I came to 
realize that they also carry this inherent notion of superiority or open 
antagonism towards Western Christianity, which is extended towards 
Russian Protestantism, as well. That insight, in turn, resulted in 
historical inquiry.

The main attention in this paper will be devoted to the development 
of the papacy in the West, its conflicts with the ecclesiastical and 
imperial structures of the East, the relationship between the 
two churches, and the consequences of this struggle for Russian 
Christianity. Perhaps it will help us Russian evangelical Christians 
to see our own sense of “belonging” in the context of wider, historical 
Christianity.
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1 It seems that it would be more correct to designate the phenomenon of the papacy as that of an ongoing process 
grounded in the historical realities of the Mediterranean basin rather than as a phenomenon that has a definitive 
starting point in history and a particular person as its main ideologist. This seems to be the logical conclusion to 
be drawn from the definitions proposed by different scholars in relation to the issue of the appearance of papacy 
as an institution. See J. Pelikan, The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), 340; J. Meyendorff, Imperial 
Unity and Christian Divisions, 38ff; W.H.C. Frend, The Rise of Christianity, 627ff.; T. Ware, The Orthodox Church, 
35ff.; A. Schmemann, The Historical Road of Eastern Orthodoxy, 83ff. ;W. Ullmann, “Leo I and the Theme of Papal 
Primacy,” JTS, XI, (1960), 25ff.; J. Richards, The Popes and the Papacy in the Early Middle Ages 476-752, 9ff.; F. 
Dvornik, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, 41ff.; B.J. Kidd, The Roman Primacy, 52ff.; S. Runciman, The Eastern 
Schism, 14ff.; K.F. Mor rison, Tradition and Authority in the Western Church 300-1140, 78ff.; J. Meyendorff, Rome, 
Constantinople, Moscow, 15ff.

2 Tertullian seems to point to Rome’s eminence precisely on the basis of the martyrdom of Paul and Peter. De 
praescriptione haereticorum, 36.

3 Schmemann, Road, 83.

4 Irenaeus of Lyons, Adversus haereses, 3.12.5.

5 Schmemann, Road, 834.

6 It must be pointed out that Cyprian wrote within the context of the unity of the church and that he perceived the 
episcopal authority of Peter as being shared by all the bishops of the church rather than belonging exclusively to 
Roman bishop. De unitate ecclesiae, 4.

7 Cyprian, De unitate ecclesiae, 4.

The West: Papal doctrine, its origins, and development 
The development of papal doctrine, which subsequently led to the 
appearance of the monarchic papal institution, represents the 
evolution1 of different theological and administrative concepts. These, 
in turn, were the logical conclusions formulated by Christian thinkers 
out of the praxis of the early church,2 which underwent constant 
modifications in the light of changing historical reality. Schmemann 
pointed to the appearance of Roman “selfconsciousness” in the West 
toward the end of the second century.3 In the early stages of this 
development the notion of Roman primacy appeared to be based on 
the precedent of its apostolic connection with both Peter and Paul, 
their martyrdom in Rome, and the establishment of this church by 
the apostles.4 The notion of the apostolic foundation and connection, 
which in turn produced a corollary notion of authority, seemed to 
have played a major role already in the relationship between Rome 
and other churches in the preNicaean period.5

St. Cyprian (3C) seems to have contributed indirectly to the rise of 
the theological significance of the see of Rome by promulgating Peter 
as the model of the episcopal ministry and attributing the foundation 
of the church of Rome to Peter alone, thus strengthening the Petrine 
connection.6 He identified the church of Rome as cathedra Petri and 
ecclesia principalis and constructed the essential link between the 
powers of the apostles and the powers of the bishops.7 Subsequently, 
a shift occurred in the perception of the church of Rome. It came to 
be associated not with the apostles Paul and Peter, but with Peter 
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alone, who was perceived to be the founder and the first bishop of 
Rome.8 This perception was strengthened even further by the Roman 
hierarchy under the Popes Liberius (352-66) and Damasus (366-84) 
who introduced a new title for the Roman see as sedes apostolica, thus 
putting the “seal” of approval upon the exclusive apostolic connection 
with Peter and reasserting the primacy of the Roman bishop as being 
based upon Petrine primacy. 

Alongside the appearance of the perception of Rome as having the 
apostolic connection with Peter, its founder, the fourth century 
manifested the evergrowing self perception of Rome as the final 
court of appeal. The existence of this Roman “specific” right, though 
never defined by any conciliar decree between East and West, was 
nevertheless recognized by both parts of Christendom.9 The Council 
of Sardica (342/3) expressed the exclusive claims of the Roman church 
to be the final court of appeal in matters of faith and practice in legal 
terms.10 The notion of apostolic authority as inherited from Peter was 
transformed from the realm of belief and theological speculation into 
a legally binding dogma.11

The profound changes of the fourth century under Constantine 
altered the number of existing ecclesiastical centers in the East. 
The foundation of a new imperial capital laid a precedent for the 
appearance of a new ecclesiastical center, which gradually rose in 
its significance and power during the fourth century. The Arian 
controversy, in which ecclesiastical elements were closely intertwined 
with political factors, contributed to the rise of rivalry between 
the Eastern ecclesiastical centers.12 The Council of Constantinople 
(381), which was intended to deal with Eastern theological and 
administrative problems, provoked a reaction from the Western 
church. The Eastern attempt to elevate the see of Constantinople 
to the rank of the Roman see on political grounds13 was interpreted 
by the bishops of Rome from a particular Roman standpoint. The 
Roman primacy was affirmed, contrary to Eastern perception, not 

8 Optatus, Jerome, and Augustine were able to declare that the church of Rome was founded by Peter who was its first 
bishop. Optatus, De schismate Donatistorum, II, 23 in E. Giles, Documents Illustrating Papal Authority A.D. 96-454, 
118. Jerome, Contra Luciferianos, 23, in Giles, Documents, 152. Augustine, Contra Litteras Petiliani, II, 118. Ep., 53, 2; 
Contra Epistolam Manichaei, 5, in Giles, Documents, 180ff.

