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ABSTRACT 

 

“We’re Not Ethnic”: Ethnicity, Pluralism, and Identity in Orthodox Christian America 

 

by 

 

Aaron Josef Sokoll 

 

This work examines the Evangelical Orthodox Church—a group of evangelical 

Protestant Christians who, from the 1960s to the 1980s, developed their own ecclesial 

movement in an effort to restore in the modern world the original Christian church as they 

believed it would have existed in the first centuries of the current era among the followers of 

Jesus. They eventually converted as a group of roughly 2,000 members and 19 parishes to 

Eastern Orthodox Christianity in 1987. To understand the conversion event, the present 

study examines the interconnections of the theological and cultural changes that brought the 

group to convert. Understanding the group’s conversion from evangelical Protestant to 

Orthodox Christian reckons with the issues of religious adaptation in modern society. 

Adaptation occurs in the spiritual marketplace, which arises from and functions within the 

plurality of religious choices available in the U.S. In the spiritual marketplace, consumers of 

spiritual ideas not only choose between religious traditions, but also mix spiritual practices 

and beliefs to match their needs and desires.  

Given the divisions of Eastern Orthodox communities in the U.S. along ethnic lines, 

I show that the EOC members, who as white evangelical Americans were normally unaware 

of their ethnic identities and customs, were forced to reckon with their ethnic identities while 



 

 xi

they negotiated this theological shift. Many works exist to address the issues of ethnicity and 

religion in the U.S. The ones that inform this study most significantly consider the 

construction of whiteness in the U.S. This racialized concept gets to the heart of the issues in 

this study because it explains the attempts on the part of both EOC members and certain 

Orthodox leaders to form a culture-free religion. As we will see, EOC members and 

archdiocesan leaders both bemoaned the connection many Orthodox Christians felt and still 

feel with their parishes through ethnicity. The EOC and the archdiocese viewed such 

connections as inauthentic and impure compared to the spiritual, doctrinal truths of 

Orthodoxy, which they asserted as the proper bases of connection. At the same time, the 

EOC and the archdioceses advocated the development of an American expression of 

Orthodoxy, which they predicated on a rejection of ethnicity.  
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Introduction 

This work examines the Evangelical Orthodox Church—a group of evangelical 

Protestant Christians who, from the 1960s to the 1980s, developed their own ecclesial 

movement in an effort to restore in the modern world the original Christian church as they 

believed it would have existed in the first centuries of the current era among the followers of 

Jesus. They eventually converted as a group of roughly 2,000 members and 19 parishes to 

Eastern Orthodox Christianity in 1987. This transition puzzled and continues to puzzle most 

observers. In recent decades, evangelicalism has increased in its membership significantly 

and continues to maintain a hold on roughly a quarter of the population in the U.S. By 

contrast, Orthodox Christianity maintains about 250 million adherents worldwide, but its 

adherents in the U.S. remain at only half a percent of the population.1 Considering that 

Orthodox Christianity is virtually unknown in the U.S. and is so theologically and culturally 

different from evangelicalism, it is understandable that observers are perplexed by this 

conversion event. So how and why did this group of American evangelicals convert to 

Orthodox Christianity? 

Several commentators on this type of movement attribute transitions such as this to 

religion’s new roles in modern societies, especially when the promises of modernity and 

secularity go unfulfilled.2 Certain of these thinkers address the particular question, “Why do 

some people turn to traditional, liturgical, sacramental churches?” and come up with much 

the same conclusions—that modernity fails to bring about the changes promised by rational, 

technologized society.3 Another scholar of Orthodox Christianity in the U.S., D. Oliver 

Herbel, claims that a “turn to tradition” occurred and continues to occur in certain sectors of 

American society as a continuation of the American spirit of restoration that presents itself 
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throughout American religious history.4 All these studies emphasize the problem of religious 

pluralism, not only for the study of these movements but also for the people within the 

movements. According to many religious practitioners and observers throughout American 

history, the fragmentation of religion and society go hand-in-hand, and pluralism is both a 

cause and effect of this fragmentation. Still, this rather simple explanation of the situation 

calls for a more specific answer to our original question: How and why did this group of 

American evangelicals convert to Orthodox Christianity? What motivated and propelled 

them?  

 To answer, the present study examines the interconnections of the theological and 

cultural changes that brought the group to convert. Understanding the group’s conversion 

from evangelical Protestant to Orthodox Christian reckons with the issues of religious 

adaptation in modern society. Adaptation occurs in the spiritual marketplace, which arises 

from and functions within the plurality of religious choices available in the U.S. In the 

spiritual marketplace, consumers of spiritual ideas not only choose between religious 

traditions, but also mix spiritual practices and beliefs to match their needs and desires. 

