
Written Interview with the Quebecois Le Harfang Newspaper
Published in the Volume 3, Number 5 (June 2015)

Edition

Please could you introduce yourself and explain how you came to be an Orthodox priest
and creator of the Orthodox Nationalist?

I was a Platonist before I became a Christian. Very early on I rejected the doctrine of 
materialism that was so cavalierly taught at universities as if it was established fact. I realized
that such doctrines are ideological, not scientific. I grew up in a secular household. I also 
grew up in the funeral business, and so I was surrounded by death and grief from birth. This 
sort of thing always forces the most inconvenient questions. 

Working for my father, I drove the hearse. This is normally where the clergy rode. The
only problem is that I asked them too many questions, and realized very quickly that, with 
few exceptions, they were incompetent. Numerous priests and ministers requested that I not 
drive the hearse with them in it. This began my struggle with modernity: from modern 
capitalism to Platonism to Catholicism to Orthodoxy. It was an ordered progression. I 
realized as I grew older that the changes at Vatican II were nothing new, and were easily as 
radical as the Gregorian reforms that drove east and west apart. I had initially been a part of 
the Society of St. Pius X, but could not reconcile their heroic resistance to Vatican II with 
their acceptance of equally radical changes a millennium prior. I was driven to Orthodoxy 
with the force of logic, and I paid for it with lost friends and an alienated family.

How would you define Orthodox Nationalism?

Nationalism does not imply the conception of ethnic superiority. It implies the simple 
concept that in order to be rational and legitimate, law must come from below. It must come 
from the people. But “people” are no abstraction: they are historically constituted by 
language and tradition, and this, in turn, derives from their topography and historical 
experiences such as colonialism, genocide and other traumatic events. I've called the 
development of ethnic tradition as “structures of survival,” that is, the mechanisms that 
people have developed to cope with difficult situations such as war or famine. The commune 
in Russia, armed resistance in Ireland, Cossacks in Ukraine all derive from trauma and 
struggle, and these have been ways where the tradition has been preserved under the worst 
possible circumstances.

Orthodoxy is organized along ethnic lines. This is an organization of convenience, 
since the church in the east usually focused on the vernacular, the language of the people. 
Nationalism in this context asserts that there is one truth, both dogmatic and canonical. Yet, 
this one truth manifests itself in different ways with different people at different times. These 
traditions are sacred and should be maintained. There is no such thing as “generic” 
Orthodoxy. This is a product of nominalism, modernity and alienation. 

Could you explain the Orthodox concept of Symphony?
The doctrine of the “symphony of powers” implies that there is one Christian society 

that is ruled by two powers: the monarch and the church. Yet, even this is subject to endless 
misunderstanding. The monarchy is NOT the state. The state is NOT the government. Anglo-

American political theory has confused the three things. The monarchy, traditionally, 



was an icon of religious authority. He did not rule in the modern sense of control: medieval 
political thought and law was the abbreviation of local customs. 

A bureaucracy is the “government,” and has legitimacy only to the extent that is 
serves the customary life of the people. In Russia for example, the St. Petersburg bureaucracy
had no relation to the common population, something endlessly mocked by Gogol, 
Dostoevsky and Ivanov. 

The state is another matter and, especially in Germany, refers to the character of the 
people: the collective nature of language and custom that exists prior to the development of 
any government. Hence, state, government and monarchy are three things, the monarch 
exemplifies the state, and is meant to control the government. Nicholas I of Russia was 
frustrated that the bureaucracy continually stymied his directives and hence, he created his 
own organization, a sort of privy council answerable only to him. 

More to the point, the symphony is the unity of the Christian people under the 
monarchy, but the monarchy as described above. In the west, the symphony was abandoned 
with both the rise of feudalism and the Gregorian reforms. The church was a sealed-off 
corporation that functioned within secular society. For the east, nothing was secular. Christ 
came to save the whole man, and that includes culture, the state and the economy. 

More specifically, a formulation of this view can be found in the Soglav Sobor of 
1551 (cf. Question 62). The “Kingdom” here is the heavenly one, which must at the same 
time be manifest in the limited world of space-time. There is a marriage of this dualism in the
human body (body and soul), as well as in the world (crown-church). 