9 Meyendorff, Unity, 59.

10 See Canon 3, in J. Stevenson, (ed.), Creeds, Councils and Controversies, 15.

11 This state of affairs was endorsed by Western imperial legislation under Gratian. See To Aquilinus, Vicar of the City, in 
Giles, Documents, 127-8.

12 Schmemann, Road, 111.

13 Canon 3, in Giles, Documents, 130. Meyendorff, Unity, 61-2, points out that the ambiguity of the third canon could 
have meant either the abolition of the primacy of “old Rome” and the transfer of primacy to Constantinople on 
political grounds, or that the primacy of the bishop of Rome was due to the imperial location.
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on political grounds or on the basis of the conciliar decisions, but on 
the basis of apostolic authority and foundation. Likewise, the honor 
and place of the Eastern sees, such as Alexandria and Antioch, were 
judged according to the apostolic criterion. The newly established see 
of Constantinople was perceived by the West as lacking any apostolic 
criterion and representing a novelty on the part of the Eastern 
church.14

The collapse of the Western Empire in the fifth century elevated the 
papacy to the forefront of ecclesiastical and secular life in the western 
part of the Roman Empire. The geographical remoteness from the 
imperial influence in Constantinople and the political instability 
in the West, as well as the development of the “double sword”15 
theological concept, contributed to the growth of the papal institution 
that gradually assumed a greater ecclesiastical and secular authority. 
The lack of imperial influence contributed to the rise of the Roman 
see as the independent court of appeal, creating the possibility for 
Eastern bishops to appeal to the judgment of Rome against imperial 
interventions in the East.16 The greatness of Rome came to be seen 
as resting upon the apostolic connections.17 Leo I understood the 
church in Roman juridical terms as “an organic, concrete and earthly 
society”18 corpus Christi, which was ruled by the “emperorlike” 
single bishop of Rome who received principatus19 by virtue of 
being the “heir” to the see of Peter. While sharing the common 
understanding with other church fathers in the West and East about 
the preeminence of Peter among the apostles and the assumption that 
all bishops share the episcopacy, Leo I introduced the notion of the 
Roman episcopate’s uniqueness, and worked out the doctrinal basis 
of its authority and primacy through the juristic succession of the 
papacy to St. Peter.

The defence of doctrinal orthodoxy during the Chalcedonian Council 
(451) as propagated by Leo’s I (440-61) Tome served to confirm not 
only the doctrinal purity of the Roman see but also its primacy.20 

14 Giles, Documents, 130, remarks that in the West, Canon 3 of Constantinople was not recognized until the Lateran 
Council of 1215.

15 This concept stands for the separation between secular and ecclesiastical authority and spheres of influence. Hosius 
of Cordova and Ambrose of Milan can be seen as representing the traditional Western viewpoint which was repeated 
through out the following centuries. Stevenson, Creeds, doc., 24; 103, 35-6, 139-40.

16 However, Meyendorff, Unity, 60, points out that the appeals of the Eastern bishops to their coun terparts in the West 
always included several bishops from the West, which indicated the Eastern perception of the “collective” Western 
ecclesiastical authority as a whole. See Theodoret, Histories, V, 9, in P. Schaff, (ed.), Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrrhus, 
1-18. Palladius, Dialogue, 2.

17 Leo, Sermo, 82, Giles, Documents, 283-4.

18 On the juridical language employed by Leo, see Ullmann, ‘Leo I’, 25-51.

19 Leo, Ep., 9.

20 This seems to be confirmed even by the Council of Chalcedon (Eastern). See Ep., 98.
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This was revealed in the objections that were raised by Leo I in 
relation to Canon 28 of Chalcedon, which confirmed the honor of 
the see of Constantinople on the basis of Canon 3 of the Council 
of Constantinople (381). Leo pointed to the lack of any apostolic 
foundation for the see of Constantinople, which discredited its 
status in relation to the see of Rome. Thus, Canon 2821 was seen as a 
dangerous innovation on the part of Constantinople that infringed on 
the universal rights of the see of Rome.22 This attitude was revealed 
later by Pope Gelasius I (49296) who endorsed Leo’s decisions and 
went a step further during the Acacian schism by denying the city 
of Constantinople even metropolitan status.23 Similarly, Gelasius 
reaffirmed Roman judicial rights: “The voice of Christ, the traditions 
of the elders and the authority of the canons confirms that (Rome) 
may always judge the whole Church.”24 The “Caesaropapist”25 trend 
on the part of the Eastern emperors, mainly dictated by the political 
needs of the Byzantine Empire, which was willing to accept and even 
to assert Roman primacy for the sake of achieving its political aims, 
was further strengthened under Emperor Justinian (6C). In his desire 
to restore the Roman Empire, Justinian reserved a special place for 
the “older” Rome. Justinian perceived the Roman see in universalistic 
terms which were developed by the Roman papacy.26

By the time of Gregory the Great I (590604), the issues of the 
Roman primacy, its doctrinal Orthodoxy, and supreme universal 
position, became a part of the Latin “arsenal” in its dealings with 
the East. Gregory rein forced the principle of resolving doc trinal 
disputes through the final authority of Rome on the basis of Rome’s 
doctrinal reputation that was acquired throughout the preceding 
centuries and widely acknowledged by all churches in Christendom. 
Furthermore, the subsequent in volvement of the see of Rome, its 
role in resolving doctrinal and ecclesiastical matters in the East 
during the Iconoclastic Controversy (78C),27 the Photian “schism” 
(9C),28 as well as its own development along the lines of a monarchical 

21 Runciman, Schism, 14-5, among other factors perceives the lack of clarity of Canon 28 to be of considerable 
importance, which could have contributed to Western denial of that canon.

22 In a letter to Pulcheria Leo actually annulled this canon. See Ep., 105, 3.

23 See Gelasius I, Tractate, 4. Ep., 26., as found in Richards, Popes, 10.

24 Gelasius I, Ep., 4, in Richards, Popes, 12.

25 The term signifies the spiritual authority of the emperor over the church.

26 See Novel IX, Corpus iuris civilis, III, ed. G. Kroll, 91, as found in Dvornik, Byzantium, 73.

27 See Theodore of Studios, Epistles, 2, 12, 13, Nicephorus, Images, 25. While appealing to Rome Nicephorus, 
nevertheless, puts Rome’s authority with in the system of “pentarchy”. See P O’Connell, The Ecclesiology of St 
Nicephorus I, Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 194, Roma, (1974), 178-94. Cf. also Runciman, Schism, 20ff; Pelikan, 
Spirit, 154.