American Religious Pluralism, the Spiritual Marketplace, and De/Retraditionalization 

For years, sociologists and social commentators criticized spiritual consumerism as 

radically individualist and self-centered, declaring that it lacked seriousness not only about 

religious matters but also about the structure of society itself. In the 1980s Robert Bellah and 

his colleagues addressed such fundamental changes in American identity and social 

interaction in Habits of the Heart.5 Their work emphasized a radical change in Americans' 

understandings of their relationship to public, common interests. The authors claimed that 

utilitarian and expressive forms of individualism eroded biblical and republican social 
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virtues through the American, revivalist emphasis on personal experience. They asserted that 

Americans had lost a sense of community and of social moral commitment. In their view, 

the way to overcome the degradation of American culture was through reinvigorating public 

participation in what are considered private concerns today, namely moral and religious 

social concerns. In their work, Bellah et. al. recommended that Americans reinforce 

communities of memory that link the individual to other people and a shared past in order to 

promote biblical and republican social values in contrast to a radically individualist view of 

the self and society, which they termed “Sheilaism.” They warned that social collapse or 

totalitarianism threatened American society if it allowed fragmentation and individualization 

to proceed unimpeded. 

As research on these patterns progressed, other thinkers decried the institutional bias 

of such views of spiritual consumerism and pointed out the historical and social processes 

that brought the spiritual marketplace into being, especially as it continued to change 

following the Second World War. W. Clark Roof’s A Generation of Seekers (1993) and 

Spiritual Marketplace (1999) as well as Robert Wuthnow’s After Heaven (1998) made these 

critiques most clearly. Roof disagreed with Bellah's sorry assessment of Americans after the 

1950s.6 Even while he recognized in “Sheilaism” the changes that Americans have made 

from institutional, religious structures to individual, spiritual quests, he affirmed that 

Americans had not lost conviction regarding the moral direction of the nation. Rather, Roof 

suggested, these spiritual seekers did not find the answers to personal or societal needs in 

institutional religion. They found their answers and meaning to the vexing questions of 

modern society in the questing, combining activities that he observed among them. Along 

with a recognition of the change, Wuthnow went further, prescribing a connection to history 

and tradition for these seekers through practice. He, like Bellah et. al., saw a fragmentation 
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of identity through individualism, but he asserted that the individualist focus of seekers 

could be sustained so long as they added an element of the “dweller” connection to the past. 

The time of major changes in the spiritual landscape after the Second World War as 

Roof and Wuthnow described them was the time in which the people who would become the 

Evangelical Orthodox Church entered the scene. In the 1950s and 1960s, the people who 

would become the Evangelical Orthodox Church left institutional churches to follow their 

own spiritual paths. Roof and Wuthnow described, more accurately than Bellah, how these 

people rejected the institutional churches as ineffectual institutions for addressing their 

major concerns: changing the larger culture, counteracting social fragmentation, and 

instilling individual purpose. Many of them joined Campus Crusade for Christ as an 

alternative to institutional churches. They were convinced that the big tent model of Campus 

Crusade as a parachurch organization offered a system of effective evangelism in a single 

movement. Such a movement would counter the fragmentation of society, especially as it 

manifested in the 1960s counterculture. Campus Crusade would give each individual the 

tools to make an impact on American society. Indeed, the group's motto was “Win the 

Campus for Christ Today, Win the Culture for Christ Tomorrow.” 

As the end of the 1960s drew near, these members of Campus Crusade had attained 

high-level posts in the organization, but they became disaffected with it as well. The 

fragmentation in American culture continued unabated despite their evangelistic efforts to 

change it. For this reason, at the close of the decade they broke away from their new home 

just as they had broken from the institutional churches the decade before. In the early 1970s, 

they attempted to start their own churches as individual preachers, but their new ventures fell 

apart as well. By the mid-1970s, most of them looked back at the previous years and saw 

that they had perpetuated exactly what they meant to bring to an end—fragmentation. At this 
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point, they combined their efforts, though still mostly separated throughout the U.S., to form 

a single network of churches to support each other and restore the one, true New Testament 

church. Their new union, the New Covenant Apostolic Order, established a system of 

authority based on their belief that they were called to be the new apostles of Jesus Christ. 

As Jesus's new apostles, they would reestablish his church on earth and end the 

fragmentation of Christianity, which would in turn address the fragmentation of society. In 

1977, the members of the group would encounter the Eastern Orthodox Church, and through 

their own historical research they would decide that the Orthodox Church was the most 

faithful to the history and practice of the early church. After changing their name to the 

Evangelical Orthodox Church (EOC) in 1979, they began to incorporate Orthodox practices 

and teachings with the intention of approaching the Orthodox Church to ask for official 

union. 

At this point, it is clear the EOC and its members were caught up in what Jackson W. 