Christ is dual in nature, both human and divine, united in one person, but never at the 
expense of the natures. Human and divine natures remain free, and, in Christ, they cooperate 
perfectly. This is the archetype of church-state relations in the middle ages. They are two 
valuable means of approaching the same goal: the activity of the body and the work of the 
soul. Since man is dual, the two must be given equal weight. Modernity, however, has 
multiplied the needs of the body to unreasonableness and denied the soul altogether. 
Mechanism cannot have a soul.

The St. Petersburg period in Russian history was the violation of the above. The 
changes of Patriarch Nikon were needed for the state to grow at the expense of the church, 
and, as always, when this unnatural separation is affected, the church suffers and becomes a 
non-entity. The church outside of the state is usually in a state of chaos.

Do you believe in the restoration of the Orthodox Tsar?
Many of the greatest Russian saints predicted this. Laurence of Chernigov and 

Seraphim of Sarov, just to name two. I believe in the restoration of monarchy in the way 
described above. It functions within the national culture, not above it. If it is to rule more than
one ethnic group, then it is to be a federal structure with maximum autonomy for its 
component parts. Liberal democracy is extremely unpopular in Russia. It is associated with 
bandit capitalism and the oligarchical stripping of the economy. 

Old Russia was based around local autonomy, with all elective institutions, including 
the judiciary. The tsar did not rule absolutely, as it had not the capacity to extend its power in 
such a way. Russian society was based on elective institutions at the communal and volost (or
county) level, and after 1861, the zemstvo, or the local government that was in charge of most
social services, and was structured into two houses, an upper and a lower, for the noble and 
common, respectively. In many cases, the Russian tsar was elected by the boyar Duma or 
other bodies. This was the case with Yaroslav the Wise, Ivan IV (who was begged to rule), 
Boris Gudenov, Michael Romanov, Peter I,  Anna Leopoldovna, Elizabeth, and, at least 



negatively, Catherine II (since Peter III was so loathed by the population). The Roman, 
Byzantine and Russian idea had no strict policy of succession, though Emperor Paul insisted 
on hereditary right after the reign of his mother, Catherine II. 

Do you see any eschatological threat in the current rise of Islam and the call for a
restored Islamic caliphate?

Many Orthodox writers referred to the rise of Islam as the rise of Antichrist himself. 
Islam destroyed the Christian faith throughout its most significant areas: the middle east and 
north Africa. There can be no theological conciliation between the two movements, yet, 
Islam's role against the new world order has been mixed. In some cases, Islam has been a tool
of western dominance, as was the case in Chechnya and Bosnia. In others, it has made war 
upon it. I oppose the spread of Islam, yet, I do not see it as Antichrist per se. 

Does the Orthodox conception of the autocephalous church sit well with the national
anarchist emphasis on regional devolution and decentralization?

It certainly seems that way. The chief governing body is the synod: this is not the 
same as the western term “council” which derives from the Latin “curia” or court. A synod is 
an organic connection of all aspects of the faith to all aspects of society; a true community of 
agreement.  A council is something that is created artificially. The Orthodox synod exists at 
the parish, monastic, diocesan, patriarchal and ecumenical level (that is, the seen ecumenical 
synods of the ancient an early medieval worlds). Bishops do not “rule” the church. They 
merely reflect its tradition and are called to defend it. The bishop functions with a synod 
representing all parts of the diocese. Bishops and parish priests were elected. In Russia, this 
was the case until Peter I stripped the parishes of this ancient right. 

This was corrected to some extent in the writings of the Slavophiles, including A. 
Khomiakov and I. Kireyevsky, both of whom were explicitly national and religious 
anarchists. In fact, in reading these two men, as well as their compatriots K. Aksakov and Y. 
Samarin, I saw the concept of anarchist “authority” supreme over the statist drive for 
“power.” Power and authority are two different things. The Slavophiles rejected the 
government as described above, and accepted only the commune, volost system and boyar 
Duma as the legitimate ruling authority, all elected and all deriving from the peasantry in a 
bottom-up movement. Social bonds are informal and affective. Written law often stresses 
rational cohesion and external arrangement over its inner spirit, which is far more important.

What do you think of the current EU project?
I'm happy to say that it seems to be unraveling. Whether we look at NAFTA or the 

EU, it seems that “free trade” requires massive government bureaucracies and subsidies to 
function.