28 On the Photian “schism” and Roman involvement, see F. Dvornik, The Photian schism, history and legend,  
Cambridge, 1948.

29 Pelikan, Spirit, 164.
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institution,29 led to the establishment of the papacy in its final form at 
the end of the eleventh century. The reformed papacy30 under Gregory 
VII (107385) became “an institutional power, conceived as God 
established and non-negotiable,”31 whose aim was dominium mundi – 
the domination and the subjection of the whole of Christendom under 
the authority of the Roman see. The acknowledgement of the Roman 
church as the ecclesia universalis and the mater et caput32 of all 
Christendom, with a corollary notion of authority, came to dominate 
any discussion of union between East and West and subsequently 
brought about the final separation.

The East: Ecclesiastical authority
In contrast to the West, where the only church of apostolic origin 
was that of Rome, the East had several churches of apostolic 
origin. The practice of the ecumenical councils in the early church 
presupposed the collegial principle of authority, which was perceived 
to reside in the decision of the ecumenical councils confirmed by all 
participating churches. The development of the Eastern churches 
on the “principle of accommodation to the political division of the 
Empire,”33 in which the administrative structure of the church was 
patterned after the administrative structure of the Roman Empire, 
received a new impetus under Constantine. The church had to adapt 
to the sociopolitical changes brought about during Constantine’s era. 
These changes required the formulation of a new Christian worldview 
and the ecclesiastical regulations that would accommodate the new 
historical reality and reflect the understanding of the place of the 
church within the empire. The Council of Nicaea in its sixth canon 
recognized the existence of the autonomous ecclesiastical centers in 
the empire and defined the de facto primacy of each according to their 
geographical regions, namely Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch.

The foundation of Constantinople by Constantine the Great altered 
the existing situation in the ecclesiastical sphere. The establishment 
of the new capital of the Roman Empire was followed by the gradual 
establishment of a new ecclesiastical center. In contrast to other 
ecclesiastical centers in the East that owed their origins to apostolic 
foundations, the ecclesiastical center of Constantinople grew out 
of its close association with the imperial court. The appearance 
of Eusebian34 imperial ideology, which presented a new vision of 

30 On the papal reform and its consequence for the East see, A. Papadakis, The Christian East and the rise  
of the Papacy, 17-67.

31 Meyendorff, Rome, 18. Cf. also, F. Dvornik, The Slavs: Their Early History and Civilization, 272.

32 J.M. Hussey, The Orthodox Church in the Byzantine Empire, 168.

33 Dvornik, Byzantium, 54.

34 Eusebius of Caesarea (d. 337).
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Christian oikoumene and envisaged a close alliance between church 
and state, implied the overlapping of political and ecclesiastical 
interests within that alliance. More over, the political harmony 
and well being of the Roman Empire required harmony within 
the ecclesiastical sphere. The ecclesiastical issues of the “outward 
organization of the Church” were to be worked out by and receive the 
approval of the imperial court in order to receive the juridical power 
of the “law of the land”35 from the period of Constantine onwards.

Furthermore, the close alliance between church and state required 
the formation of a new ecclesiastical center in close proximity to 
the imperial court. Thus, the establishment of the imperial court 
in Constantinople with a single ruler was followed by similar 
centralization in the ecclesiastical sphere. In line with the principle 
of accommodation and imperial ideology, which required “parallelism 
between the structures of State and Church,”36 there happened a 
gradual formation of the episcopal synod around the imperial court 
which was subsequently led by a single bishop of Constantinople – 
a “natural consequence of sociopolitical change.”37 This process, in 
turn, coincided with the Christological controversy during which the 
see of Constantinople was elevated to the forefront of ecclesiastical 
affairs through its involvement with and close proximity to the 
imperial court, as well as through its efforts in promulgating the 
politicoecclesiastical decrees. The Christological struggle, in which 
the see of Constantinople had to wrestle with other ecclesiastical 
centers of the East, such as Alexandria, was won with imperial 
assistance which elevated the church of Constantinople to the highest 
ecclesiastical position in the East – a precedent which was bound to 
have repercussions for the balance of ecclesiastical authority. One of 
the consequences of this process was the inevitable clash with other 
sees in the East in which the “imperial” church of Constantinople 
was bound to meet opposition, whether on the basis of its primacy or 
doctrinal orthodoxy.

The Council of Constantinople (381) represents a significant step in 
the Eastern development of the sphere of ecclesiastical authority. By 
attributing the title of presbeia timas (primacy of honor) to the bishop 
of Constantinople after the bishop of Rome, the Eastern church 
manifested its allegiance to the principle of accommodation: the 
“decisive factor became the civic importance of the city.”38  

35 Schmemann, Road, 244.

36 Schmemann, Road, 182. Schmemann, ibid., 180, points to a change in the practice of episcopal consecration as well 
as the formation of the episcopal synod of the patriarch as illustrative of this Byzantine ecclesiastical centralization 
from the fourth century onwards.

37 Meyendorff, Unity, 62.

38 Schmemann, Road, 116.
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The third canon of Constantinople defined the church of 
Constantinople as the unique center in the East, equal in honor to 
the church of Rome. This move strengthened the tendency towards 
a greater centralization of power that took place in the subsequent 
history of the Eastern church.

