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Note from the author. 
This pamphlet was written by an Orthodox priest 

primarily for Protestants (in the broadest sense 
of the word), although it may be of interest to the 
Orthodox reader as well.

The Lord Jesus Christ said about His disciples: 
«Let them all be one» (John 17:21). Meanwhile, it is 
obvious that in the case of Orthodox and Protestants 
this unity is not observed. What is the reason? 
There are Orthodox books written for the Orthodox, 
explaining the reasons for the division, and there 
are Protestant books written for Protestants with 
the same purpose. But it seems that there are not 
enough books that would not be limited to their au-
dience, but would be an attempt at dialogue. This 
brochure is one of those.

It is called «A Gift to a Protestant Friend» because 
it was not written to accuse Protestants of anything, 
but to help in a friendly and fraternal way to deal 
with what prevents us from being «one», in our 
differences. Over the past years, I have had the op-
portunity to communicate with Protestants more 
than once, to listen to their questions, which were 
often repeated. In this small brochure, a Protestant 
will be able to find out the Orthodox answer to the 
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most common questions, and also, perhaps, look at 
some topics that are already familiar to him from a 
new angle.

Church.
what distinguishes us, Orthodox and Protestants, 

most of all from each other? Many will say: venera-
tion of icons, saints, infant baptism, and much more, 
but we are unlikely to hear: «understanding of the 
Church.» Meanwhile, this is the most important 
thing. And this is where you should start.

Sometimes I have met with Protestant friends the 
desire to dismiss the discussion of this topic, they 
say, the most important thing is that we believe in 
Christ, and the rest is not so important. However, 
think about it: do you know even one verse in the 
Bible that speaks of the Church or membership in it 
as something frivolous, unimportant?

The Church is “the pillar and ground of the truth” 
(1 Timothy 3:15), which means that to be outside 
the Church is to be outside the truth. The Church is 
the only community that in the Bible is called the 
Body of Christ (see: Eph. 1:22–23), which means 
that to be outside the Church is to be outside the 
Body of Christ, that is, outside of Christ. Is it a trifle? 
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Isn’t this a question that deserves the most serious 
consideration? But we will not be able to answer the 
question of whether we are in the Church if we do 
not first understand what the Church of Christ is.

Probably any Protestant will say that the denomi-
nation to which he currently belongs is the Church 
of Christ. But he is well aware that his denomina-
tion appeared by historical standards recently - 
from a few years ago to, at best, the beginning of 
the Reformation. But where, then, was the Church 
of Christ until that time? The one that Christ created 
and that is described in the Acts of the Apostles?

I met two types of response to this question 
among the Protestants, let’s call them conditionally 
a radical answer and a soft answer. Let’s start with 
the first, since it is more classical for Protestantism.

This radical answer can be expressed as fol-
lows: the Church was originally apostolic, and then, 
already from the 2nd century, distortions appeared 
in its teaching, and the Church lost the apostolic 
creed due to the fact that it introduced various false 
practices and ideas into its purity, borrowing them 
from paganism. Some even say that «the true Church 
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was destroyed by paganism»1. And so, starting from 
the 16th century, from the time of the Reformation, 
it was they, the Protestants, who allegedly returned 
this pure apostolic teaching. Well, since the 16th 
century, this is if the “old” Protestants: Lutherans, 
Calvinists. And the «new» Protestants, such as, for 
example, Baptists, Adventists, Pentecostals, arose 
at an even later time. And often the creation of new 
Protestant denominations was accompanied by a 
marked break with the previous tradition. For exa-
mple, the founder of Baptism, John Smith, baptized 
himself in 1609 because he was convinced that the 
true Church no longer existed and had to be rebuilt.

Let’s see if this idea of a lost Church is biblical?

The Lord Jesus Christ said: “I will build My Church, 
and the gates of hell will not prevail against it” 
(Matthew 16:18). That is, the Lord promises that the 
forces of evil will not have victory over the Church, 
it will always remain the same “glorious Church ... 
holy and blameless” (Eph. 5:27), “the house of God ... 
the pillar and ground of the truth” ( 1 Tim. 3:15), as 
she is portrayed by the apostles in Scripture.

1	 Baptists, their tasks and goals. Rostov-on-Don, 1909, 
p. 8. The same ideas are expressed and defended by Protestant 
authors
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And, of course, if we believe those who say that 
the Church created by Christ has been defiled by pa-
gan practices, has lost the truth and deviated into 
error, then in this case we declare that the Church 
has overcome the gates of hell. After all, then it, it 
turns out, became the pillar and affirmation of lies 
and ceased to exist as the pillar and affirmation of 
truth. But if we think so, then through this we de-
clare the Lord Jesus Christ a liar who did not keep 
His promise.

There is another promise that the Lord made. He 
said, “Behold, I am with you always, even to the end 
of the age” (Matthew 28:20). That is, Christ pro-
mises that He Himself will be with the Church until 
the end of time. As you can see, there is not a word 
about the fact that the Lord is going to pause from 
the 2nd to the 16th century or to the 19th century. 
Is it possible to imagine that Christ put up with false 
teaching and paganism in His Church for more than 
one and a half thousand years and did nothing to 
change this?

And the apostle Paul, for his part, writes that God 
will be given «glory in the Church in Christ Jesus 
throughout all generations, from age to age» (Eph. 
3:21). That is, the Church created by Christ and 
spread through the apostles will exist throughout 
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all subsequent generations and glorify God. The 
idea that the Church disappeared for a full 1,500 
years directly contradicts these biblical words.

It is also worth recalling that Christ promised the 
disciples to give the Holy Spirit and said: “When He, 
the Spirit of truth, comes, He will guide you into all 
truth” (John 16:13), “He will teach you all things” 
(John 14:26) . When the Holy Spirit came to the 
apostles, we know it was on the day of Pentecost, 
which is considered the birthday of the Church. That 
is, the Lord gives the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit 
saves the Church from distortion, from deviating 
from the truth. And Christ Himself, who is the Truth 
(John 14:6), invisibly dwells in it. An individual per-
son or even a group of people can deviate into error; 
even the apostles warned about this (see: 2 Pet. 2:1; 
Gal. 1:6-9). But for the whole Church to deviate into 
error, this is impossible, because this means that it 
has ceased to exist.

The «radical response» mentioned is not 
only contrary to the Bible, but also historically 
unsupported.

I myself, when I came to faith, personally veri-
fied this. I read the New Testament first. After that, 
I began to read other Christian documents that had 
been preserved from the end of the 1st century. For 
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example, the message of St. Clement of Rome, a dis-
ciple of the apostles. Then he turned to those docu-
ments that were written in the II century. Including 
those written directly by the disciples of the apost-
les, such as St. Polycarp of Smyrna, St. Ignatius the 
God-bearer. They personally knew the apostles and 
received their teaching from them.

After that, I moved on to the 3rd century and 
read all the Christian texts of that time. Then he mo-
ved on to the 4th century and so on. And I became 
convinced that throughout all these centuries the 
Church has remained the same in her teaching. The 
wording of the doctrine may have changed, but the 
doctrine itself remained the same. For three centu-
ries the Church lived in a state of martyrdom, when 
thousands of Christians preferred death rather than 
participate in even the slightest way in the rites of 
the pagans. How could these same people at the 
same time borrow pagan rites and teachings? They 
were going to their deaths for less.

I’m not asking anyone to take my word for it. Take 
the texts and check. Everything is in the public do-
main. Unfortunately, very often Protestants have 
little or no knowledge of the history of the Church. 
What happened after what was described in the 
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Acts of the Apostles and before their denomination 
arose is terra incognita for them.

But those Protestants who find the courage to 
consider this question without prejudice admit 
that the Church described in the documents of the 
first and second centuries is not at all like what 
we now see in Protestant meetings and in modern 
Protestantism. I will cite one case that occurred in 
the 1960s in the American cities of Ben Lomon and 
Santa Barbara.

A group of young Protestants came to the conclu-
sion that all the Protestant Churches they knew 
could not be the real Church. And then they decided 
to trace the history of the Church from the time of 
the apostles in order to find out where the Church 
that was described in the book of Acts had gone. 
They consistently studied all historical documents. 
At the same time, there were many divisions in his-
tory, various heresies arose. And at each such fork, 
these Protestants looked unbiased and compared: 
who exactly kept the apostolic faith, and who intro-
duced innovation?