Carroll referred to as “detraditionalization.” Detraditionalization, as Carroll defined it, was a 

situation in which  

inherited traditions play less and less decisive roles in the way that we understand 
and order our lives, including our ecclesial forms and practices. Or they play quite 
different roles than they have played in the past. If traditions remain important to us, 
they do so because we choose to follow them; we choose to acknowledge their 
importance; we choose to seek their guidance in the changed and changing contexts 
in which we live. And we often reinterpret and change them in the process.7 

 
As they became the EOC and, eventually, members of the Orthodox Church, these people 

continued to choose over and over again in the spiritual marketplace, even while they 

repudiated the culture that drove religious and social choice. 

 Detraditionalization was not the only process at work, however. At the time that they 

encountered the Orthodox Church, the EOC had reacted against its own past fragmentation 



 

 6

and began a project of retraditionalization in which it instituted liturgy, hierarchy, and 

sacraments. Because it was a reaction to detraditionalization, however, Carroll would point 

out that groups such as the EOC who attempt a retraditionalization express a desire “to 

reconnect with historic traditions, not because they have no choice in the matter but precisely 

because they do have a choice. They choose to connect with a tradition that has not been 

their own because it connects them with a past that counters the rootlessness of 

posttraditional society.”8 So even when they began to connect themselves to the Orthodox 

Church, the members of the EOC continued to participate in the spiritual marketplace 

through retraditionalization as a reaction to detraditionalization. 

 Thus, the EOC was doing exactly what Bellah demanded of the culture in order to 

avoid the pitfalls of individualism by developing a community of memory in order to combat 

fragmentation. Both Bellah’s and the EOC's views were wrong about what programs of 

retraditionalization such as this actually meant for the reestablishment of tradition and 

counteracting fragmentation. Roof, Wuthnow, and Carroll show that retraditionalization is 

only another side of the story of fragmentation and detraditionalization as the following 

work illustrates. 

 So far, this narrative places the EOC squarely within the milieu of religious 

pluralism9 and contributes to the field by telling the story of a group that attempted to 

retraditionalize itself through the choices afforded by the spiritual marketplace. How and 

why a network of evangelical churches throughout the U.S. would form around this 

retraditionalizing process, then encounter the Eastern Orthodox Church, and then attempt to 

join it as a whole movement is itself a fascinating story of historical and sociological 

interest. Beyond this fascinating narrative, however, this work offers a particular 

contribution to the field, especially in reference to religious choice and the spiritual 
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marketplace. The following narrative builds upon and follows the work of Roof, Wuthnow, 

and Carroll to consider the negotiations of American and Orthodox identities in the EOC and 

the various Orthodox Archdioceses with which the EOC was in dialogue to become 

officially Orthodox. These identity negotiations also continue through the growing pains 

after their official reception in 1987 and until today. So why would American and Orthodox 

identities take us to even more interesting places in this narrative? 

 Thus far, American identity figures prominently since American-style 

detraditionalization is a particular type. It shares similarities with other parts of the world, 

especially Europe, but as scholars and comparative demographic surveys demonstrate, 

American religious experience and American religious pluralism differ significantly from 

the rest of the world. So the EOC’s retraditionalization posed particular American problems, 

especially for a group of antitraditional American evangelicals. Furthermore, Orthodox 

identity also took on great importance since the EOC needed to understand and conform 

itself to the doctrines and practices of the Orthodox church in order to be officially 

connected to it. 

Orthodoxy in the United States 

 In addition to the EOC’s identity concerns, the Orthodox churches’ own issues with 

unity in the U.S. heightened the tensions within the EOC as well as between the EOC and 

Orthodoxy. Orthodoxy in the U.S. is actually made up of fifteen different jurisdictions. 

Though the EOC imagined that it would avoid the fragmentation of Christianity by joining 

Orthodoxy, it would find that it had joined a group that was just as deeply affected by the 

spiritual marketplace. The effects came through a different history and in a different form 

from the one with which the evangelicals were familiar. The following history of Orthodoxy 
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in the U.S. addresses the major historical issues and most relevant Orthodox groups that 

affect our current concerns. 