Can there be an alternative vision of a united Europe more consistent with Orthodoxy?
I've already mentioned this. The concept of the Byzantine Commonwealth: there is 

one order and one law, yet many manifestations of it. Culture is worthwhile to the extent it 
reflects the singular reality of the church, the canons and God himself. Yet, this does not 
imply a papal vision of rule, but rather the diversity of manifestations of the same law. Greek,
Serbian and Russian traditions are very different, yet, they reflect the same canons and 
doctrine. This is healthy. 

What do you see as the historical, cultural, and sociopolitical consequences of the



western churches adoption of the filioque to the historic Christian greed?
There are many ways to approach this. The basic argument is that in claiming that the 

spirit proceeds from the Son and the Father, the unity of the Godhead is stressed over the 
persons. Hence, the church is seen as an abstract unity bound by an equally abstract law. This 
was the position of most of the Slavophiles. 

Another way to approach it is to say that, in holding that the Spirit proceeds from the 
Son, and the pope is the Vicar of Christ, then, naturally, the Spirit proceeds from the pope. I 
find it curious that the liturgical renovations which removed the epiclesis from the 
Eucharistic service (for example) occurred at about the same time as the filioque was 
officially adopted. 

Another way to view it is to say that in imagining this unity of God rather than the 
personhood of God, it led to the creation of a closed, corporate church of the west that was 
distinct from and apart from cultural life, speaking a language completely different from it. 

What is the Orthodox teaching on Usury? What do you think of alternative monetary
reform theories like Social Credit? Do you see any value in Catholic social theory like
Bellocs and Chestertons theory of Distribtionism and the medieval economic model of

Guild Corporatism?

These are really one question. Usury is condemned in Orthodoxy. In the west, St. 
Jerome, Hilary of Poitiers, Ambrose, and pope Leo the Great condemned it out of hand. In the
east, it's the same: Athanasius, Basil the Great, Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, John Chrysostom and Theodoret, just to name a handful. 

In synodal form, usury was condemned at the Council of Carthage in 348, and more 
importantly, at the First Ecumenical Synod in canon 7. Local councils in both east and west 
condemning usury in various forms are too numerous to mention. St. Basil goes so far as to 
say that usurers cannot take holy orders unless they give their money away. 

The Byzantine empire permitted interest on loans. Part of this was because the rate of 
interest stayed quite stable for many centuries. The state also capped the amount of interest 
that could be charged, and justified it in two ways: first, that interest represents the generative
power of the capital being created (that is, the capital will create much more value over time),
and, of course, that it be commensurate with the risk of the lender. Byzantium, however, also 
sought to protect the peasant's right to land and limit the power of the moneyed aristocracy 
that remained a constant threat to the monarchy. In no way, however, is this anywhere near 
the usurious regime that we are forced to live under today. These empires were known for 
maintaining strict royal control over the currency. The late Byzantine empire saw its 
economic position erode as it gave this authority to Venice in exchange for both financial and 
military support. This was Byzantium's death knell.

I have no difficulty with social credit and guild socialism or corporatism. Dostoevsky 
called himself a “Christian socialist” more than once. In Hegel's Philosophy of Right, the 
corporate organization of the economy is treated in detail. Modern, bourgeois capitalism is 
not consistent with Orthodoxy at any level. Solzhenitsyn spent quite a bit of time explaining 
how socialism and capitalism were the same far more than they were different: they both 
were materialist, obsessed with production and technology and thought that happiness came 
through money and its power. They both create a huge state that oversees production. They 
both create a wealthy ruling class. They both tolerate no organized opposition. They reject the
virtues in favor of “efficiency.” They both see man as a cog in a great wheel of production. 
They see man really as a bundle of nerve endings, at root, seeking satisfaction in the latest 
technological inventions or labor saving devices (that never seem to save labor).

There are many varieties of socialism, that of Proudhon or even the Slavophiles, that 



are not materialist and not statist. The socialism of the Ukrainian nationalist Ivan Franko or 
the Serbian anarchist Svetozar Markovic are two other examples. In the west, these names 
remain unknown, as “socialism” is seen as synonymous with Leninism. 

Is there an Orthodox teaching concerning land reform and taxation as regards the
biblical concept of the Jubilee and similar to that advocated by the American social

reformer Henry George?
St. Basil wrote quite a bit on social justice, as did Ambrose. Famously, Basil states in 

his work on this topic:

Those who love their neighbor as themselves possess nothing more than their 
neighbor; yet surely, you seem to have great wealth! How else can this be, but that 
you have preferred your own enjoyment to the comfort of the many? For the more 
you abound in wealth, the more you lack in charity. 