To quote one of the leaders of this movement, 
Peter Gilquist:

“In our journey through history, we have carefully 
traced the millennium of unbroken continuity in the 
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Church. We found the same Church in the second 
and third centuries, severely persecuted, celebra-
ting liturgy in houses and catacombs, and led by bi-
shops who often ended up as martyrs. We found her 
defending the faith in Nicaea in the fourth century 
and in Chalcedon in the fifth century.

We followed her up to the eighth century, stu-
died her great Councils, loved her apologists, saints, 
teachers, the way they preached the Gospel, fought 
against heretics and confirmed the veneration 
of holy icons. We were amazed at how boldly the 
Church faced ethical and dogmatic distortions of 
doctrine and how it was constantly possible to avoid 
possible destruction. God was with the Church in 
the ninth and tenth centuries...

But then the year 1054 came and we were faced 
with a choice. There was a split. I still remember 
the physical sensation I had when I said to my as-
sociates: “The East is right in resisting the papacy 
and in rejecting the addition of the filioque.” After 
that, I took a deep breath. “I think that makes us 
Orthodox.”

As a result of this serious study, in which the 
Orthodox side was not involved in any way, this en-
tire community - more than 2,000 people - asked to 
join the Orthodox Church in 1974 and was accepted. 
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Those who wish can read more about this in Peter 
Gillquist’s book Coming Home2.

Of course, not all people are ready to embark on 
such a serious historical research. But in this case, 
what the Lord Jesus Christ and His apostles say 
about the Church should be enough for them to 
understand that the true Church could not disap-
pear. And, accordingly, all the churches that exist 
today, which directly position their break with the 
previous Christian tradition and count their histo-
ry from the foundation of their denomination by 
mortal people, obviously cannot be the Church that 
continuously exists from the time of the apostles to 
the Second Coming of Christ.

Many Protestants understand this problem. And 
they have developed what I have arbitrarily called 
a “soft response” to the problem of historical suc-
cession above. In contrast to the adherents of the 
“radical answer”, they say: yes, of course, there has 
been a Church in all ages. But she, this real Church, 
was invisible. It consisted of individual righteous 
people who formally could belong to different 
Christian denominations, could be among the 

2	 Peter E. Gillquist, Coming Home: Why Protestant 
Clergy are Becoming Orthodox
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Orthodox, Nestorians, Monophysites, Catholics, etc., 
but in their hearts they believed correctly (that is, 
like modern Protestants), and out of all of them and 
consisted of this invisible Church of Christ. And af-
ter such and such a year, it became visible in the face 
of our denomination.

Many Protestants can say that the Church is still 
invisible, and all the “correct” from the point of 
view of this direction people from other confessions 
seem to be included in it. And that it was as if about 
this invisible Church Christ said that the gates of 
hell would not prevail against her and that He would 
be with her.

Is the concept of an «invisible church» consistent 
with the Bible? Let’s remember the words of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, in which He indicates how to rebuke a 
person if he has sinned. He says to bring witnesses. 
And “if he does not listen to them, tell the Church; if 
he does not listen to the Church either, then let him 
be to you, like a pagan and a publican” (Matthew 
18:17). This is the advice that the Lord gives to all 
Christians, to all who want to be His disciples. This 
advice implies that the Church will always be dis-
coverable. The Church is not something amorphous, 
speculative, invisible.
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No. It is something concrete, visible and clearly 
distinguishable from other communities. This is 
a community with its own order, allowing the op-
portunity to ask for the resolution of puzzling ques-
tions. And it has always been so in the Church. Just 
as the first Apostolic Council took place in ancient 
times, so subsequently all disputes in the Church 
were decided by Councils. And there was also an ec-
clesiastical court, which exercised the power of the 
Church to pass judgment, to “bind and loose” (see 
Matt. 18:18). Only to such a visible Church can one 
turn for the resolution of litigations. And how will 
you turn to the “invisible Church”? It’s like sending 
a victim of robbers to appeal to an «invisible court», 
about which no one knows where he is and who he 
consists of.

It is said that «the Lord daily added those who 
were being saved to the Church» (Acts 2:47). It was 
a very concrete, visible Church. People knew that 
if you want to become a Christian, then you must 
come to this community and be baptized, you must 
be with everyone. And, as it is well described in the 
same place, all Christians “continued constantly in 
the teaching of the Apostles, in fellowship and brea-
king bread, and in prayers” (Acts 2:42).
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By the way, precisely because the Apostolic 
Church was visible, it could be persecuted - “in 
those days there was a great persecution against 
the Church” (Acts 8: 1), and Saul, who had not yet 
converted, “brutally persecuted the Church of God, 
and devastated her” (Gal. 1:13). And how can the in-
visible Church be persecuted?

It is worth recalling the words of Scripture about 
partaking of the Body and Blood of Christ: “Every 
time you eat this bread and drink this cup, you pro-
claim the Lord’s death until He comes” (1 Corinthians 
11:26). That is, the Eucharist in the Church will be 
celebrated from the time of the apostles until the 
Second Coming of Christ, «until He comes.» And 
the breaking of bread, as the Eucharist is called in 
Scripture, is what is done in a visible way. And the 
cup, and wine, and bread offered for transubstan-
tiation, and the communion itself takes place in a 
visible and tangible way. In the «invisible Church» 
all this is simply impossible.

I must say that in the Protestant world there is 
another theory that tries to remove the problem 
we are talking about. Namely, the «branch theory». 
Unlike the “invisible church theory”, which attempts 
to invent some mystical unity of separate individuals 
despite the divisions between the churches to which 
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they may belong, the “branch theory” declares the 
divisions and differences between Christian de-
nominations themselves to be unimportant and 
claims that everyone who calls itself Christians: 
Protestants of various persuasions, and Catholics, 
and Orthodox, and Monophysites, all together make 
up this one Church of Christ as branches of a single 
tree.

But even with this concept it will not be possible 
to agree, since the Lord Himself said that He would 
have “one flock” (John 10:16). Even with a strong 
desire, it is impossible to call all the communities 
listed above a single herd. Because in reality - and 
this is no secret to anyone - they do not have any 
unity among themselves. They have neither unity 
of faith, nor unity in the sacraments, nor unity in 
church-administrative, canonical matters, nor unity 
in moral views. Even among the Protestants them-
selves, directly opposite things are often asserted.

For example, there are Protestants who claim that 
homosexuality is a sin, and there are Protestants 
who say: there is nothing of the kind, there is no sin 
here. There are also doctrinal differences. Some say 
there is hell, others say there is no hell and never 
will be, but this is just an allegory. Someone believes 
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in the immortality of the soul, someone denies it. 
Where is the unity here?

But the adherents of the idea under discussion 
stubbornly say: “Yes, this is all insignificant! Of 
course there are differences, but are they really that 
important? The most important thing is that we 
have something that unites us.”

However, does the Bible teach us this attitude? In 
it we find directly opposite thoughts.

For example, the apostle Paul writes: “As we said 
before, so now I say: whoever preaches to you other 
than what you received, let him be anathema” (Gal. 
1:9).

As we can see, the doctrinal differences turn out 
to be so serious that the apostle directly orders such 
people to be anathematized, to separate them from 
the church body. And in another place the apostle 
says that he who commits heresy will not inherit the 
Kingdom of God (see: Gal. 5:21-22).

How then can one think that it doesn’t mat-
ter what we believe, as long as we call ourselves 
Christians, and it will all be one Church. This is 
wrong. We are not then united either in faith, or in 
moral teaching, or in the Eucharist. Scripture says 
that Christians should have “one Lord, one faith, 
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one baptism” (Eph. 4:5). And in the existing confes-
sions and denominations, the faith is not just one, 
the faith is different, which is why there have been 
divisions. Yes, and there is more than one baptism, 
since most Protestants, as far as I know, re-baptize 
Orthodox who come to them, thus not recognizing 
their Orthodox baptism.

Someone used to say to me: well, what about 
the seven churches mentioned in the Apocalypse, 
because it is written there at the same time about 
several churches. Such an argument can only arise 
from inattention, since local branches of the one 
apostolic Church are mentioned there, just as the 
Russian, Serbian and Georgian Churches are part of 
one Orthodox Church. Or how the Boston and New 
York Baptist churches are part of the same Baptist 
church, and so on. But Russian Orthodox and New 
York Baptist are not parts of a single Church. 