 The Orthodox churches in the U.S. formed as Orthodox immigrants began to arrive 

in great numbers in the mid-nineteenth century. Prior to that, there was a failed colonial 

experiment at New Smyrna, Florida, and a few scattered Orthodox adherents could be found 

in the eastern third of North America. But Orthodoxy's longstanding presence on the 

continent began on the West Coast through the efforts of the Russian Empire and the 

Russian Orthodox Church in the 1790s. In 1741, the Dane Vitus Bering led a Russian 

expedition to the Aleutian Islands. Upon his crew's return to Saint Petersburg with a cache of 

sea otter pelts, the Russian fur trade in the far northwest of North America commenced with 

great enthusiasm. In 1794, the first Russian Orthodox missionaries arrived in Sitka, Alaska, 

attending to the needs of Russian traders and converting the Alaskan natives. Through their 

efforts, thousands of native Alaskans converted to Orthodoxy. By 1840, Russian missionary 

priests had produced an Aleut alphabet, translated Orthodox materials into Aleut, and 

established a diocese in the territory. In 1872, five years after the United States purchased the 

Alaskan territory from Russia, the Orthodox hierarchs transferred the seat of the diocese 

from Sitka to San Francisco, California. The diocese continued to serve mostly Russian-

speaking communities in the contiguous U.S., but its hierarchs decided early to translate 

Orthodox services into English with recognition that their churches in U.S. territory would 

need to serve English-speaking constituencies. This did not become the norm, but it was a 

forward-looking policy that helped establish the Russian Orthodox churches as a major force 

on the North American continent.  

 After the Russians, Greek immigrants formed strong, numerous Orthodox 

communities in the U.S. In 1864, Greek cotton merchants in New Orleans established the 
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first Orthodox parish in what would be the contiguous U.S. The Immigration Act of 1891 

placed immigration policy under federal control and was followed shortly a by massive 

migration of people from Greece, Eastern Europe, and the Ottoman Empire. Even with the 

arrival of multiple new Orthodox communities, Orthodox hierarchs around the world 

recognized the jurisdictional primacy of the Russian Orthodox Church because of its early 

presence on the continent. The absence of Greek parishes from Russian Orthodox reports in 

1910 and 1918 demonstrates that Russian hierarchs in the U.S. did not count parishes started 

by the Greeks as part of their jurisdiction. While other Orthodox communities often mixed 

together in newly formed parishes under the jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Church, 

the Greek Orthodox community often started its own parishes more readily without the 

assistance of Russian hierarchs. The patriarch of Constantinople (modern-day Istanbul) 

oversaw Greek diasporic communities around the world, and since he was considered "first 

among equals" by Orthodox patriachates, the Russian hierarchy avoided confrontation with 

Constantinople. Meanwhile, Constantinople had created animosity between it and non-Greek 

Orthodox communities in the Ottoman Empire since rich Greek constituents held significant 

influence over the patriarch and his dealings with the Ottoman imperial court. Therefore, the 

self-separation of the Greek community in the U.S. was a welcome development to many 

immigrant Slavs and Arabs.  

 As for Arab immigrants from the Ottoman Empire, Archimandrite Raphael 

Hawaweeny arrived in New York in 1895 to organize the disparate Syrian groups in the U.S. 

under the auspices of the Russian Orthodox Church. Though his authority in the U.S. came 

from the Russians in deference to their role on the continent, he organized parishes under the 

Antiochian (Antioch, Syria) Orthodox banner. Throughout his tenure, he created churches 

for the Syrian Orthodox in the U.S., became a bishop in 1904, and consecrated Saint Tikhon 
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of Zadonsk Orthodox Monastery in South Canaan, Pennsylvania in 1905. After Hawaweeny 

died in 1915, the Antiochian clergy disagreed over whether to align themselves with the 

authority of Russia or of Antioch. In 1916, Metropolitan Germanos Shehadi arrived and 

began his own independent Syrian Orthodox jurisdiction and started a long period of 

schismatic activity in Antiochian circles. Some parishes followed Shehadi, while others 

followed Bishop Aftimios Ofeish, who was loyal to the Russian mission as Hawaweeny had 

been before him. But the Antiochian divisions were not a simple two-way split. At least four 

factions existed, but this was not exclusive to the Antiochians. Indeed, interlopers and 

unauthorized representatives of Orthodoxy came from foreign lands to start their own 

missionary enterprises. The situation became more dramatic at this time, however, because 

of the Bolshevik Revolution. 

 In 1917, the uprising put the Russian Orthodox Church in disarray. A state that 

openly espoused atheism replaced great numbers of the Orthodox clergy with state-backed 

clergy members who desired large-scale reforms of the churches. Some of the replaced 

clergy formed opposition groups, such as the Russian Orthodox Church Outside Russia 

(ROCOR). In the U.S., a disagreement over how to respond to the change in Russia led to a 

division in the Russian North American Archdiocese, which was succeeded by the Russian 

Metropolia. The jurisdiction broke ties with Moscow in 1924 and even with ROCOR in 

1926, and it would attempt to claim self-rule on at least two occasions. Its leader, 

Metropolitan Platon Rozhdestvensky, would not align with Moscow, leading the Russian 

Orthodox Church to establish an exarchate in the U.S. in 1933. At that time, Rozhdestvensky 

relinquished authority over the Syrian parishes in the interest of having them organize 

themselves under the Antiochian Archdiocese of North America, which had formed in 1924.  
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The establishment of the Antiochian archdiocese was far from an aberration. While 

the Russian Orthodox dealt with the chaos in their ranks, non-Russian parishes called on the 

patriarchs of their home countries or regions to send a hierarch to organize them. They 

needed the authority of a bishop to operate as legitimate communities. During this frenzied 

period, two different Greek Orthodox groups and two different Antiochian Orthodox groups 

formed. While the Patriarch of Constantinople was able to bring one of the Greek groups 

into conformity with the other, the Antiochians consecrated competing bishops, creating a de 

facto schism that would persist until 1975.   