The Council of Chalcedon (451) in Canon 28 reasserted 
Constantinople’s primacy in the East and brought about a further 
increase in Constantinople’s authority and prestige. This canon 
explicitly pronounced the Eastern understanding of the issue of 
ecclesiastical primacy both in the East and West. The primacy of 
honors of both sees was viewed from the Eastern standpoint of 
accommodation: the political primacy of both cities automatically 
implied ecclesiastical primacy. Yet, in contrast to the Council of 
Constantinople, which only defined the ecclesiastical primacy of 
Constantinople, the Chalcedonian Council introduced a new step in 
the increase of the centralization of ecclesiastical power and authority 
in the hands of the archbishop of Constantinople, by giving him the 
administrative and the canonical right to ordain39 the metropolitans 
and bishops of the Pontic, Thracian, and Asian dioceses. It appears, 
then, that the Council of Chalcedon legalized post factum the  
existing ecclesiastical practice and honor of the see of Constantinople 
that was acquired gradually through Constantine’s era and beyond.  
The bishop of Constantinople was allowed to exercise de facto 
authority in Asia Minor in the same way as his Western counterpart, 
the Pope of Rome.40

The legislative activity of the Emperor Justinian, who brought to 
completion the Eusebian imperial ideology in the sphere of the 
relationship between church and state, also affected the canonical 
right of the church of Constantinople. Thus, in contrast to the 
Chalcedonian decision which extended Constantinople’s right over the 
dioceses in Asia Minor without giving it any right over other Eastern 
sees, Justinian legislated for the see of Constantinople to become 
the final court of appeal in relation to other sees.41 This notion, 
without jeopardizing the theory of pentarchy,42 which perceived the 
universal church to be ruled by five Patriarchs,43 was, nevertheless, 

39 Whether this was an innovation on the part of Chalcedon or the endorsement of the existing practice depends upon 
the reliability of Anatolius’ reference to the existence of this practice for 60-70 years prior to Chalcedon. See Giles, 
doc. 265, 325.

40 See Arhiepiskop Afonskij, “Kanonicheskoje polozhenije Patriarkha Konstantinopol’skogo v Pravoslavnoi Cerkvi”, in 
Vestnik RHD, 182, 1, (2001), 279.

41 Bolotov, Lektsii, III, 234.

42 The idea was based upon the five human senses. Meyendorff, Rome, 89-90, traces the beginnings of the idea of 
pentarchy to the different councils of Nicaea (325), Constantinople (381), Ephesus (431), which defined respectively 
the privileges of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch, Constantinople, and Jerusalem.

43 T. Ware, “ The Christian Theology in the East”, in H. CunliffeJones (ed.), A History of Christian Doctrine, 212.
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symptomatic of the rise of Constantinople’s significance and status in 
relation to other Eastern sees in the centuries to come.

The political changes of the seventh century brought about a new 
impetus in the ecclesiastical authority of the see of Constantinople. 
The Muslim conquest left Christendom with only two real centers: 
Rome and Constantinople, the latter coming to exercise the de facto 
supremacy in the East, representing Eastern Orthodoxy. The role of 
the church of Constantinople and its Patriarch changed accordingly. 
The conquest of all other Eastern patriarchates by Muslims elevated 
the Patriarchate of Constantinople in relation to that of Rome, 
strengthening the position of the see of Constantinople. The see of 
Constantinople became the “ecumenical” see within the boundaries 
of a reduced Byzantine oikoumene and the representative of the 
Eastern church, increasing its power and authority. Thus, in the 
following centuries the patriarch assumed a role somewhat “similar” 
but also dissimilar to that of the pope in the West. While becoming 
the powerful single head in Eastern Christendom, the Patriarch 
of Constantinople was, nevertheless, restrained in his authority 
by imperial coexistence and ecclesiasticoimperial legislation of 
Justinian’s time and of later periods, defining patriarchal authority 
within the boundaries of the conceptual framework of symphony.44

Russian Christianity: Kievan Rus´
The controversial age of Photius was also the age of Byzantine 
missionary expansion. In a true Byzantine sense this expansion 
represented a mixture of politicoreligious aims according to the 
Byzantine concept of Christian oikoumene. The early Russian attacks 
on Constantinople forced the Byzantines to apply the double effort 
of state diplomacy combined with missionary activity in order to 
“subdue” the barbarian threat to Byzantium from the north.45 This 
policy was further promulgated by sending the first bishop to Kievan 
Rus´ in 867.46

However, the real turning point for the advance of Christianity 
in Kievan Rus´ began with the conversion of Princess Olga, who 

44 It should be pointed out that this theory was not strictly kept during the existence of the Byzantine Empire, neither 
by the imperial side, which was inclined to exercise “Caesaropapism,” nor by the patriarchs of Constantinople who 
occasionally were inclined to show signs of “Papocaesarism.” See Hussey’s assessment of the rule of Michael 
Cerularius, Church, 130ff.

45 On the designation of Russians as barbarians by Photius after their attack of Constantinople in 860 see, Homily IV, 2, 
Departure of the Russians.

46 Hussey, Church, 101. Meyendorff, Rise, 4.
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visited Constantinople in 957 and was subsequently baptized. As in 
the case of Bulgaria in its early stages, Kievan Christianity seems 
to have been unsure about its loyalty to a particular “mode” of 
Christianity.47 Its choice came to rest with Byzantine Christianity 
by the time of Vladimir, Olga’s grandson. His legendary conversion 
and baptism marked the decisive advance of Christianity in 
Kievan Rus´.48 Vladimir’s conversion happened in accordance with 
Byzantine external policies in relation to the Slavic nations, as well 
as with Vladimir’s political aims.49 On the side of the Byzantine 
politicoecclesiastical alliance, it involved the imposition of baptism 
upon Vladimir and permission for him to marry a royal bride as a way 
of entering the Christian oikoumene. For Vladimir, in turn, marriage 
into the Byzantine royal court, even by force, meant entrance into 
a higher civilization and receiving the title of basileu,j “through the 
subordinate association with the legitimate Emperor.”50 This move, 
in its turn, predetermined the cultural and historical development 
of Rus´ according to Byzantine politicoecclesiastical structures51 and 
political theory,52 which, nevertheless, assumed a particular Russian 
character.53 

The ecclesiastical arrangement followed political deliberations and 
was to follow the Eastern principle of accommodation in which the 
ecclesiastical structures were to follow the political developments in 
the historyof Kievan as well as Muscovite Rus´. Thus, while Kiev was 
the capital of Kievan Rus´, the ecclesiastical center of Rus´ coexisted 
in close proximity with the royal court. The destruction of Kiev as a 
political center by the Mongols and the shift in political gravity to the 
north resulted in the transfer of the ecclesiastical center of Rus´, to 
Vladimir as the new political center in 1300.54

47 For a variety of interpretations of Olga’s policies see A.D. Stokes, Kievan Russia, 59; A. V. Kartashev, Ocherki po istorii 
russkoi tserkvi, I, 159. 