Both in the Apocalypse and in the Acts of the 
Apostles, the Church appears as a single organism, 
a single reality, a single structure that can afford to 
hold an Apostolic Council in Jerusalem and accepts 
the decisions of this Council for execution (see: 
Acts 15:6–31). It has a single dogmatic and moral 
teaching, communion in the Eucharist, and a single 
government. Is all this in the modern Protestant 
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world, not to mention in general all those who call 
themselves Christians? Let’s be honest!

I think that all the so-called «branches» do not 
have one faith, and our Protestant friends will not 
argue, since this is an obvious fact. But the unity of 
the Eucharist needs to be discussed in more detail. 
The significance of this moment for Protestants is 
often incomprehensible, because they do not believe 
that the rite they perform, calling it the sacrament, 
really gives them the authentic Body and Blood of 
Christ. They say they are just symbols. And they are 
right that they do not have the Body and Blood of 
Christ, they really only have bread and wine. But 
one cannot agree with the idea that it is generally 
impossible to unite in communion with the true 
Body and Blood of Christ.

Our Savior spoke of this not only as a possibility, 
but as a necessary thing: “Unless you eat the Flesh 
of the Son of Man and drink His Blood, you will not 
have life in you. Whoever eats My Flesh and drinks 
My Blood has eternal life...” (John 6:53–54). The 
Lord said that without the communion of His Body 
and Blood it is impossible to have eternal life in one-
self, that is, it is impossible to be saved. And later 
He showed how to fulfill His words. This happened 
at the Last Supper, when “Jesus took bread and, 
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having blessed, broke it and, distributing it to the 
disciples, said: take, eat: this is my body. And he took 
the cup and gave thanks, and gave it to them, and 
said, Drink all of you out of it, for this is My Blood of 
the New Testament, which is shed for many for the 
remission of sins” (Matthew 26:26-28). Christ did 
not say, «Take, eat: this is the symbol of My Body» 
and «the symbol of My Blood.» He said clearly, «this 
is my body» and «this is my blood.» Although the 
apostles continued to see the same bread and wine, 
at the same time, by the power of God, they became 
what the Almighty Lord called them, about whom 
Scripture says: “He said, and it was; He commanded, 
and it appeared” (Ps. 32:9).

And the Lord, as we know, commanded: “Do this 
in remembrance of Me” (Luke 22:19). And in fulfill-
ment of these words, Christians began to celebrate 
the Eucharist from the very first days of the Church. 
In the same chapter, where it is described that the 
apostles began to preach on the day of Pentecost, 
and three thousand people were converted, it is fur-
ther written that they «remained constantly ... in the 
breaking of bread» (Acts 2:42), that is, celebrating 
the Eucharist .

Protestants will tell me yes, and we all do it. Of 
course, we break bread and drink wine, but for us 
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it is just a memory of Christ’s suffering, nothing 
more. But let’s see, was the Eucharist for the apost-
les themselves just a remembrance of Christ? The 
Apostle Paul says: “The cup of blessing that we bless, 
is it not the communion of the Blood of Christ? The 
bread that we break, is it not the communion of the 
Body of Christ? (1 Corinthians 10:16). As we see, 
the apostle does not say: is this not a symbol of the 
Blood of Christ? or: is this not a remembrance of 
Christ? For the apostle, this is the communion of the 
true Body and Blood of Christ.

And in this case, communion acquires a special 
deep meaning, about which the apostle speaks: 
“One bread, and we many are one body; for we all 
partake of the one bread” (1 Corinthians 10:17). 
And “so we, who are many, are one body in Christ” 
(Rom. 12:5). And the Church herself is also the body 
of Christ (see: Eph. 1:22-23). For the apostle, all this 
was a reality - both that the Church is the body of 
Christ, and that communion is the Body of Christ. 
And we become part of this body through commu-
nion, through the Eucharist. This is how we become 
part of the one Church of Christ.

And in Orthodoxy for two thousand years this 
uninterrupted connection has been preserved 
through the Eucharist. For example, three years 
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ago, while attending celebrations in Hong Kong, I 
took communion from the same bowl with Father 
Michael Lee (1922–2016) during a divine service. 
This is a Chinese Orthodox priest who was then 90 
years old. Father Michael himself, during his youth, 
took communion from the same cup with St. John 
of Shanghai (1896-1966). And St. John of Shanghai, 
in turn, during his childhood communed from the 
same cup with St. John of Kronstadt (1829-1908). 
And so, from generation to generation, deep into the 
centuries, this living connection reaches the time of 
the apostles, who received communion from the 
hands of the Lord Jesus Christ Himself. Through the 
Eucharist, the Church is a single divine-human or-
ganism that lives without interruption for two thou-
sand years.

And therefore it is not surprising that our saints 
say: the boundaries of the Church are the bounda-
ries of the Eucharist. Whoever does not have com-
munion in the Church founded by Christ is outside 
of it.

And, returning to the “branch theory”, we see its 
inconsistency from this side as well, since it cannot 
be that communities that are completely divided 
among themselves, calling themselves churches, 
all equally have the true sacrament of the Body and 
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Blood of Christ. As the apostle writes: “Is Christ di-
vided?” (1 Corinthians 1:13). Christ is one and His 
body is one. Therefore, the Eucharist is one, being 
celebrated continuously for two thousand years in 
the only true Church of Christ. Our task is to find this 
Church, which was founded by the Lord Jesus Christ 
and which since the time of the apostles has conti-
nuously preserved both the apostolic faith and the 
sacraments, including the Eucharist.

This Church is true. The rest of the communities 
that call themselves churches, if they are separated 
from it, are not true. We cannot say that all churches 
were created by Christ, because the Lord said: “I 
will build My Church” (Matt. 16:18), and not: “I will 
build My churches.” The Church is one, continuously 
preserving its unity throughout the centuries. It is 
the Bible that tells us that continuity of existence 
and immutability of doctrine are the essential fea-
tures of the Church.

No matter how much I had occasion to talk with 
Protestants about these issues, I could not get rid 
of the feeling that my interlocutors did not unders-
tand the reality of the Church, what it is all about. 
They often present it as just a human gathering: “So 
I came to a certain city, found several like-minded 
people, we began to get together, read the Bible, 
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pray - this is the church.” But in fact, this is just a cir-
cle of interests that you yourself created. And where 
is the Church that Christ created?

Usually, when talking about the Church, our 
Protestant friends refer to the same quote: “Where 
two or three are gathered in my name, there I am in 
the midst of them” (Matt. 18:20).

It seems to them that these words are spoken as 
the principle of the definition of the Church (any two 
or three who have gathered in the name of Christ), 
but if we carefully read this gospel passage together, 
we will see that this interpretation is erroneous. 
Because just a few verses higher, in the same speech, 
Christ says: “If he does not listen, take one or two 
more with you, so that every word may be confir-
med by the mouth of two or three witnesses; if he 
does not listen to them, tell the Church; but if he 
does not listen to the Church, then let him be to you, 
like a pagan and a tax collector” (Matt. 18:16-17). 
This means that two or three like-minded people 
are not yet the Church. The Church is something 
different and much more authoritative.

And “two or three are gathered in My name” is ac-
tually said about prayer, because the Lord cites these 
words as an explanation for what was said before: “if 
two of you agree on earth to ask for any deed, then 



Church.26

whatever they ask will be them from my Father in 
heaven” (Matthew 18:19). The joint prayer of those 
who are already members of the Church really at-
tracts the special attention of the Lord... But it is not 
prayer, much less just a meeting «in the name» that 
makes a person a member of the Church.

When the Apostle Peter came to the family of 
Cornelius the Centurion (Acts 10:17-48), the Apostle 
Philip met the Ethiopian (Acts 8:29-39), and the 
Apostle Paul met the disciples of John the Baptist 
(Acts 19:1-5), they didn’t say, «Well, we’re gathered 
now in the name of Jesus Christ, so you’re already in 
the Church.» No, they have always found it necessa-
ry to bring such people into the real Church through 
real baptism. This means that we also need to be in 
unity with this real Church, which has maintained 
uninterrupted succession since apostolic times.

One Pentecostal pastor who wanted to argue with 
me on this subject said: «I must first meet Christ in 
order to become part of the Church ... the moment 
a person turns to Christ, he immediately becomes 
part of the Church.»