Meanwhile, the Metropolia continued on, and with the onset of the Cold War, 

Muscovite control of any institution in the U.S. became nearly impossible. By 1970, the 

Russian Orthodox Church granted independence to the Metropolia almost out of necessity. 

By that time, the other Orthodox hierarchies had been established for several decades, and 

jurisdictional overlap was the non-canonical norm for all of Orthodoxy in the U.S.10 

 In this jurisdictional situation, the Orthodox churches experienced a serious crisis of 

authority. The question of what it meant to be Orthodox in the U.S. came to the forefront. 

How could Orthodox Christians form a unified church authority structure since the 

overlapping jurisdictions went against canon law? The concern of many Orthodox leaders 

and observers was, and continues to be, that the divisions have kept Orthodoxy on the 

sidelines of major social debates in the U.S. 

The EOC Encounters Ethnic Divisions in Orthodoxy 

 Thus, the EOC approached the Orthodox churches to engage in dialogue, the group 

encountered a division of jurisdictions along ethnic lines. As an evangelical movement with 

members mainly from the U.S., the EOC already thought of itself as American, but the 
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Orthodox churches’ ethnic identities brought the EOC’s ability to maintain their American 

identity into question. EOC leaders and members wondered if the Orthodox church into 

which they would gain official entrance would require them to follow other ethnic practices. 

They wondered how they could remain distinctly American and maintain a strong presence 

in American culture in order to convince others to join, if such demands were made of them. 

The members of the EOC agreed with the Orthodox churches’ claims that they comprised 

the one, true New Testament church, and so they attempted to create their own American 

style of Orthodoxy. They thought they would be able to improve upon Orthodoxy by adding 

their American, evangelical spirit to what they considered the “dead” and “formalist” 

portions of the older churches. In fact, they associated negative aspects of Orthodoxy with 

the ethnic identities of the parishes. I will return to this below, but first, it is important to 

consider an Orthodox Christian view of ethnic identity. 

 Orthodox Christians formed their communities around their ethnicities whenever 

their group was large enough to sustain a separate parish. Today, ethnicity remains central to 

their communities and to many of the individuals who constitute them. Over the years, 

however, several Orthodox leaders and laity made the same connection between ethnic 

identity and nominal religious commitments that the EOC would make. Indeed, the hierarch 

who finally accepted the EOC into official Orthodox communion in 1987, Metropolitan 

Philip Saliba of the Antiochian (Syrian) Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of North America, 

said much the same in 1984—one year before meeting the EOC leadership and three years 

before accepting them into his archdiocese. He asked the Orthodox community in 1984: 

Where is our spiritual and moral impact on the life of this nation? Where is our voice 
in the media? Why is it that every time there is a moral issue to be discussed, a 
Protestant, a Roman Catholic, and a Jew are invited for such discussions? How can 
we explain our Orthodox absence despite the authenticity of our theology and moral 
teachings? … The answer to these disturbing questions is simple: It is ethnicism. 
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Unfortunately, we have permitted ourselves to become victims of our ethnic 
mentalities. We cannot be agents of change in full obedience to the truth unless we 
transcend ethnicism and establish a new Orthodox reality in North America.11 
 

According to Saliba, ethnicism kept the Orthodox churches from having the impact on 

American culture that they wanted to have. He thought ethnicism stifled change, weakened 

the churches in the U.S., and halted what he implied was the most important stage of 

becoming American—being American at church. 

 From the beginning of the EOC in 1979, the group immediately identified as 

American and developed its parish culture in particularly American ways—through choice 

and combination. EOC practitioners were the seekers and questers that Roof spoke about in 

his work—innovators who used the choice offered through detraditionalization to create new 

forms of worship, even when they believed they were retraditionalizing and restoring the 

old. They combined Orthodox liturgy with their evangelical styles of worship, including 

three-point outline sermons. They wore clerical robes and priests’ suits outside services, but 

they used Roman Catholic rather than Eastern Orthodox styles. They sang songs with new 

content that praised “holy Mary” and affirmed the saving power of baptism, but the same 

hymn and chorus styles of these songs could be heard at any other Protestant church in town 

and would certainly not be mistaken for Byzantine chant. Even as late as 1984, the EOC 

maintained an open file for admission into the National Association of Evangelicals. The 

EOC was not just becoming Orthodox they were also remaining evangelical. 