48 See Vladimir’s conversion in the Russian Primary Chronicle, 96ff.

49 G. G. Litavrin, A. P. Kazhdan, Z. V. Udal’tsova, “Otnosheniia drevnei Rusi I Vizantii v XIpervoi polovine XIII v., in J.M. 
Hussey, D. Obolensky, S. Runciman (eds.), Proceedings of the XIIIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, 70.

50 Meyendorff, Rise, 14.

51 One has to be careful, however, not to “construct” the proByzantine model of politicoecclesiastical alliance of 
Kievan Rus , after Byzantium. It had its own developed administrative structures with the distinctive Slavic features 
characteristic of Kievan Rus´. See Vernadsky, Kievan Russia, 173ff.

52 See Meyendorff, Rise, 18ff. Dvornik, Slavs, 370, asserts that Byzantine political theory was known to such writers of 
the Kievan period as Metropolitan Illarion, Cyril of Turov, Vladimir Monomachus. See S. A. Zenkovsky (ed.), Medieval 
Russia’s Epics, Chronicles, and Tales, 86ff.

53 It seems that Russian ecclesiastical writers went even further in their understanding of temporal authority. The 
Byzantine perception of the divine origin of temporal authority was supplemented by teaching on the similarity 
between the authority of basileus and that of God:  ‘еееееееее ее ееееее еееееее ееее еееееее 
ееееееее ееееее, еееееее ее ееее еее еее’. As found in ееееееее, Очерки, I, 254.

54 Meyendorff, Rise, 46.
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Furthermore, the ecclesiastical policy of Byzantium towards Russian 
Christianity in the Kievan period followed the established tradition 
of Byzantine oikoumene. The Metropolitan of Kiev was appointed 
by Con stantinople and was expected to profess loyalty to a mother 
church in Constantinople as well as to the Byzantine emperor.55 The 
ecclesiastical authorities were expected to be “channels” of Byzantine 
imperial ideology and worldview, led by metropolitans, who, in the 
early stages of Kievan Rus´ were predominantly Greek.56 However, 
in the later period of Kievan Rus´, after the Mongol conquests, there 
seemed to be a change in Byzantine ecclesiastical policy, which 
resulted in the alternation of the Metropolitan of Kiev between 
Greeks and Russians.57 

Additionally, the superiority of Byzantine civilization, reflected in 
the realm of imperial and ecclesiastical structure, culture, language, 
and theology, at the time of Russian entry into Byzantine oikoumene 
presupposed a degree of Russian dependency upon Byzantium. This 
inadequacy in the relationship between Kievan Rus´, and Byzantium 
defined Russians as the disciples of the Greeks.

Meyendorff points to the peculiarity of Russian Christianity 
expressed in its ritualism and the desire to preserve “the very letter 
of tradition received ‘from Greeks.’”58 This preservation must have 
been expressed in the general adherence to Orthodoxy as the certain 
and the only authentic “mode” of Christianity in its Greek form. 
Bearing in mind the existence of such a particular outlook of Russian 
Christianity from its very beginning, it seems that its historical 
choice in following the Eastern “mode” of Christianity predetermined 
its future outlook and attitude towards the Western church. Russian 
Christianity inherited some of the features of Greek Christianity, 
namely its antiLatin outlook, which must have been passed onto the 
Russians in the period following the Photian “schism.”

Meyendorff tends to perceive the antiLatin stand of the Kievan 
church as a later development of the eleventh and twelfth centuries.59 
Such an understanding, however, seems to ignore the legacy of the 
clashes between Rome and Constantinople and the established 
antagonism that existed on both sides. Meyendorff ’s assertion that 
the Primary Chronicle reflected the “polemics between Greeks 
and Latins... characteristic of the eleventh century” is not entirely 

55 Meyendorff, Rise, 17.

56 See Runciman, Schism, 70.

57 D. Obolensky, “Byzantium, Kiev and Moscow: A Study in Ecclesiastical Relations,” DOP, 11, (1957), 21-78.

58 Meyendorff, Rise, 25.

59 Ibid., 267.
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satisfactory and seems to be onesided.60 I would like to suggest that 
Russians were aware of conflicts between Greeks and Latins in the 
postPhotian period and “inherited” the antiLatin spirit as part of 
Byzantium’s authentic “mode” of Christianity, expressed through the 
imperial and ecclesiastical ideology61 via the medium of translated 
literature in the post Vladimir period.62 This logical deduction can 
be supported by the fact that already by the tenth century – the 
period of adoption of Byzantine Christianity in Russia— there was an 
extensive amount of literature translated and available in Slavonic. It 
was either brought from Bulgaria from the CyrilloMethodian mission 
or translated in Kiev under Vladimir and his son Yaroslav. The Greek 
clergy, who occupied the highest hierarchical posts in Kievan Russia, 
passed on to Russia the Eastern understanding of the papacy and its 
dogmatic failures.63 Being the true disciples of the Byzantines to the 
very letter of Greek tradition, Russian Christianity developed in due 
course its own antiLatin spirit, building upon the Byzantine literary 
heritage64 and its own historical encounters with the West, later 
culminating at the Council of Florence (15C).

This, in itself, was symptomatic of the emergence of a Russian 
national mentalite expressed throughout the Kievan period in its 
“embryonic” form. It tended to define Russian Christianity, the 
nation, and the state in terms reminiscent of Byzantine Christian 
universalism, distinct from the Greeks,65 yet never outside of the 
concept of Byzantine oikoumene.66 The Chronicles placed Rus´, within 
world history, thus elevating their own history and selfperception to a 
supranational level of significance, which, later on, brings Muscovite 
Rus´ to the forefront of world history with the perception of Moscow 
as the Third Rome, taking over the responsibilities of Constantinople 
on the ecclesiastical level.67

60 Ibid., 27.

61 The early writings of Russian ecclesiastical writers in the eleventh century seem to point in that direction. See 
references in M. Cherniavsky, “The Reception of the Council of Florence in Moscow,” Church History, 24, (1955), 350, 
n. 34. Cf. also G. Podskalsky, Christentum und Theologische Literatur in der Kiever Rus´, (9881237) , 91, 180-4. See 
Theodosius of KievPechora, “Slovo o vere khristianskoi i latinskoi” in Metropolitan Ioann, Samoderzhaviie Duha, 92-3.