But this is not so, because even the Apostle Paul, 
after a miraculous meeting with Christ on the road to 
Damascus, remained a stranger to the Church until 
Ananias made him a member of the Church through 
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the sacrament of baptism. The apostle Paul himself 
considered this necessary. This was the first thing 
he did after he received his sight. He didn’t say, «I’ve 
already met Christ, I’ve already been converted, so 
through this meeting I’ve become a Christian and a 
member of the Church, nothing else is needed.»

As we know from the New Testament, many 
people had a meeting with Christ, including the 
Pharisees and Sadducees, but not all who met fol-
lowed Him. Instead of the concept of “meeting with 
Christ”, it seems to me more appropriate to speak of 
“union with Christ” (see: Acts 5:14, 1 Cor. 6:17). It is 
worth emphasizing that it is possible, of course, to 
learn about Christ outside the Church. It is also pos-
sible to believe in Christ as God outside the Church. 
It is possible to experience lofty feelings when 
thinking about Christ outside the Church. Reading 
the Bible, trying to keep the commandments, talk-
ing about Christ with others - all this can be done 
outside the Church. But only in the Church can one 
be united with Christ. Only in the real Church, where 
there is the sacrament of baptism, in which «all of 
us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus ... are 
united with Him in the likeness of His death» (Rom. 
6:5) and the sacrament of the Eucharist, about 
which Christ Himself said: «He who eats my The 
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flesh and drinker of My Blood abide in Me, and I in 
him” (John 6:55).

Christ did not say, «He who reads the Bible abides 
in Me, and I in him.» He said this about the Eucharist. 
Reading about food does not satisfy hunger.

By the way, among Russian Protestants there 
are different views on the Eucharist. Sometimes it 
happens that ordinary members of the community 
believe that they partake of the authentic Body and 
Blood of Christ, despite the fact that their own pas-
tor says that these are just symbols.

For those who consider this to be only symbols, 
it seems that the Orthodox teaching about the 
Eucharist as a real union with Christ is a kind of 
“unhealthy mysticism”, although in fact this is so-
mething that directly follows from the words of the 
Savior. Let us recall how, after these words about the 
communion of His Flesh and Blood, “many of His 
disciples, hearing this, said: what strange words! 
who can listen to this?.. From that moment on, many 
of His disciples departed from Him and no longer 
walked with Him” (John 6:60,66). Is it not the same 
rationalism that drives those Protestants today who 
are unwilling to trust what the Bible says directly 
about the Eucharist?
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But back to our dialogue with the pastor. The only 
argument he gave in favor of the fact that he and his 
followers are also members of the Church is that 
they have “good fruits”: “if today we see how spi-
ritually blind people receive their sight and turn to 
Christ, how lives and families are healed, how drug 
and alcohol addicts are set free, hearing the gospel 
proclaimed—doesn’t this testify to His work among 
His people? What are the grounds for denying the 
presence of Christ (and hence the belonging of the 
true Church) where His actions are really revealed?

But what are the grounds for recognizing all of the 
above as the actions of Christ? There are, for exa-
mple, Jehovah’s Witnesses and Mormons. Almost 
all Protestants do not recognize them as part of the 
Church, although both of them can just as well refer 
to the fact that they proclaim the Gospel and bring 
spiritually blind people to Christ and change their 
lives, etc. But the Protestants themselves do not 
consider these arguments sufficient to recognize 
them as part of the Church. If these arguments are 
not sufficient when they are stated by Jehovists and 
Mormons, then why should they be sufficient when 
they are voiced by Pentecostals or Baptists?

Many Protestants are convinced that the very sin-
cerity of their faith is proof that they are in the true 
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Church. But after all, one can be sincerely mistaken, 
isn’t it? Don’t the pagans sincerely believe in their 
idols? So, sincerity alone is not enough.

I understand that perhaps these questions of 
mine are inconvenient. Especially when you are in 
a community where you are loved and appreciated, 
where you seem to have found your place. It is sca-
ry to ask questions that can lead to doubts. You can 
understand in everyday life when you don’t want to 
risk the good that you already have. But in this case, 
a sincere Christian, in my opinion, should ask him-
self: what does Jesus want from me? Did He create 
His Church so that I would not seek it and join it? 
Is it really possible to love Christ and neglect His 
Body?

Veneration of the Virgin and 
saints. 

Let us now turn to the consideration of those 
questions that most often confuse our Protestant 
friends in Orthodoxy.

Let’s start with the veneration of the saints, inclu-
ding the Virgin Mary. Some Protestants say outright 
that this is a sin, others ask why ask the saints ins-
tead of asking God directly?
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Let’s figure it out. There is a lot about this topic 
that Protestants don’t usually know.

Firstly, prayers to saints in the Orthodox Church 
are not only pleading, but also praising. For example, 
canons and akathists, so beloved by the people, are 
dedicated to this - in them, those praying remem-
ber the life and deeds of the saints, glorify and bless 
them for their faith and life according to the will 
of God. This is a direct fulfillment of the words of 
Scripture: “Remember your leaders who preached 
to you the word of God, and considering the end 
of their lives, imitate their faith” (Heb. 13:7); “We 
please those who have endured. You have heard of 
the patience of Job and have seen the end of it from 
the Lord” (James 5:11). And the Mother of God said: 
“From now on, all generations will bless me” (Luke 
1:48). In both cases, the verb «μακαρί�ζω» is used, 
meaning «to appease, glorify». Sometimes I asked 
my Protestant friends the question, how exactly do 
they fulfill these words of Scripture? If they think 
that we Orthodox are doing it wrong, then let them 
teach us by their own example how to properly ap-
pease the Virgin Mary and the ancient ascetics of 
the faith. From the answers, I understood that they 
did not please them in any way, and, it turns out, 
they thereby violate the word of God. Even if you 
did not want to make requests to the saints, nothing 
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prevents you from reading the canons and akathists 
at your services in order to remember the example 
of the saints and glorify them.

Secondly, with regard to petitionary prayers. 
I have heard Protestant friends assert that such 
prayers to saints seem to violate the words that 
“there is one mediator between God and men, the 
man Christ Jesus” (1 Timothy 2:5). But these words 
are spoken of a redemptive sacrifice (their continua-
tion: «he gave himself a ransom for all») - of course, 
none of the saints is an intercessor in this sense. 
However, the Lord repeatedly commands Christians 
to pray for others (Matt. 5:44, 1 Thess. 5:25, 2 Thess. 
3:1). Our Protestant friends may remember that it is 
customary for them to pray for each other, but at the 
same time they do not consider that they are beco-
ming «different intercessors.» In the same way, we 
ask the saints to pray for us to God, and do not consi-
der that they act in their own power independently 
of God.

The usual Protestant objection boils down to the 
fact that all this is said only about the living, and 
that the dead saints could pray, allegedly nowhere is 
said. I remember how once, in a conversation with 
a Presbyterian pastor about this, I reminded him of 
the words from the Apocalypse: “I saw under the 
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altar the souls of those who were slain for the word 
of God and for the testimony that they had. And 
they cried out with a loud voice, saying: How long, 
O Lord, Holy and True, do you not judge and avenge 
our blood on those who live on earth? (Rev. 6:9-
10). The Apostle John here directly testifies that the 
dead saints retain self-consciousness and the ability 
to pray to God. The pastor began to assure me that 
there were no such words in Scripture, after which 
I had to ask for his copy of the Bible and show these 
words in it. He was very surprised. Like this pastor, 
many Protestants read them without thinking about 
their meaning, because it does not fit with what they 
are taught.

Protestants usually insist that after death the 
saints lose the opportunity to pray for other people, 
although none of my interlocutors could show me 
where this is directly stated in Scripture. Meanwhile, 
Christ testified that “with God all live” (Luke 20:38). 
Prayer for those who need help is an expression of 
Christian love, and “love never fails” (1 Corinthians 
13:8). Protestants also ask how dead saints can 
hear prayers addressed to them. This is not diffi-
cult to understand if we remember that “he who 
is united with the Lord is one spirit with the Lord” 
(1 Cor. 6:17), and the Lord, as you know, can hear 
prayers, which means that the saints who are united 
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with Him can. Let us remember how God miracu-
lously gave to the apostol Paul to know the request 
of the Macedonian Christians (see: Acts 16:9). It di-
rectly follows from the texts of the Bible that even 
after their death, which in Scripture is simply called 
“departure” (2 Tim. 4:6), the righteous, who have 
united with the Lord and retain their self-conscious-
ness, continue to pray to God.