 The group connected its efforts to remain evangelical with its efforts to remain 

American. It developed its own liturgy, compiled from various sources and its own 

interpretations of those sources. EOC leaders stalled for as long as they could before using 

the approved liturgies of Orthodoxy because, for one thing, their great length was a result of 

the repetition of various parts of the service. Evangelicals believed, and still do, that such 
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repetition was useless. They would not incorporate Byzantine-style chant, ubiquitous in 

Orthodox churches, because to them it sounded like “snake charmer music.” They sang in a 

hymn and chorus style, thinking it would draw more Americans than “foreign” music. But 

the innovations could not remain in after the EOC officially joined the Orthodox Church. 

After its conversion, Orthodox authorities removed the religious combinations from former-

EOC parishes, and the new converts claimed that the Orthodox were making them 

something other than American through conformity to “ethnic” practices. Indeed, the 

removal of American-style practices caused so much division that the largest convert parish 

in the archdiocese at Ben Lomond, California, split most acrimoniously. The main issue at 

hand was whether a former-EOC priest was required to submit to the authority of an “ethnic” 

bishop who was attempting to bring the Ben Lomond parish into conformity with 

archdiocesan practice. 

American Identity vs. Ethnic Identity  

The story of the EOC highlights the paradox of taking on or maintaining American 

identity as a way of transcending ethnic identity. Believing in the transcendence, as EOC 

members and Orthodox leaders who decried “ethnicism” both did, assumes that Orthodoxy 

is most valuable for its content rather than its form. But the form of practice is often what 

breaks apart churches of all denominational stripes. What follows attempts to make sense of 

the weaving together of, and conflicts over, these identities. The questions that direct the 

narrative are: How do religious identities and ethnic identities inform and conflict with each 

other? How, through the processes of detraditionalization and retraditionalization, in the 

spiritual marketplace, does ethnic identity have an impact upon the choices of religious 



 

 15

seekers? Is there something that the EOC’s quest for the one, true New Testament church 

can tell us about how religious and ethnic tensions combine in the U.S.?  

 Many works exist to address the issues of ethnicity and religion in the U.S. The ones 

that inform this study most significantly consider the construction of whiteness in the U.S. 

This racialized concept gets to the heart of the issues in this study because it explains the 

attempts on the part of both EOC members and certain Orthodox leaders to form a culture-

free religion. As we will see, EOC members and archdiocesan leaders both bemoaned the 

connection many Orthodox Christians felt and still feel with their parishes through ethnicity. 

The EOC and the archdiocese viewed such connections as inauthentic and impure compared 

to the spiritual, doctrinal truths of Orthodoxy, which they asserted as the proper bases of 

connection. At the same time, the EOC and the archdioceses advocated the development of 

an American expression of Orthodoxy, which they predicated on a rejection of ethnicity. 

While some Orthodox would speak of an American expression as a separate ethnic identity 

to which their adherents in the U.S. ought to turn, EOC members assumed their American 

identity as untainted by ethnic concerns. As white, evangelical, Euro-Americans, they 

assumed that their brand of white evangelicalism was at the origin and root of Christianity. 

They were, like most white Americans, blind to their whiteness and the ways in which they 

assumed white American identity comprised the totality of American identity. Only when 

they encountered the Orthodox did they have to reckon consciously with the fact that they 

were constructing an American version of Orthodoxy. But this realization came them only 

because they encountered the ethnically defined jurisdictions of Orthodoxy in America. As 

we shall see, EOC members would, in the main, assume a culture-free, ethnicity-free status 

in their evangelical Orthodox hybrid identity. After all, they based their Evangelical 

Orthodox identity on theological concepts, which they assumed to be absolutely, universally 



 

 16

true regardless of one's ethnic background or cultural history. Theology for them was not a 

cultural construction but instead deduced from revealed truth apart from cultural, social, or 

historical accidents. To acknowledge the ethnic or cultural context of Christian theology and 

belief was to surrender the universality of the Christian message.  