62 V. Fedorov, “Barriers to Ecumenism: An Or thodox View from Russia,” in RSS, 26, 2, 1998, 134 and bibliography on 
Russian documents.

63 See H. Tal’berg, Istoriia russkoi tserkvi, 73-4. Tal’berg points to the existence of antiLatin polemic in Kievan Russia as 
propagated by Greek clergy. «ееее еееее ееееееееее, еее еее ееееееее ее еееееее ее ееееееееее 
еееее, еее ееееееее ее еее е ее», 76, citing Golubinski.

64 D. Obolensky, “The Heritage of Cyril and Methodius in Russia,” DOP, 19, (1965), 57ff. A. Popov, Istoriko-literaturnyi 
obzor drevne-russkih polemicheskih socinenij protiv latinjan XI-XVv, ivv, 2ff.

65 Russian antiGreek sentiments can be traced to as early as the twelfth century. See I. Sevcenko, “RussoByzantine 
Relations After the Eleventh Century,” in Proceedings, 98. Meyen dorff, Rise, 21.

66 Metropolitan Hilarion, Sermon on Law and Grace, in Zenkovsky, Epics, 86ff.

67 Primary Chronicle, 51ff. The Christian origins of Kievan Christianity is attributed to both the apostle Andrew and Paul. 
Meyendorff, Rise, 19ff.
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Conclusion
The clashes between West and East were inevitable in the light of the 
developments that took place in Christendom in the postConstantine 
era. The division of the Roman Empire into western and eastern parts 
was subsequently reflected in the increasingly divergent trends that 
developed within the Western and Eastern churches. As a result of 
the collapse of the western part of the empire in the fifth century, the 
Western church was further separated from the Eastern church and 
developed its position independently. The political changes, in turn, 
were complemented by ecclesiastical developments that occurred 
respectively in the West and East.

These developments took place in the West and East along different 
lines. In the West, ecclesiastical development evolved around the 
church of Rome, which grew increasingly in its moral prestige, being 
“free” from the influence of the imperial government. The notion of 
the authority of the Roman church and its bishop was perceived by 
the West as being based on its apostolic foundation and a particular 
Roman interpretation of its bishop as the inheritor of Petrine 
universal authority. The Eastern ecclesiastical development, on the 
other hand, was based on the principle of political accommodation. 
This principle presupposed the equality of the ancient apostolic sees 
and envisaged the supreme authority as belonging to the Ecumenical 
Council rather than a particular see of apostolic foundation. The 
Eastern ecclesiastical development received a new impetus under 
Constantine and was further enhanced by the appearance of the 
imperial ideology and a new capital, which brought about a closer 
alliance between church and state and the appearance of a new 
ecclesiastical center. The Eastern principle of political accommodation 
allowed the church of Constantinople to be elevated to the supreme 
position within the Eastern church and become the equal of the 
Western church. 

These two divergent principles, namely apostolic versus political, 
being foundational for each part, were increasingly manifested in the 
period following the postConstantine era. Additionally, the occasional 
interferences of the Byzantine emperors into ecclesiastical affairs 
and the existence of the controversies in the East led towards the 
establishment of the ecclesiastical practice of Eastern appeals to 
Roman judgment, thus contributing to Roman selfperception as the 
final court of appeal and strengthening the authority of the Roman 
bishop. The lack of theological response from the Eastern side 
towards the growth of papal authority on Roman “apostolic” terms 
in its early stages, contributed to further independent growth of the 
papal claims throughout the fifth century.
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The political developments in both parts following the collapse of the 
Western empire and the Muslim conquests of the seventh century 
resulted in further estrangement between West and East and changes 
in the ecclesiastical sphere. While in the West, political instability 
contributed to the greater elevation of the church of Rome to the 
forefront of ecclesiastical and secular life, the Eastern church came to 
be represented solely by the see of Constantinople, which exercised de 
facto authority in the East.

These political changes coincided with the “internal” changes within 
Christendom, which reflected the “nationalization” of Christianity. 
The political estrangement had an effect upon cultural and linguistic 
developments, bringing about a further divide between West and East 
which mirrored the division between Latin and Greek culture and 
language. Thus, by the time of Photius’ “schism” the division between 
West and East was reflected in the realm of theological thought, 
political administration, ecclesiastical authority, culture,  
and language.

Kievan Rus´, entered the Byzantine oikoumene in the aftermath 
of the Photian “schism.” The establishment of the ecclesiastical 
center in Kiev was accomplished according to the Byzantine vision 
of oikoumene. The imperial ideology of the Byzantine Empire was 
brought into Kievan Rus´, via the medium of translated literature. 
This promulgated the supremacy of Constantinople in political and 
ecclesiastical matters: the loyalty of Kievan Christianity to the 
Byzantine Emperor and Constantinople’s authority in the realm of 
doctrine and church praxis. The emergence of a particular Eastern 
mode of Christianity, which was characterized by Greek overtones 
and was distinctive from Western Christianity by the ninth century, 
implied the transfer of certain features of “Greek” Christianity to 
Kievan Christianity. This Eastern outlook of Kievan Christianity was 
subsequently enhanced even further by the schism between West and 
East in the eleventh century, and subsequently by Western crusades, 
which contributed even further to the rise of anti-Latin expressions 
amongst Kievan and later Muscovite ecclesiastical writers.