And again:

For in truth it is the height of inhumanity that those who do not have enough even for
basic necessities should be forced to seek a loan in order to survive, while others, not
being satisfied with the return of the principal, should turn the misfortune of the poor
to their own advantage and reap a bountiful profit.  

And elsewhere: “If we all took only what was necessary to satisfy our needs, giving 
the surplus to those who have little, then no one would be rich, no one would be poor, and no 
one would be in need.”

St. Ambrose states: 

How far, O ye rich, do you push your insane desires? Are you the only one who lives 
on the earth? Why do you dispossess your fellow man and claim the natural world all 
for yourselves? The earth was made common for all, so why do you arrogate to 
yourselves the exclusive right to the soil?

I think this sums it up, and in general, this is the basic consensus of the patristic idea. I
find it humorous ow middle class Orthodox love to cite the fathers, with the notable 
exception of these inconvenient passages, often explained away as being “products of their 
times.” There is no connection between capitalism and the bourgeois ethic on the one hand, 
and the church, on the other: they are opposed to one another.

Is Orthodoxy compatible with what is sometimes referred to as Radical Traditionalism?
Yes and no. This kind of traditionalism is quite explicitly Platonist. However, it is also

universal. It normally rejects Christ's unique status and holds all ancient religious to be the 
same at their foundations.  Apart from this, this kind of traditionalism is an effective attack on
the smug assumptions of the university dons and talking heads. Even Seraphim Rose was 
schooled on the work of Guenon before becoming Orthodox. Many of us, in fact, have tread 
the same path: from Plato to some kind of traditionalism to Orthodoxy. It seems that they 
naturally lead to each other, building on each other and, importantly, completing each other. 
Radical traditionalism however, remains incomplete. 

Western elites demonize the current Russian president Vladimir Putin, saying among



other things that he is a dictator. You draw a totally different portrait of him in your
latest book. Why do our elites demonize him so much? Why do they hate him?

Putin's main goal is a multipolar world centered around different civilizational 
structures. He is a nationalist (of a sort) that will fight the American claim to global 
hegemony and ideological leadership. He prevented western capital from totally taking over 
the Russian economy, and he did it while registering impressive GDP growth numbers (and 
this, after the economic freefall of the mid-1990s). 

He has fought US interests in the Middle East and Central Asia. His use of the state in 
as the protector of the oil and gas industry in Russia enraged the world's oil firms who wanted
to monopolize the massive Russian oil fields, and were in regular negotiations with the 
criminal oligarchs to this end. The point is that Putin pursued a nationalist policy and did so 
with high levels of economic growth and needed economic and political restructuring. His 
popularity has been consistently high as a result.

Western nationalist are sympathetic to Putin who seems the only one able and willing to
counterbalance Zionist/American imperialism. But, when talking to Russian

nationalists, they claim to oppose Putin. What can explain this difference of perception?
Putin is not a racialist. He is not a national socialist. He's a politician with a very 

difficult job. He took over a country that was failing in every way; a country that was moving
rapidly to anarchy and 3rd world poverty. I'm really not sure what more Putin can do to fight 
global liberalism. He has fought for Arab self-determination in the Middle East, he's fought 
liberalism at home, he's stood up to the US and NATO, he introduced a flat tax, he brought 
religious education into the public school system, he threw a bunch of corrupt oligarchs in 
prison and exiled others. The list goes on. What more is he expected to do? Putin took a third 
world country and made it first world in about 10 years.

Talking about international politics, Russia seems to wish to play an important role in
the Non aligned movement and more recently we have heard talks about pan-orthodox

nationalism. What is myth and what is truth about this pan-orthodox nationalism?
Russia is the largest Orthodox state in the world. She has a responsibility to protect 

the church's interest anywhere. Since Russia is the main fighter against globalization, the 
Russian church is becoming the religion of resistance. Building an Orthodox coalition makes 
sense – it would be a coalition of states with similar moral and canonical structures. It seems 
as natural as any other “pan” identity out there. The Orthodox church forms a strong 
civilizational and cultural bloc that should cooperate to achieve common goals. It is a natural 
civilizational region sharing much in common. 