In this context, Richard Dyer has argued that whiteness is a spiritual state "in but not 

of the body"12 through which Europeans linked their adherence to Christian transcendence of 

carnal attachments to their phenotypical attributes. They made the connection as early as the 

Crusades and began to argue for white bodies as more-than-bodies while other bodies were 

simply bodies, attributing their moral superiority to their innate devotion to invisible 

Christian virtues. The "scientific" arguments of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries made 

the case for their superiority through a discourse on the biological differences of still-

invisible internal structures and genes. Non-whites became “particular, marked, raced,” 

while whites were “without properties, unmarked, universal, just human.”13 As we shall see, 

the majority of Orthodox Christians with whom the EOC would interact were mainly white 

Americans of European descent, but they were not quite white and not quite American in the 

view of the EOC. As George Lipsitz explains, "Whiteness never has to speak its name, never 

has to acknowledge its role as an organizing principle in social and cultural relations."14 So 

by virtue of choosing to identify with their ethnic backgrounds, Orthodox Christians in the 

U.S. marked themselves as something other than white. Given the historical association of 

Americanness with whiteness throughout U.S. social and legal history, they were not 

American.15  

The assumption on the part of evangelical Protestants in the U.S. that pure, authentic 

religion was culture-free correlates with the unspoken, unseen character of whiteness. The 

EOC would advocate that the Orthodox abandon their ethnic ties in favor of an evangelical 
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concept of personal relationship with Jesus. Such personal relationship assumes the 

individual, therapeutic, and utilitarian Christian commitments of evangelicals. Cultural 

specificity is rendered invisible in its white, evangelical construction. Russell Jeung explains 

the cultural and historical context of similar evangelical concepts in contrast to liberal 

Protestant assertions that religion ought to be culturally relevant.16  

Especially as they encountered the evangelical views of the EOC, the Orthodox, as 

the present study shows, began to incorporate assumptions about ethnicity-transcending, 

culture-free religion, as several other religious groups in the U.S. have done.17 In the end, 

both the EOC and the Orthodox agreed that Orthodox Christians in the U.S. had to 

overcome their ethnic identities in order to practice an authentic Orthodox Christianity. 

Members of EOC, through their interaction with the Orthodox, explicitly lobbied for an 

American form of Orthodoxy while previously they sought a pure Christianity without 

reference to their white or American identity. Now they would fail to acknowledge their 

particularly white evangelical American expression of Christianity. In addition, their claims 

that evangelical ideas could be found at the origins of Christianity lacked cultural or 

historical context. Instead, they assumed their views to be culture-free and universal. The 

Orthodox, for their part, would often agree with the criticism of Orthodox ethnic 

particularity that the EOC espoused in its universalist white evangelical vision. The 

Orthodox attributed the universality of the vision to that of the Christian message rather than 

the white American identity of the EOC, especially given its invisibility. Through the EOC, 

they sought a means for bringing the universal message to the U.S. as well as a way for 

Orthodoxy to take on American forms of expression to become more appealing to 

Americans. This instead of the Orthodox becoming more evangelical to appeal to American 
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Christians. The difference in perspective would cause misunderstandings throughout all the 

EOC/Orthodox attempts at dialogue. 

Research Description 

My study is historical, employing archival and ethnographic material throughout. The 

study’s ethnographic research involved gathering oral histories and participant observation 

from 2012 to 2015, focused in Santa Barbara, California. The parish in Santa Barbara was 

originally in Isla Vista, the site of the headquarters parish of the EOC. I gathered thirty one 

(31) oral histories in person, and they covered the narrators’ experiences of the movement of 

the group from Campus Crusade days to the present (or from their point of joining if it was 

after Campus Crusade days). Oral history gathering lasted about one to two hours per 

session. I conducted participant observation mainly at the Santa Barbara parish and included 

liturgies, other worship services, community activities, church-related celebrations and 

feasts, and gatherings in private homes, taking detailed notes. The archival portion of the 

research centered around an archive of primary sources offered to me by members of the 

community and amounting to roughly 1,000 items, including correspondence, homilies, 

position papers, research papers, EOC-authored books and articles, newspaper clippings, 

video and audio recordings of lectures, and meeting minutes.  

 Chapter One explains the detraditionalizing process by the people who would 

become the EOC. These people would leave Campus Crusade in order to begin their house-

church movement that was meant to restore the one true church of the New Testament. The 

story moves through the development of house churches and the gathering of the leadership 

of the group in Isla Vista, California, placing them within the context of the counterculture 

of the 1960s and the conservative reaction to the changes brought about in society at the 
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time. It recounts the first attempts at retraditionalizing the group and the introduction to 

Orthodoxy in 1977. 

Chapter Two discusses the EOC’s continued engagement with the spiritual 

marketplace even as it encountered the Orthodox Church. As the group interacted with 

Orthodox archdioceses, it slowly modified its theological, ecclesial, and liturgical forms to 

the styles of the Orthodox jurisdictions with which it was in contact, especially the largest 

group of Russian Orthodox churches in the U.S., known as the Orthodox Church in America 

(OCA.) Through these interactions, the main leaders of the group decided that the Orthodox 

churches most closely fit their view of the New Testament era churches. Therefore, they 

changed their group's name to the Evangelical Orthodox Church. While they viewed the 

Orthodox churches as closest to the New Testament era churches, their interactions with an 

in-the-flesh manifestation of such a church radically altered their means for conforming 

themselves to Orthodox doctrine and practice. Indeed, they found that these Christians often 

identified with their parishes through traditions associated with ethnic identities. The EOC 

did not view its American evangelical ideas about Christianity as an ethnic or cultural 

manifestation of Christianity. Rather, they believed that much of American evangelicalism 

was at the root of Christianity, and the EOC intended to retraditionalize the Orthodox 

through evangelical ideas. 