However, the existence of conflicting interests on the part of Kievan 
rulers opposed to Byzantine imperialism, and the rise of national self 
consciousness on the part of Kievan ecclesiastical writers were bound 
to give rise to nationalistic perceptions of its Christianity, state, 
and church. This, being supported by a peculiar Russian ritualistic 
understanding of Orthodoxy, was destined to come into conflict with 
both West and East in subsequent centuries.
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It seems to this author that once Russian evangelical Christianity 
appeared in the nineteenth century, it inherited some of the features 
of Eastern mentalite and culture, which moulded to some extent its 
spiritual outlook and church praxis, as well as its attitude towards 
the West. Which features? They are, perhaps, the basis for further 
research and another publication. When a Russian evangelical 
encounters a Western Protestant believer, he cannot fail to notice 
the difference between himself and the Western Christian. The 
question that arises from such encounters is how one is to handle 
and to understand these differences? What needs to be embraced 
on theological/philosophical grounds and what is to be rejected 
on cultural grounds? The historical evidence from the encounters 
between Eastern Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches does not 
present a rosy picture. Will our experience be similar or different? 
The question requires serious reflection.
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IVAN KARGEL AND THE FORMATION  
OF RUSSIAN EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY 

by Gregory L. Nichols

Russian evangelical leader Johann G. Kargel (1849-1937), later known 
as Ivan Veniaminovich Kargel, had an enormous influence within 
the Russian evangelical milieu of his time, particularly through his 
approach to spirituality. From the 1880s onwards much of his thinking 
was derived from the Holiness movements that affected evangelicalism 
in the 1870s, and especially from the spirituality of the Keswick 
Convention, which began in 1875.

Early Years
Kargel’s evangelical conversion took place in 1869, and the same year, 
on 6 October, he was baptized and joined the Baptist congregation in 
Tiflis, Georgia. Services were in Russian and German, but the stronger 
influence was German, since by this time the wider German Baptist 
movement across a number of parts of Europe was well organized 
and was expanding. It was this movement that gave Kargel his 
early spiritual nurture. The German Baptist vision, mirroring the 
wider Baptist vision of the period in Britain and North America, was 
strongly evangelical, emphasizing conversion, the cross, the Bible, and 
activism. Each of these emphases was absorbed by Kargel and each 
was evident in Kargel’s thinking throughout his life.

In the early 1870s Kargel also made contacts among another group 
of Germans—the Mennonite Brethren. Kargel attended a Mennonite 
Brethren conference in Southern Russia in 1873 at which he received 
his call into the pastoral ministry. Subsequently, Kargel went to 
Hamburg to train at the German Baptist Mission School, set up and 
led by Johann G. Oncken, the powerful leader of German Baptists. 
Kargel did have some wider links, but his spiritual grounding up to 
the mid-1870s was firmly within the Baptist camp.

The Influence of Vasily Pashkov
From 1875 to 1880, as the (first) German Baptist minister in 
Saint Petersburg, the capital of the Russian Empire, Kargel had a 
high profile within the German Baptist community. A remarkable 
evangelical movement was taking root and growing in this period 
among a number of Russians from aristocratic circles. The origins 
of this movement lay in the influence of the English evangelist Lord 
Radstock, and through his preaching in Saint Petersburg a number 
of leading Russian figures were converted to evangelical faith, 
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including Colonel Vasily Pashkov. Kargel’s contacts with this stream 
of evangelicalism, which owed a great deal, through Radstock, to 
interdenominational British evangelical thinking and to the Brethren 
movement, were to challenge Kargel’s strictly Baptist views and also 
open up new spiritual possibilities.

A major turning point in Kargel’s life was his marriage, in 1880, to 
Anna Semenova, who was a member of the Pashkovite circle. The 
Kargels, as a newly married couple, began their life and ministry 
together in Bulgaria in late 1880. The time in Bulgaria was hard for 
Anna, who missed the Pashkovite meetings and the close fellowship 
she had known with Pashkov and his wife. Increasingly she began to 
pray that her husband would embrace broader evangelical views and 
would open himself to a deeper work of the Holy Spirit in his life. One 
issue about which Anna felt strongly was the question of who could be 
admitted to the Lord’s Table. German Baptists restricted admittance 
to those baptized as believers while the Pashkovite approach, which 
Anna followed, was an Open Table. Anna’s hopes for change in her 
husband were realized. Writing much later, Kargel spoke of how in 
1883 he found the sanctification he had been seeking.

The Influence of the Keswick Holiness Movement
The Kargels, now with young daughters, returned to Saint 
Petersburg in 1884, to take up new work among the Pashkovites. 
From this point on, Kargel’s ministry was to be primarily among 
Russian speakers. Pashkov was exiled in 1884 and Ivan Kargel took 
on major responsibility for the Evangelical Christian community in 
the capital. Kargel also developed a close association with Freidrich 
Baedeker, whose own evangelical faith had been shaped by Lord 
Radstock and who, like Radstock, was associated with the Brethren. 
Baedeker was involved in Holiness gatherings, and as Kargel worked 
closely with Baedeker he imbibed more of the Holiness spirituality 
that was by then being mediated in Britain through the Keswick 
Convention. Baedeker was granted a unique authorization by the 
Russian government to visit the prisons of Russia. From the mid-
1880s, with this official sanction, Kargel and Baedeker were freely 
able to travel together, speak, and distribute literature in normally 
inaccessible areas.

Increasingly, Kargel began to express his emphases in explicitly 
Holiness terms, using language employed at Keswick. By 1886, with 
Baedeker, Kargel was holding what can be termed mini-Keswick 
meetings in different parts of the Russian Empire.

From the beginning of the twentieth century, Kargel began to be 
acknowledged as the most significant Russian evangelical theologian 
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of his generation. Through his teaching at the Evangelical Christian 
Bible College in Saint Petersburg, through his preaching in many 
other places, and through his prolific writings, Kargel had an 
enormous influence on evangelicals in the Russian-speaking world in 
the first three decades of the twentieth century and beyond.

Kargel’s Desire for Evangelical Unity
Kargel followed the direction set by Pashkov, which was to seek 
to bring evangelicals in Russia together under the umbrella of an 
Evangelical Alliance, with denominational perspectives being played 
down. This approach can be termed “non-creedal,” in the sense that 
what was primary was experience of Christ rather than assent 
to written confessions of faith, although the Evangelical Alliance 
did have a basis of faith and Kargel penned the longest-lasting 
Confession of Faith used by Russian Baptists. The nurturing of 
genuine spiritual experience, regardless of denominational affiliation, 
became Kargel’s primary goal.