The Apostle Paul writes to Christians: “You have 
come ... to the church of the firstborn, written in 
heaven, and to God the Judge of all, and to the spirits 
of the righteous who have reached perfection” (Heb. 
12:22-23). And we, Orthodox, just through prayers 
and glorification approach these saints and have 
prayerful communion with them, while Protestants 
have not approached and do not want to approach 
“the spirits of the righteous who have reached per-
fection.” I apologize if this sounds harsh, but there 
is a hint of pride in their words: why should I ask 
some saint to pray to God for me when I myself can 
directly pray to God for myself?

God repeatedly says in the Bible that He listens 
to the prayer of a holy person more than others, 
and even when he does not accept the prayer of an 
ordinary sinful person. Let us remember what God 
said to Job’s friends: «My servant Job will pray for 
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you, for only his face will I receive, lest I reject you» 
(Job 42:8). Similarly, God tells Abimelech that only 
through Abraham’s prayer for him can he escape 
death (Gen. 20:7–17). Although the friends of Job 
and Abimelech could have prayed themselves. But 
for some reason God didn’t tell them: «pray to me 
directly, you don’t need intermediaries.»

Scripture calls the saints “friends of God” (John 
15:15, James 2:23), what is strange if God wil-
lingly listens and quickly fulfills the requests of His 
friends? It is known that even during their earthly 
life, when they asked,

He certainly responded. So, for example, at the re-
quest of the Mother, He helped the poor newlyweds 
and performed a miracle at the feast in order to save 
them from shame (see: John 2:1-11).

Finally, it is worth mentioning the veneration 
of the relics of saints. Our Protestant friends often 
ask this question, believing it to be exactly contrary 
to the Bible. In fact, it is just described there that 
God glorifies even the bodily remains of his saints 
and can work miracles through them. We read: 
“Elisha died and they buried him. And the hosts of 
the Moabites came into the land the following year. 
And it came to pass that when one man was being 
buried, when they saw this horde, those who were 
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burying him threw that man into the tomb of Elisha; 
and as he fell, he touched the bones of Elisha, and re-
vived, and stood up on his feet” (2 Kings 13:20–21). 
We also see manifestations of the miraculous power 
of God through the relics of subsequent saints. For 
example, just the other day, a blind woman in St. 
Petersburg gained her sight at the relics of the Great 
Martyr George the Victorious.

And here we come to another important point, 
to which I invite the Protestant reader to pay spe-
cial attention. We are not faced with the theoreti-
cal question “may or may not the saints hear us” or 
“may or may not God act through the relics of the 
saints”. The fact is that they really hear us. And not 
only once in antiquity - many modern Orthodox 
Christians, including myself, testify from my perso-
nal experience that they prayed to the saints, asking 
for their intercession before God, and then God 
answered, and even performed miracles. If, as you 
say, prayers to the saints are not pleasing to God, 
then why does He fulfill what is asked in them? If 
it were like this: I prayed directly to God and eve-
rything worked out, I prayed to a saint and nothing 
happened, then prayers to the saints would natu-
rally cease. But God, on the contrary, supports the 
practice of these prayers, fulfilling what is asked in 
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them, supports the practice of veneration of relics, 
performing miracles through touching them. Why?

I know that many Protestants believe that the de-
vil performs these miracles. But isn’t it too easy to 
declare all Orthodox miracles, the vast majority of 
which you don’t know, to be the work of the devil, 
just because they don’t fit into your concept? Does 
this issue require more serious and honest consi-
deration? For example, for my part, I do not consi-
der absolutely all the miracles that occur in the 
Protestant world to be diabolical. I believe that God 
can answer a protestant’s prayer. Don’t you allow 
the same for the Orthodox?

The biggest misunderstanding of the Protestants 
on this issue is that they think that the Orthodox 
worship the Mother of God and the saints instead 
of Christ, that the saints shield Christ for us. But it’s 
just the opposite! We love them for Christ’s sake. 
Our love for the saints and for the Mother of Christ 
is a natural expression of our love for Christ. Doesn’t 
a noble person say to the one he loves, «Your friends 
are my friends»? Is it really more noble to say: “I 
love only you, but I don’t want to hear about your 
friends, I don’t need them”?

Will not the words that Christ said to the holy 
apostles come true to those who treat His saints 
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in this way: “He who rejects you rejects Me” (Luke 
10:16)? And if He even says to those who rejected 
the ordinary poor, sick and prisoners: “depart from 
me, you damned, into eternal fire, prepared for the 
devil and his angels” (Matt. 25:41), then what will 
He say to those who rejected friends Him, whom the 
whole world was not worthy (Heb. 11:38) and who 
surround the throne of God (Rev. 7:9-10)?

About icons. 
icons are probably the most embarrassing thing 

for Protestants in Orthodoxy. Different Protestants 
may have different degrees of rejection. In India, I 
heard from the locals that when an Indian Catholic 
converts to a certain Protestant denomination, 
he is required to trample on the icon of the Virgin 
Mary with baby Jesus as proof of the sincerity of his 
conversion. Of course, not all Protestants will ap-
prove of such radical methods, but at the same time, 
all of them categorically reject icons and their reli-
gious veneration. It seems to them that this is ido-
latry, a violation of the commandment: “Thou shalt 
have no other gods, do not make for yourself an idol 
of that image that is in the sky above and that is on 
the earth below, and that is in the water below the 
earth. Do not worship or serve them” (Ex 20:2–5).
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These words are often quoted by Protestants to 
Orthodox in conversations, with full confidence 
that they prove the inadmissibility of any reli-
gious images, and hence icons. In turn, any trained 
Orthodox knows how easy it is to shake this confi-
dence if you invite a Protestant friend to read the 
same book of Exodus five chapters further. Where 
the Lord says to Moses: “make two cherubim of 
chased work out of gold, make them on both ends 
of the cover” of the tabernacle of the covenant (Ex. 
25:17-21).

And, what is remarkable, these icons of cherubim 
were not only above the ark of the covenant, but 
also on the curtain of the tabernacle (Ex. 26:31), 
and in the interior of Solomon’s temple and on its 
walls (1 Kings 6:27-29), and even in the vision of 
the heavenly temple, which was the vision of the 
prophet Ezekiel (Ezek. 41:20, 25). That is, in all 
the true temples of God, which are described in the 
Bible, there were icons. Cherub icons. And it’s not 
just limited to the Old Testament.

When Protestants read how our Lord Jesus Christ 
entered the temple in Jerusalem, they imagine that 
this temple was inside with the same bare walls as 
in their prayer houses. They do not understand that 
the Lord came to the temple, in which there were 



About icons. 40

icons of cherubs on the walls, and it was this temple 
that He called «My Father’s House» (John 2:16). It 
was in this temple that the New Testament Church 
gathered daily after Pentecost (Acts 2:46). So, in fact, 
it is not the Protestants who have the right to ask 
the Orthodox why they have icons, but the Orthodox 
should ask them the question: why do you not 
have icons, as described in Scripture? At least the 
icons of cherubs. I do not know a single Orthodox 
church that does not have images of cherubs, and 
at the same time I do not know a single Protestant 
religious building in which they would be. So who is 
more biblical here?

I remember one Adventist told me that if there 
were images in the Old Testament, they were not 
worshipped. To which I said that we, in the high 
sense of the word, worship one God, and we honor 
the cherubim, angels and saints, as well as their 
icons, and it is commanded to honor not only God, 
but also parents (Ex. 20:12), and elders (Lev. 19:32), 
and pious Christians (1 Cor. 16:17-18).

Our Protestant friends would have no reason to be 
embarrassed if they caught the difference between 
the worship that belongs only to God and the vene-
ration that we have for the saints, and we can ex-
press, for example, through kissing their icons. God 
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commanded us to honor our parents, but this does 
not mean that they need to be deified, right? So it is 
with the saints. Reverence is not deification, but an 
expression of love and respect.

Often, interlocutors said: but what has been said 
concerns only cherubim, and you depict not only 
them on icons. Indeed, during the Old Testament, 
except for cherubim, no one could be depicted. The 
Mother of God had not yet been born. Christ has not 
yet incarnated and become visible as a Man (and 
the divine nature is indescribable). And the Old 
Testament righteous, before Christ, were not fully 
perfect either. Therefore, they descended in soul 
into a dark place, into which the Lord descended 
and brought them out from there before His resur-
rection. And after the resurrection of Christ, the 
righteous of the New Testament Church received 
the opportunity to be saints like the cherubim, and 
therefore they can already be portrayed.