The non-aligned movement is nationalist. The hold that the nations and peoples of the 
world deserve self-determination both politically and economically. It seeks a mixed 
economy of private and state ownership, with strong assistance for the poor. Since the NAM 
is mostly in the third world, this is not an idle concept. Russia and Belarus have been strong 
supporters of the NAM idea. Reinforcing and articulating complex identities – religious, 
ethnic, regional – is one of the chief weapons against globalization. The NAM is dedicated to 
this, and the Orthodox church is a part of it. 

About Greece. Russia tried to help strengthen Greek economy, something we never
heard about in our media. What is Putin's view of Greece and the European Union?

When Cyprus was unable to pay its debts in 2011, the EU refused to assist it. The 
President of that country then went to Russia, who disbursed a 2.5 billion Euro package at an 
artificially low interest rate around 4%. Cyprus also went to China for assistance. Russia is 
now in the process of building energy resources on the island. It just so happens that the 



President of Cyprus was educated in Moscow. Off the coast of Cyprus, tons of natural gas has
recently been found. This is a coup for Russia in the region. Turkey is already threatening war
as a result. 

As of 2012, Gazprom is buying up shares in both Greek and Cypriot energy firms. 
Furthermore, it seems that the protesters in Greece (protesting the government's austerity 
measures) are extremely pro-Russian, seeing a Russia-China-Greece-Cyprus alliance as a 
way out of the present mess, which they associate with the bankrupt west. The EU is quite 
worried about the Russian presence in the Mediterranean and its ability to offer a new route 
to the economic independence of the region. 

Because of this, the EU is proving itself bankrupt in more ways than one. The Russia-
China alliance has huge amounts of foreign reserve to assist Greece and Cyprus. Even 
Germany has made separate deals for Russian oil and refining capability apart from EU 
authorization. As the EU fails to assist Greece, she is going elsewhere, helping to recreate the 
alliance system of the globe. Putin is winning this one easily.

Putin has made his views on the Greek crisis clear. He has officially stated that the EU
is the cause of the crisis. It has made Greece dependent. Had the Greek state maintained the 
Drachma, she would have had an easier time. He called the Greek situation another example 
of “the vicious circle of foreign debt” that leads to the destruction of national sovereignty and
creates a condition of unhealthy dependence. Putin's point was that, had the Greek 
government had control over its currency and economy, the crisis could have been averted 
and the present situation of total dependence on outsiders would have been alleviated.1 

While Western nations want to isolate Syria and Iran, Russia continues to have relations
with those countries. If the West waged a war against one of these countries, how would

Russia react?
In August of 2012, the Indian newspaper The Hindu reported on Russia's warning 

about US meddling in Syria. Soon after Putin drew his line in the sand, he had high level 
meetings with the Chinese government concerning their possible collective reaction to US 
involvement in Syria or Iran.  Syrian government officials are regularly visiting Moscow 
during the conflict that is tearing Syria apart. The Russian FSB has officially stated that the 
US and her allies are facilitating the movement of arms to the “rebels” in Syria. Of course, 
this is not exactly a revelation, but it is significant that the highest levels of Russian 
officialdom accuse the US of this in public.  

The Russian chief of staff, Nikolai Makarov said recently that Russia will not be 
removing its military presence from Syria, a presence going back decades. Russia will stand 
firm there.

The Jerusalem Post also reported on collective warnings from both Russia and China 
on any US (or western) action to topple Assad in Syria. The US is behaving irrationally. 
Through neo-conservative, imperialist-style arrogance, the US is helping to strengthen the 
Russia-China alliance.

In June of 2012, Putin met with the president of Iran. He stressed the close alliance 
between the two countries and their possible cooperation in ending the violence in Syria (a 
traditional ally of Iran). Russia fully supports Iran's nuclear power development. Iran and 
Russia are cooperating in exploiting the natural gas and oil in the Caspian Sea region. Iran is 
too, a part of this anti-globalist coalition that is being brought into closer and close 
cooperation due to American arrogance and sense of superiority. 

Putin has repeatedly condemned western intelligence operations in the Middle East 

1 Putin's quotes are in Greek here: http://www.xryshaygh.com/index.php/enimerosi/view/poutin-uper-ethnikou-
nomismatos#.UIvloMXR6Jo)

http://www.xryshaygh.com/index.php/enimerosi/view/poutin-uper-ethnikou-


and North Africa, holding that the “Arab Spring” was orchestrated by western powers. The 
powerful Russian newspaper Nezavizimaya Gazeta of Moscow has reported that Putin has 
sent two Russian infantry divisions, a paratrooper brigade and a special forces unit at Russia's
naval base in Tartus in Syria. The concept is that if international law is violated, Russia will 
take military action to defend its economic assets and citizens in the country. 