Kargel’s vision was that Russian evangelicals could unite around 
evangelical distinctives. The idea of broader unity was not accepted 
by all, however, and was emphatically rejected by Baptists. In the 
wake of failed attempts at unity, a group was organized that became 
known as the Evangelical Christian Union, the body of Russian 
believers with which Kargel identified for the remainder of his life.

Kargel’s Theological Emphasis
In his commentary on Romans, Kargel spoke of the need for 
Christians to live in the Spirit, not in the flesh. Either believers 
have full faith, which is demonstrated by new life in Christ, or they 
have a partial faith, which is demonstrated by the lack of change in 
their lives. Kargel believed that it was impossible to direct carnal 
Christians toward a life of submission to God. Christians operating 
by means of the flesh will, he argued, remain defeated until they are 
“co-crucified with the resurrected Christ.” This is classic Holiness 
theology.

While emphasizing the Spirit, Kargel was also determinedly 
Christological. The “image of the Son” is a critical key to 
understanding Kargel’s theology. Union with, and conformity to, 
Christ were central themes in much of Kargel’s writings, and this is 
indicative of a Keswick perspective.

Yet at the same time Kargel added his own perspectives. He wrote 
a great deal about suffering as integral to the holiness experience. 
He was sensitive to the sufferings in his own family, as well as in 
those around him. Thus, Kargel took the evangelical message and, 
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in particular, a Keswick understanding of holiness, and adjusted 
it so that it would touch the needs of the Russian soul. He added 
unique ideas to the classic expressions of Keswick, most notably by 
placing primary emphasis on the role of suffering in the sanctification 
process.

Continuing Influence
After Ivan Kargel died in 1937, Bratsky Vestnik, the official journal of 
the All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians-Baptists (AUCEC-B), 
printed material written by him on a regular basis. Nearly 25 percent 
of all issues of Bratsky Vestnik published between its beginnings in 
1945 and 1988 contained an article from or a reference to Kargel. 
In 1946, Alexander Karev, then General Secretary of the AUCEC-B, 
acknowledged Kargel as being a major influence in his spiritual 
formation. In 1955 Karev again acknowledged the spiritual effect of 
the life, writings, and lectures of Kargel on him and others, stating 
that Kargel was the central force that shaped Karev’s theological 
training and his understanding of Scripture.

In 1954, Jakob Zhidkov, then President of the AUCEC-B, spoke about 
the sermon preached by Ivan Kargel in 1902 that brought about his 
conversion. In 1972, Alexei M. Bychkov, then General Secretary of the 
AUCEC-B, stated that the writings of Kargel were some of the first 
spiritual works he read and were foundational in his understanding 
of the Christian faith.

In addition to Kargel’s continuing influence among Evangelical 
Christians-Baptists, the Pentecostal Union of Russia and Ukraine 
considers the writings and personal ministry of Kargel as an essential 
factor in the formation of their stream of Christianity. Theologian and 
missiologist Walter Sawatsky claims that among Reform Baptists in 
Russia (Council of Churches of Evangelical Christians-Baptists), who 
broke away form the AUCEC-B in 1961, Kargel has been the most 
quoted author.

In Summary
Ivan Kargel’s unique expression of evangelical spirituality, with a 
strong tendency toward the tenets of Holiness theology as found 
in Keswick teaching, shaped in a decisive way the spirituality 
of Russian-speaking evangelicals. Through the journeys that he 
undertook across the Russian Empire with Friedrich Baedeker, 
he became more and more committed to passing on a message 
about trust in Christ for full salvation—for justification as well as 
sanctification—and urging consecration to Christ, abiding in Christ, 
and the necessity of the filling and power of the Holy Spirit. He also 
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underlined suffering as an integral part of the way of Christ-likeness. 
Here Kargel was taking the wider Holiness expression of spirituality 
and applying it to the context in which he found himself, involving 
restrictions on evangelicals, the banning of believers, war, revolution, 
and death. He concluded that suffering was at the core of authentic 
spirituality. Through his writings, he provided Russian-speaking 
evangelicals with a theological and spiritual perspective that was 
both deeply biblical and robustly experiential, and which allowed 
them to sustain their Christian communities within the anti-religious 
climate of a totalitarian state.

Edited excerpt reprinted with permission from Gregory L. Nichols, 
The Development of Russian Evangelical Spirituality: A Study of Ivan 
V. Kargel (1849-1937). Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications (https://
wipfandstock.com/pickwick_publications), 2011.

Gregory L. Nichols teaches at the International Baptist Theological 
Seminary, Prague, Czech Republic.

Used by permission: East-West Church & Ministery Report, Fall 2012, 
Vol. 20, No. 4
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QUIZ: JEWISH WORDS/CONCEPTS  
WE OUGHT TO KNOW

1. The “Shema” is found
a. Psalm 1:6
b. Micah 5:2
c. Isaiah 9:6
d. Deuteronomy 6:5

2. The Festival of Lights is
a. Yom Kippur
b. Hanukkah
c. Rosh Hashanah
d. Sukkoth

3. A “shofar” is
a. literary writing
b. an ambush
c. a sheep’s horn
d. a knife

4. The “Midrash” is
a. commentary on the Old Testament
b. isolated prophecy
c. celebratory dance
d. miraculous intervention

5. A “maskil” in a superscription means
a. with a wind instrument
b. with a percussion instrument
c. instruction
d. choral leader notation

6. The “goyim” are
a. heathen nations
b. angelic beings
c. Jews in the “diaspora”
d. zealots
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Answers: 
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7. A “shir” is a
a. song
b. wasteland
c. musical instrument
d. curse

8. Immanuel means
a. The Glory of God
b. The Lord of Hosts
c. God is with us
d. The Holiness of God

9. Another name for “I am that I am” is
a. Elohim
b. Jahwe
c. El Roi
d. Michael

10. Which is exclusively a Jewish coin?
a. dinar
b. omer
c. talent
d. shekel
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