In the commandment of God, the prohibition is 
given not to any images in general, but to those that 
are in connection with the words: “Thou shalt have 
no other gods” (Ex. 20:2) prohibits idols. Idols are 
images of false gods. Icons are not idols because 
they do not depict any «other gods».
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As the Fathers of the Seventh Ecumenical Council 
pointed out, the honor given to the image goes back 
to the prototype. That is, when praying in front of an 
icon, we are not praying to the icon, but to the one 
depicted on the icon. So is a person who is far from 
his relatives, if in a moment of longing he kisses a 
photograph of his mother or wife, he thereby ex-
presses love not for photographic paper, but for the 
one who is imprinted on it.

Protestants are embarrassed by the fact that we 
bow before the icons, kiss them - but there is no 
deification in this. We Orthodox bow and bow to 
each other, and the apostle calls on all Christians: 
“Greet one another with a holy kiss” (1 Corinthians 
16:20). So this expression of love, conveyed through 
the icon, is not something bad. Icons help us to pray, 
as well as to fulfill the commandment “Remember 
your leaders” (Heb. 13:7).

Often Protestants, rejecting icons, refer to the 
words that God must be “worshipped in spirit and 
in truth” (John 4:24). But they were said to the 
Samaritan woman against the idea that worship 
should be tied to a specific geographical location, 
and not about the fact that when worshiping God, 
any external forms should be avoided. Protestants 
themselves cannot avoid such forms, when, for 
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example, they hang up a cross in their prayer houses, 
put up a pulpit, and so on. After all, we live among 
forms, of one kind or another. So how is prayer with 
a look fixed on an empty wall or in the darkness of 
closed eyes more spiritual than prayer with a look at 
the cross or the image of Christ?

About the baptism of children. 
another very popular question for the Orthodox 

among Protestants is the baptism of children. At 
the same time, Protestants often emphasize that 
Scripture speaks of the baptism of those who heard 
the sermon, but babies, they say, cannot hear.

In fact, babies can listen. Many studies have shown 
that even in the mother’s belly, the baby reacts diffe-
rently to what kind of music they include.

And, although the intellect of infants is not as de-
veloped as that of adults, but in spiritual matters 
they are also able to hear. Suffice it to recall how in 
the 1st chapter of the Gospel of Luke it is described 
that St. John the Baptist, while still in the womb, was 
able to hear and respond joyfully to the greeting of 
the Mother of God.

Moreover, there are examples in the history of 
the Church when small children became conscious 
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martyrs for Christ. For example, the three-year-old 
Kirik, the son of St. Julitta, was killed during the 
time of pagan persecution. Another three-year-old 
boy is known from among the 72 holy martyrs in 
Yuryev Livonsky who suffered in 1472. The Holy 
Martyr John of China, eight years old, consciously 
withstood torture for Christ from the Yihetuan in 
1900. There are many examples. If children at the 
age of three can confess Christ and become martyrs 
for Him, then why can’t they be baptized?

Protestants, by not baptizing their children at 
either eight or three years old, are they not violating 
the words of Christ: “Let the children go and do not 
prevent them from coming to Me” (Matt. 19:14)? 
They do not let children come to Christ, as if child-
hood is an age at which a person should be a stran-
ger to Christ. But is it so? The Apostle writes that all 
those who were baptized “put on Christ” (Gal. 3:27), 
so why deprive children of the opportunity to put 
on Christ? If Christ performed a miracle on the pa-
ralytic according to the faith of those who brought 
him, then why can’t He perform the miracle of bap-
tism on a child according to the faith of those who 
brought him?

Christians have been baptizing children since an-
cient times. According to the apostle Paul, baptism 
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replaced circumcision (see Col. 2:11–14), and cir-
cumcision was performed on infants. An ancient 
author from the beginning of the 3rd century testi-
fies that “the Church received the tradition from the 
apostles to teach baptism to infants”3.

Scripture and Tradition.
In the previous paragraph, we mentioned the 

term «tradition», and this is also an important point 
of our difference. As you know, one of the key prin-
ciples of Protestantism is “only Scripture” (Sola 
Scriptura). It means that they recognize authority 
only for the Bible, and they reject the Holy Tradition 
of the Church.

However, this principle is very vulnerable to criti-
cism. First, he himself is not supported by Scripture. 
Agree, it is strange to say that we can only accept 
what is directly written in the Bible, while referring 
to a principle that itself is not found anywhere in the 
Bible?

Secondly, this principle is not only not found 
in the Bible, but also directly contradicts what is 
found in the Bible. After all, there is indicated the 
need to adhere to the Tradition that comes from the 

3	 Origen. Interpretation on the last to the Romans, B, 6.
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apostles: “stand and hold the traditions that you 
have been taught either by word or by our epist-
le” (2 Thess. 2:15), writes the Apostle Paul. Explain 
how Protestants fulfill this commandment? How do 
they keep the tradition that the apostles transmitted 
orally? But for the most part, it was the apostles 
who taught orally. Only a few of them left messages, 
which are not so many. But all the apostles taught 
orally for decades. Was it really all supposed to “go 
into the sand” and does not matter? The Apostle 
Paul did not think so when he wrote: “I praise you, 
brethren, that you remember all of mine and keep 
the traditions as I handed them down to you” (1 
Corinthians 11:2).

Three hundred years after these words, St. Basil 
the Great said: “Of the dogmas and sermons pre-
served in the Church, some we have from written 
instruction, and some we have received from the 
apostolic tradition, by succession in the myste-
ry ... And no one will argue with this, even a little 
knowledgeable.» Further, he gives examples of what 
was orally received by Christians from the apostles: 
make the sign of the cross, pray standing up and face 
east, pronounce certain words during the service of 
the Eucharist, bless water and oil, baptize with a 
triple immersion, call on the baptized to renounce 
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Satan before baptism, and much more, including 
dogmatic teaching.

All this Orthodox Christians have preserved to 
this day. Protestants, on the other hand, initial-
ly fought against the distorted Catholic tradition, 
however, seeing no way to cleanse the apostolic 
tradition of Catholic distortions, they decided to 
completely abandon the Tradition, deciding that 
Scripture would be enough.

But the Protestant idea that the Bible explains 
itself contradicts the words of the Apostle Peter, 
who writes: “Count the long-suffering of our Lord 
as salvation, just as our beloved brother Paul, accor-
ding to the wisdom given to him, wrote to you, as 
he says about this and in all epistles, in which there 
is something unintelligible, which the ignorant and 
unestablished, to their own destruction, turn, like 
the rest of the Scriptures ”(2 Pet. 3: 15-16). That is, 
the Bible is not sufficient to explain itself, it can be 
misunderstood, to your own destruction.

In another place, the same apostle Peter testifies 
that “no prophecy in Scripture can be resolved by 
itself, for prophecy was never uttered by the will of 
man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved 
by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pet. 1:20–21). ). Accordingly, 
only the holy fathers, moved by the same Holy 
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Spirit, can reveal to man the true understanding of 
the Word of God.

But before discussing the interpretation of the 
Bible, it is worth talking about the Bible itself. And 
here our Protestant friends are in for something 
new. One gets the impression that many of them are 
convinced that the apostles already had the whole 
Bible as books in a black cover and distributed co-
pies of it to the faithful.

In fact, during the time of the Apostolic Church, 
the Bible as a unity of the books of the Old and New 
Testaments did not exist. The writings of the apost-
les known to us were created gradually, and spread 
through the communities even more slowly. And 
along with their texts, there were many other texts 
that were also called gospels, epistles, etc.

So who determined that the Gospel of Mark is 
true Scripture and the Gospel of Thomas is not? 
That the Apocalypse of John is part of Scripture, but 
the Apocalypse of Peter is not? Who determined 
that these 27 books make up the New Testament? 
In short: who and when compiled the Bible that 
Protestants use today?

At the Council of Laodicea in 364, a canon was 
adopted, in which there was no Apocalypse. And the 
canon of the New Testament, as it is used now, was 
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first adopted at the Council of Carthage in 397. This 
is a historical fact, and there is no evidence that the 
canon of the New Testament, as the Protestants ac-
cept it, was adopted in the first or second century.

It turns out that the Bible was compiled by the 
Church, which even then called itself Orthodox (the 
term ορθοδοξί�α was used by the authors of the 4th 
century and has been recorded in official church do-
cuments since the 5th century). And in this Church, 
at the same time when its bishops determined the 
canon of the Bible at councils, there was already 
icon veneration, and prayers to the Theotokos and 
saints, and infant baptism, prayers for the dead, and 
so on. It is a fact.