In the last few months, Western media have defended the band Pussy Riot who has
occupied an Orthodox church even if they have publicly condemned the occupation of

Poitiers' mosque by a French nationalist group. How do you analyze this double
standard?

Being an Orthodox priest, what was your reaction after the Pussy Riot episode?
I'll treat these two questions as one. “Pussy Riot” is not a band, but a leftist political 

organization. It is the creation of exiled oligarch Boris Berezovsky used to attack both Putin 
and the church. In a recent poll, only about 5% of Russians wanted to see these girls go 
unpunished. Almost 70% wanted them in prison, and a plurality wanted them at hard labor. 

Paul Craig Roberts also has uncovered information that western intelligence is 
backing groups like Pussy Riot in order to humiliate Russia, the church and Putin more 
specifically. Tony Cartalucci, writing in the online journal of Centre for Research on 
Globalization, writes on this topic:

“The real reason why the Western media outlets have been so keen on 
covering the "Pussy Riot" trial has nothing to do with "free speech."

The West, and more specifically, the corporate-financier interests of Wall 
Street and London, see Russia's current government as a barrier to not only 
the return to the unmitigated plundering of the Russian people they had 
enjoyed in the 1990's, but a check and balance inhibiting their hegemonic 
ambitions globally. The West has propped up with money and political 
support the opposition movement from which "Pussy Riot" has emanated.

This latest stunt was designed specifically to breath new life into the 
crumbling, overtly foreign-backed "opposition" that has been attempting to 
divide and undermine both Russia and the government of President Vladamir 
Putin, before, during, and after his return to the presidency. Instead, this latest
stunt does little more than further expose the increasingly visible hypocrisy 
and injustice pervading all parts of Western society.

Finally, "Pussy Riot" are not punk rockers. They are US State Department-
backed instruments of corporate-financier hegemony, used as leverage 
against a Russian government standing in the way of Wall Street and 
London's order of international corporatocracy. The punk culture, ironically 
represents the antithesis of such an international order - ironic indeed that so 
many have superficially defended "Pussy Riot" as targeted "punkers" when 
substantively they are "poseurs."

I agree with this assessment.  Israel Shamir has said similar things about the situation. 
The Russian church has pleaded for “mercy” for these misguided souls, and Putin himself has
asked for light sentences. I could just imagine the global outrage if this was done in a 
synagogue.

Interestingly, during the trial, one of the members of this “band” threatened Russia 



with the “wrath of the United States” if they were convicted.  This is sort of a strange way to 
structure one's defense, it's almost an admission of US complicity in the events there.  

While Russia and the Eastern Bloc suffered from open communism over decades and 
here in America we suffered from the cover neomarxists of the Frankfurt School, 
religion is now flourishing in the East and almost dying in the West. How do you explain
this renewal?

The simple fact is that Russian history was totally distorted and rewritten under the 
communist system. Once that era ended, it was then possible to research into the reality of the
tsarist system. The Orthodox church was an integral and popular element to social life prior 
to 1918, and it is only natural that it should see a revival now that anti-religious legislation is 
long gone. Marxism is materialist – it recognizes only physical reality manipulated by 
technology. That does not satisfy the demands of our souls and minds for the transcendent 
and permanent. Marxism and modern liberalism have that in common, as Solzhenitsyn 
famously quipped. After decades of being forced to worship the state and party, the Russian 
soul is seeking something more substantial. 

According to many Russian and foreign polls, the two most trusted men in Russia are 
Putin and the Patriarch. This is remarkable. 

From a purely spiritual point of view, God is preparing Russia for her task: to be the 
leader of the resistance against the new world order. St. Seraphim of Sarov and Laurence of 
Chernigov made similar claims – Russia will be the bearer of true Christianity at the last 
times. Gogol and Dostoevsky made similar statements. This is her mission. 