In order not to be unfounded, I will give a few 
confirmations.

On the baptism of infants: “From the baptism and 
the grace of God ... we must not eliminate anyone. 
This must be observed in relation to everyone, and 
especially to newborn babies, who deserve our pri-
mary participation and God’s mercy ”(St. Cyprian of 
Carthage. Letter to Fidus, middle of the 3rd century).

On the veneration of holy relics and the days of re-
membrance of saints: in the middle of the 2nd centu-
ry, the Christians of the city of Smyrna, in their mes-
sage about the martyrdom of their bishop Polycarp, 
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wrote: “The centurion ... put the body (Polycarp) 
in the fire ... and burned it. And we then gathered 
up his bones, a treasure more precious than cost-
ly stones and purer than gold, and laid them where 
they should. There, as soon as possible, we will be-
gin to gather with fun and joy, and the Lord deigns 
to celebrate the day of his martyr’s birth ”(Eusebius, 
Church History, IV.15).

On prayers to the saints: Papyrus No. 470 from 
the library of J. Reiland contains a prayer that is still 
used during Orthodox worship: “We run under Your 
mercy, Virgin Mary, do not despise our prayers in 
sorrows, but deliver us from troubles, one pure and 
blessed «. The papyrus dates from the year 250.

About prayers for the dead: on the tombstone of 
St. Averky, Bishop of Hierapolis, it is written: «Let 
everyone of one mind pray for Averky.» The inscrip-
tion dates from the second half of the 2nd century.

As for icons, iconographic images were found in 
the earliest Christian church in the ancient Syrian 
city of Dura-Europos. In particular, images of Christ, 
the Apostle Peter, Adam and Eve, a number of sce-
nes from the Old and New Testaments. These pain-
tings date back to 232 A.D. Roman Christians also 
had icons (religious images) - in the catacombs of 
Rome, images of Christ, as well as Old Testament 
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and New Testament saints, created in the 3rd cen-
tury were found; The image of the Mother of God 
with the Child in the scene of the «Adoration of the 
Magi», preserved on one of the Christian sarcopha-
gi, also dates from the same century.

So, we are faced with a dilemma: if we believe 
the Bible that this book is inspired by God, then we 
should recognize the true Church that compiled the 
Bible. And if we believe that the Church of that time 
was infected with paganism and erred in so many 
points of doctrine, then how can we be sure that she 
did not err in establishing the canon of Scripture?

Every Protestant who has a Bible at home thereby 
recognizes the decision of the Church as correct and 
trusts it. But in that case, isn’t it logical to seek a cor-
rect understanding of the Bible in the same Church 
that God has entrusted to collect the Bible? After all, 
if this Church did not have a correct understanding 
of the Bible, how could she collect it correctly?

To quote Joseph Gleason: “I studied the canon of 
the Holy Scriptures and, being an Anglican, I began 
to have great doubts ...

Where is the doctrine of the canon of Scripture 
found in the Bible? Where does the Bible say that 
the book of the prophet Baruch is not inspired by 
God, but the book of Esther is? The nine books of 
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the Old Testament are not quoted anywhere in the 
New Testament. And all these nine books are in-
cluded in the Protestant Bible... I realized that even 
the Protestants themselves do not believe in sola 
scriptura. Usually they say yes, they believe, but if 
you ask them: “How do you know that Scripture 
includes 66 books? How do you know what is 
Scripture and what is not?” they will not be able 
to give you confirmation from Scripture. They are 
always forced to resort to their Protestant tradi-
tion. So in the end I understood: I am not opposing 
Tradition to Scripture. I contrast the Protestant tra-
dition with the more ancient Orthodox one.

Another former Protestant, John Whiteford, 
makes serious claims about the very principle of 
sola scriptura. In his opinion, honest “Protestants 
should ask themselves: if Protestantism and its fun-
damental doctrine of the Holy Scriptures are plea-
sing to God, then why did this lead to the formation 
of more than twenty thousand different directions 
that could not collide among themselves about what 
are the main ideas arising from from Scripture, and 
what does it mean to be a Christian? As the Lord 
said: “Every good tree bears good fruit, but a bad 
tree bears bad fruit” (Matthew 7:17). If we judge the 
correctness of the principle that the Holy Scripture 
is the only source of Christian doctrine by its fruits, 
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then we will have no choice but to come to the 
conclusion that this «tree» should be cut down and 
thrown into the fire (Matt. 7: 19).

... To confirm this principle, the words are usual-
ly quoted: “from childhood you know the sacred 
scriptures, which can make you wise ... All Scripture 
is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for 
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteous-
ness” (2 Tim. 3: 15–17).

However, what does the apostle Paul mean when 
he talks about the scriptures that Timothy knew 
from childhood? This is definitely not the New 
Testament, because when Timothy was a child, the 
New Testament had not yet been written. Obviously, 
here the apostle Paul has in mind the Old Testament. 
Thus, if this passage is used to establish the boun-
daries of divinely inspired authority, then not only 
Tradition, but the entire New Testament must be 
excluded 4... 

That is, all this was in the Church long before the 
era of Constantine the Great, and certainly it was by 
the end of the 4th century, when the bishops of the 
same Church approved the canon of the Bible.

4	 In addition, the apostles themselves resorted to ex-
tra-biblical tradition, such as in 2 Tim 3:8 and Jude. 1:9.
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Protestants often claim that they simply «believe 
in the Bible.» However, a closer look at their hand-
ling of the Bible raises a number of questions. For 
example, why do Protestants write so many books 
about their doctrine and Christian life in general, 
if, indeed, all they need is the Bible? And if it is 
self-sufficient, then why does reading the Bible not 
lead to an unambiguous result, that is, why do not 
all Protestants believe in the same thing? Why do 
they distribute their treatises and other materials? 
Why are they preaching at all? Why not just read the 
Bible to people?

The answer is that the Bible, taken by itself, can-
not be fully understood. And in fact every Protestant 
denomination has its own tradition, although they 
do not call it by that name. Therefore, the question is 
not whether we believe only in the Bible or use tra-
dition as well, but which tradition we use to inter-
pret the Bible. The ancient apostolic tradition of the 
Orthodox Church or the tradition of this Protestant 
church that has no deep roots»5.

Saturday or Sunday?

5	 John Whiteford, Sola Scriptura : An Orthodox Analysis 
of the Cornerstone of Reformation Theology
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Having talked about the main differences between 
us, it is now worth highlighting a couple of private 
issues.

The question of whether it is necessary for 
Christians to observe the Sabbath is not a concern 
for all Protestants, but is a key one for Seventh-day 
Adventists, Sabbath Baptists, and some other cur-
rents that hold the same views.

I remember talking to an Adventist pastor one 
day and hearing a lot of fantastic stories from him. 
For example, that for the first three centuries of its 
history, the ancient Church kept the Sabbath, until 
in the 4th century Emperor Constantine moved the 
day of rest and prayer meetings to Sunday, and thus 
the commandment on the Sabbath began to be vio-
lated. After that, the Eastern Church allegedly still 
kept the Sabbath, while the Roman one no longer, 
and this allegedly was one of the reasons for the 
schism in 1054, and subsequently the Orthodox 
Church also lost the keeping of the Sabbath.

The pastor spoke quite seriously and very confi-
dently, while it is clear to anyone familiar with 
church history that all this from beginning to end is 
not true, it is just myths.

I told the pastor that he was misinformed, since 
Christians began to gather on Sunday for prayer, 
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breaking bread (i.e., the Eucharist) and preaching 
already in apostolic times (Acts 20: 7), and on the 
same day they gave donations ( 1 Corinthians 16:2). 
The sources of the end of the 1st and beginning of 
the 2nd centuries also testify to the gathering of 
Christians on Sunday, such as the Didache, the let-
ters of St. Ignatius the God-bearer and the message 
of Barnabas.

Further, I recalled that the Apostolic Council 
did not order converts from the Gentiles to keep 
the Sabbath (Acts 15:20), and that the Apostle 
Paul warned believers against observing the Old 
Testament rules, including the Sabbath: “Let no one 
therefore condemn you for eating or drinking, or for 
some feast, or new moon, or Sabbath” (Col. 2:16). 
An assistant Adventist pastor, who also participated 
in our conversation, said that every tenth day of the 
seventh month was also called the Sabbath (Lev. 
weekly Saturdays. However, this interpretation is a 
violation of the text, since the apostle did not write 
«an annual Sabbath», but simply «Sabbath». From 
the text of Scripture itself, my interlocutor had no 
way of confirming his interpretation.