We often hear that after USSR collapse, Russia has become corrupted and run by the
mafia and that the majority of the people live in poverty. Is it a realistic portrait of

Russia?
Certainly, under the unfortunate reign of Yeltsin, this was an accurate picture of 

Russia. Most of her economy had been dismantled, her state apparatus falling to pieces. 
Organized crime controlled much of the country. In the early to mid 1990s, the macro-
economy was in serious trouble. Between 1991-1996, the GDP fell by almost 50%. Inflation 
had reached over 2,000%, and the privatization deals led to about 15 major Russia families 
controlling the economy. About 50% of Russians lived under the official poverty line. 
Without this crisis context, nothing Putin did makes any sense.  This is what he had to work 
with. He was thrust into an unenviable position.

Putin's sole purpose was to rebuild the state and produce a solid legal and ethical 
foundation for economic regeneration. He's done that; and he's done that in a relatively short 
time. Coming from the security services, he owes nothing to the big money powers in the 
country. He serves as a check on them, and for that, they hate him. No matter what you might
think of Putin, the World Bank figures on the Russian economic miracle since 2001 are 
impossible to deny. His economic success is the secret of his popularity. Economic growth 
under Putin has, when adjusted for inflation and other factors, has averaged about 7% yearly. 
The poverty rate is now about 13% (from 50% under Yeltsin). Russia continues to grow 
through this present economic mess, despite predictions from the IMF and other agencies. 

Finally, in the West there are many taboos that cannot be discussed under threat of jail
sentences, fines, loss of employment and ostracism. Yet, our media present Russia as an

enslaved nation. What is the current free speech situation in Russia?
Most of the major newspapers in Russia are privately owned. This amounts to about 

8,000 papers (not including magazines). Russia has more journalists than any other country in
the world.  There are a few state owned papers such as Rossiyskaya Gazeta and agencies such



as ITAR-TASS and RIA Novosti. The thousands of other newspapers in Russia are privately 
owned and often quite anti-Putin. The top Russian paper is Argumenty i Fakty, owned by 
Promsvyazbank. My view is that the small state presence in the Russian press is to check the 
oligarchic control over the bulk of Russian papers. It seems that “freedom of the press” in the 
west is merely the freedom of the billionaires to manipulate public opinion.

There is far greater diversity in the Russian press than in the American. There are 
more ideological distinctions in the Russian press than the neo-con/neo-lib divide in America 
(which apparently, are the only two socially acceptable ideologies in the US).  I want to stress
that “privately owned” usually means controlled by a large corporation or an oligarchical 
clan. Izvestia is owned by Gazprom; Komsomolskaya Pravda is owned by oligarch Vladimir 
Potanin, and Trud is owned by Promsvyazbank. How are they any more or less likely to tell 
the truth than a state owned paper?

Both private and state ownership imply a tight control over the news and how it is 
interpreted. Few realize that the large paper Novaya Gazeta is owned by Mikhail Gorbachev 
and is extremely critical of present Russian policy. Many of its stories have turned out to be 
fabrications (especially the embezzlement story of Sergei Kirienko) and this has led to a 
successful libel suit. Other libel suits from false stories followed (costing the paper a fortune),
making this news outlet highly suspect and underscoring the irresponsibility of the oligarchs 
in their control over the news.

The radio station Echo of Moscow, extremely liberal and anti-Putin, is owned by 
Gazprom Media (with ties to the state no less!). This is apparently identical with 
“independent radio.” It's Orwellian. Radio Russia is owned by the state, but the powerful 
“Voice of America” is owned by George Soros (formerly owned by the CIA). Other oligarchs
who control the “independent press” are Alisher Usmanov and Alexander Lebedev. Dozens of
others, especially at the local level and much less well known, could be cited. Yet, this is 
called the “independent press” in the west. 

What difference does it make who controls the press? The state might tell its lies, the 
corporate world might indulge in its fantasies. They both might report the truth as well. They 
both have an agenda. Control is control. The big difference is that private sector control is 
often harder to monitor than state control. Private sector control is often diffuse, with major 
stockholders generally hidden from public view. The state is easy to pinpoint, but dozens of 
major stockholders might be less so.  If corporations have the ostensible right to control the 
press, why not the state? Is a “free press” only for billionaires?

It seems to me that the diversity in the Russian press is an asset, not a problem. Many 
of the privately owned papers in Russia, too, are owned by foreigners. The Washington Post 
is heavily invested in the liberal Russian press. The extremely liberal Moscow Times and St. 
Petersburg Times are both owned by the Finnish Sanoma Corporation. It should be noted that
this corporation has also bought out the Dutch firm “Independent Media,” that controls many 
publications in Russia, including Russian language editions of Cosmopolitan and Good 
Housekeeping. God help them. Western television is beamed into Russia on a regular basis. 