In general, the logic of reasoning among 
Adventists is simple: behold, it is said that it is ne-
cessary to honor the Sabbath day, and this is one of 
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the ten commandments written in Deuteronomy. If 
you say that this commandment was canceled by 
God, or its execution was postponed to the next day 
(Sunday), then show where exactly God says this. 
And if you can’t show it, it means that you yourself 
invented everything and violate the commandment 
of God.

Adventists do not take into account only one thing 
- this logic arose in the framework of their polemics 
with Catholics. And we are not Catholics. There is 
no official teaching in the Orthodox Church that 
Saturday has been canceled and moved to Sunday. 
The Sabbath day is still honored in Orthodoxy in 
that there is no strict fast on it, a liturgy is perfor-
med on it, the cycle of the liturgical week ends on it, 
and in all Orthodox countries it is also a non-wor-
king day, like Sunday. But Christ freed us from the 
old understanding of the Sabbath, which was among 
the Jews, who said: “This Man is not of God, because 
he does not keep the Sabbath” (John 9:16). Christ 
explained that “the Sabbath is for man, and not 
man for the Sabbath” (Mark 2:27) and that one can 
“do good on the Sabbath” (Mark 3:4). And not only 
good, but even necessary household chores, like the 
apostles who plucked and ground the ears of corn, 
and Christ defended them from reproaches for vio-
lating the Sabbath (Matt. 12:1-5).
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It is surprising to hear from people who call 
themselves Christians almost the same reproaches 
for violating the Sabbath that sounded from the lips 
of the Pharisees against Christ and the apostles.

As for Sunday, it became the day of prayer mee-
tings of Christians because on this day the greatest 
event in history took place - the Resurrection of 
Christ. The apostle said, “If Christ is not risen, then 
your faith is in vain” (1 Corinthians 15:17). Sunday 
does not cancel, but surpasses Saturday as much as 
what Christ gave us surpasses what Moses gave. We 
Orthodox do not reject Saturdays, but we say that 
Christ gave us much more through His death and 
resurrection, and His memorial day is more glo-
rious than the Old Testament Saturday. Can’t God 
give something new, and didn’t He give it in the New 
Testament? When the sun rises, it does not cancel 
out the stars, but they cease to be visible in its light.

Where is the real gift of 
tongues?

If in the previous chapter we dealt with a very im-
portant issue for Adventists, now it is worth saying 
a few words about an issue that is very important 
for Pentecostals and charismatics. Just as Adventists 
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are convinced that they alone keep the Sabbath 
commandment, Pentecostals and Charismatics are 
convinced that only they have the «gift of tongues» 
described in the New Testament.

But do they really have the gift of tongues, and do 
the Orthodox really not?

We all know well how the gift of tongues is descri-
bed in the New Testament. “And there appeared [to 
the apostles] tongues as if of fire, and rested one on 
each of them. And they were all filled with the Holy 
Spirit, and began to speak with other tongues... And 
in Jerusalem there were Jews... from every nation un-
der heaven. When this noise was made, the people 
gathered and were confused, for everyone heard 
them speaking in his own language. And they were 
all amazed, saying among themselves, Are not these 
who speak all Galileans? How do we hear each of 
his own dialect in which he was born. Parthians, and 
Medes, and inhabitants of Mesopotamia, Egypt, and 
parts of Libya... and those who came from Rome... 
Cretans and Arabians, do we hear them speaking in 
our tongues about the great things of God?» (Acts 
2:3-11).

At the same time, what Pentecostals and charis-
matics call the «gift of tongues» is well known - the 
pronunciation of a mixture of different syllables and 
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sounds that are incomprehensible neither to those 
present nor to the speaker himself. This wave was 
launched at the beginning of the 20th century by 
William Seymour in Los Angeles. During the pronun-
ciation of the glossolalia, a person often experiences 
an uplifted feeling, and for most Pentecostals this is 
a kind of sign of the direct action of the Holy Spirit 
in them.

This phenomenon became popular, so that the 
Pentecostal and Charismatic movement spread wi-
dely. However, this practice raises a number of ques-
tions. Namely:

1. Although not everyone had the gift of ton-
gues even in New Testament times, as follows 
from the words of the apostle Paul (1 Cor. 12:10), 
Pentecostals strive to ensure that every member of 
their community practices what they call the «gift 
of tongues.» Accordingly, when the apostle says 
that the Holy Spirit only gives the gift of tongues to 
others, Pentecostals teach that in their communities 
He gives it to absolutely everyone.

2. Their glossolalia is fundamentally different 
from what is described in the second chapter of the 
book of Acts. Because the apostles spoke real lan-
guages and they were understood by people from 
other nations. For some reason, foreign preachers 
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of Pentecostal communities, when they come to 
Russia, take translators. If they had the gift that the 
apostles had, then they would speak Russian wit-
hout prior study, thanks to the «gift of tongues.» But 
that doesn’t happen.

3. Pentecostals sometimes claim that they speak 
«angelic tongues», which is why no one understands 
them. However, any language is a means of commu-
nication, it is needed to transmit information and for 
this it must have a certain structure. The presence 
of this structure is easy to determine even without 
knowing the language. Pentecostal glossolalia has 
been written down, transcribed and studied many 
times by linguists. The verdict was disappointing: 
what they said had no structure of language at all.

4. Many Pentecostals who have fallen into serious 
sins, such as drug addiction, fornication, etc., conti-
nue to «speak in tongues» as before. Where is the 
Holy Spirit here? Is it really His gift then?

5. A phenomenon similar to Pentecostal glosso-
lalia is found in non-Christian religions and in sha-
manic practices. “F.D. Goodman has been involved 
in in-depth research on glossolalia. She reports 
that glossolalia is observed among «Eskimos, Sami, 
Chukchi, Ostyaks and Evenks, who in their rituals use 
a secret language, which is a mixture of meaningless 
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syllables.» There are many examples of glossolalia 
on all continents within national religions... L.K. May 
notes that glossolalia in non-Christian religions is 
found in «Malaysia, Indonesia, Siberia, China, Japan, 
Korea, Burma, and elsewhere.»6 It is also actively 
present in African tribal religions.

Thus, the Pentecostal glossolalia is not the gift of 
tongues that the apostles had, it is not the gift of the 
Holy Spirit, it is not a gift at all, and it is not tongues 
at all.

At the same time, in Orthodoxy the real gift of 
tongues, as was the case with the apostles, has 
been preserved, although it manifests itself very 
rarely. For example, in the 20th century, the Monk 
Paisius the Holy Mountaineer had this gift. It is 
known about the case when he spoke French with 
the French. And two more when he spoke in English 
to pilgrims from English-speaking countries. In all 
cases there was no interpreter, but people needed to 
speak, and the Holy Spirit gave the elder the gift to 
speak their language perfectly, although he himself 
spoke only Greek and never taught other languages. 
And in the 19th century, the same gift of tongues 

6	 Gerhard F. Hasel. Speaking in Tongues : Biblical 
Speaking in Tongues and Contemporary Glossolalia
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was noted by eyewitnesses of another Athos asce-
tic, Schemamonk Martinian. “Being a Greek, he did 
not know the Russian language, but he often de-
nounced us Russians and gave soulful instructions. 
Sometimes he spoke Russian in such a way that a 
Russian would not say that, and then again he did 
not understand anything in Russian, so we were 
very surprised”77.

Tell me, isn’t this much more similar to what is 
described in the Acts of the Holy Apostles (Acts 2:3–
11) than the Pentecostal glossolalia?

 * * *

Of course, one pamphlet like ours does not provide 
all the answers, but even in it, I think, our Protestant 
friends will find food for thought. And if one of them 
is ready to learn more, then they may turn to the 
book «Orthodoxy - Protestantism» by Fr. Vyacheslav 
Rubsky and “Why I Can’t Remain a Baptist” by Fr. 
Sergei Kobzar. Provided on the Internet.

I sincerely wish all sincere Protestants God’s help 
on the path to the truth.

7	 Hiéromoine Antoine (Svyatorets), Hagiographies des 
ascètes athonites de la piété du XIXe siècle, Monastère de la 
Sainte Trinité, Jordanville, 1988.
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