Western weeklies have Russian editions that are freely sold.  Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 
another extremely liberal, anti-Putin paper, is controlled by the Boris Bereovsky media 
conglomerate and his allies. The fact is that a free press is one that is genuinely popular, not 
oligarchic or statist. The second best situation is to have many papers with different agendas, 
so one can compare and contrast. In that respect, Russia is superior to the US, whose 
presstitutes seem obsessed with ideological uniformity. 

Recently, the Russian government added a mandatory course of "Secular Ethics". Such
a course has been mandatory from the 1st grade up to college in Quebec. Could you tell
us a bit about the course; mainly its origins and its content? Is there a resistance from



the people to this course? 
This course was introduced in 2010. It's called “Fundamentals of Religious Cultures 

and Secular Ethics.” It's for fourth and fifth grade students. It permits children to choose from
Russia's official religions, mainly Orthodoxy, Islam, Buddhism and Judaism. But this is only 
after Russia herself is taken as the focus, which is mandatory for all. It also has a component 
that deals with comparative world religion and ethics from a secular point of view, which is 
also mandatory. Hence, the course has three components: Russia (mandatory), one important 
religion in Russia (elective), and world religions (mandatory).

This has come after several attempts of the Russian church and state to have an 
“Orthodox Civilization” course as mandatory in Russian schools. Predictably, liberals from 
around the world howled in protest: liberalism and secularism alone should be taught in 
schools. This is about power – which ideology will win, either the Orthodox, or the liberal. 
They are opposites and hence, one has to displace the other. 

Russia is an Orthodox country with 1,000 years behind it. It has shaped the very soul 
of Russia and yet, according to liberals, it has no place in the school system. This is 
tantamount to saying that you can grasp Russia without grasping Orthodoxy, or that you can 
understand Tibet without understanding Buddhism. Russian Orthodoxy has guided Russian 
society for centuries before the persecution of the Marxists. Leaving it out of the school 
curriculum is absurd and is the consequence of a western, artificial liberal ideology. Of course
the fact is that a strong, Orthodox Russia would be a thorn in the side of global liberalism – 
that's what this is about. 

The Russian Orthodox “Social Concept,” published in 2000, has several things to say 
about this:

“The religio-ideological neutrality of the state does not contradict the 
Christian idea of the Church’s calling in society. The Church, however, 
should point out to the state that it is inadmissible to propagate such 
convictions or actions which may result in total control over a person’s life, 
convictions and relations with other people, as well as erosion in personal, 
family or public morality, insult of religious feelings, damage to the cultural 
and spiritual identity of the people and threats to the sacred gift of life. In 
implementing her social, charitable, educational and other socially 
significant projects, the Church may rely on the support and assistance of the
state. She also has the right to expect that state, in building its relations with 
religious bodies, will take into account the number of their followers and the
place the occupy in forming the historical, cultural and spiritual image of the
people and their civic stand” (sec III)

and elsewhere, in the same document, we read:

Prominence should be given to social sciences which by their nature are 
inevitably linked with theology, church history and canon law. While 
welcoming the works of secular scientists in this area and recognizing the 
importance of humanitarian studies, the Church does not consider the rational 
picture of the world, sometimes formed by these studies, to be complete and 
comprehensive. The religious worldview cannot be rejected as a source of the 
ideas of truth and the understanding of history, ethics and many other 
humanitarian sciences which have the reason and right to be present in the 
system of secular education and formation and in the building of social life. It 
is only the combination of spiritual experience and scientific knowledge that 



ensures the fullness of cognizance. No social system can be described as 
harmonious as long as it gives monopoly to the secular worldview in making 
socially significant judgments. Unfortunately, there is still a danger of 
ideologized science for which the nations have paid too high a price in the 
20th century. This deologization is especially dangerous in the area of social 
studies which are laid in the bases of state programs and political projects. 
While opposing attempt to substitute ideology for science, the Church 
supports the especially important dialogue with humanitarian scholars” (sec 
XIV). 

There is nothing inherently wrong with this approach. It is moderate and balanced. 
The fact is that there is no neutral ground – it is one view over the other.