In Chapter Three, I show that the EOC asserted its legitimacy through its view that 

evangelicalism provided the basis for original Christianity. Through interactions, the 

Orthodox leadership often bolstered the EOC's view of themselves as a special, apostolic 

movement, characterized by its evangelicalism. Major Orthodox thinkers, such as the OCA's 

Alexander Schmemann, criticized the EOC's practice while at the same time declaring that 

the EOC was a special group whose "unorthodox" practices brought the shortcomings of 
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American Orthodoxy into sharp relief. As Orthodox figures continued to work for 

Orthodoxy's reform in light of the EOC's practices, the EOC became even more resolved to 

maintain its integrity in order to avoid the shortcomings in Orthodox communities. In their 

view, Orthodox Christians held nominal commitments to Christianity because they 

connected to their parishes through mainly ethnic affiliations rather than a personal 

relationship with Jesus. Such personal relationship would furnish a stronger spiritual 

connection to Christianity generally and Orthodox parishes specifically. Because of the felt 

need to maintain the group's integrity against nominal commitments, the EOC reacted 

strongly to two incidents in which Orthodox clergy drew several individuals away to 

Orthodoxy, especially EOC priest Arnold (James) Bernstein. These incidents shook the 

EOC's trust in the OCA and caused it to look for another dialogue partner. 

The group found its new partner in the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese (GOA). Chapter 

Four shows that the EOC thought that the GOA would offer a path to maintaining the 

integrity of the group by creating a separate jurisdiction within American Orthodoxy. In 

order to create it, the EOC would need its bishops to be accepted by the GOA through the 

Orthodox Church's Ecumenical Patriarch, using a similar model in the GOA's history. The 

separate jurisdiction would afford the EOC a means to keep itself apart from the perceived 

negative effects of ethnic identity. In turn, the EOC would form the first culturally American 

Orthodox jurisdiction, and the jurisdiction would continue to show that evangelical practices 

were at the root of Christianity. Its plans would be thwarted, however. Rejection would come 

from the Ecumenical Patriarch as he reacted to two issues. First, several heirarchs in the 

GOA thought the EOC's evangelical identity would "water down" their Orthodox identity. 

Second, the GOA hierarchs feared that a distinctly American jurisdiction would shift the 

balance of power away from the nationally identified hierarchs and toward a nascent 
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American church that could consolidate the interest and power of the Orthodox world simply 

by virtue of being American. Thus, again the EOC was left without a viable option. 

Help came through a chance encounter with the Patriarch and the American 

archbishop of the Antiochian Orthodox Church (the Antiochians) soon after the GOA 

rejection. Chapter Five shows that the Antiochians worked quickly to bring the EOC into the 

Orthodox fold. In doing so, both groups ignored many of the issues on which previous 

dialogues had focused. In their interactions with the Orthodox, EOC members asserted a 

type of superiority in their position as non-ethnic American Orthodox churches. In their 

view, their identity allowed them to rise above the ethnic divisions in the Orthodox churches 

in order to be better Orthodox Christians than those who were already so. Chapter Five pays 

special attention to sensory culture, especially as the EOC chose liturgical forms and 

hymnody based on their white evangelical American tastes in contrast to “foreign” Orthodox 

Arab-American liturgical expression. EOC practice led the Antiochian Archdiocese to 

respond, attempting to make the converts conform more closely to particularly Antiochian 

(Syrian) norms. The archdiocese's program of forced conformity to Orthodox practice 

coupled with the American Orthodox clergy's failure to create a single American church 

brought upheaval in Orthodox communities throughout the U.S., chiefly the former EOC 

parishes. For the evangelicals who thought they would initiate the unity of Christianity, 

overcoming fragmentation, EOC members remain a small faction within an ethnically 

divided subset of Christianity. If their dream of unity is not gone, it remains distant. 
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Chapter One: Embarking on a Spiritual Journey 

Introduction 

Starting in 1968 many leaders from various Campus Crusade for Christ (Campus 

Crusade) regions and ministries left the group. At least seven had a vision of a different type 

of Christian community that arose paradoxically from both an aversion to the institutional 

church and a discontent with the lack of a church-based community in Campus Crusade. The 

community they envisioned would offer more opportunities for discipleship and structure 

present in the offices of the church, especially baptism and communion. Six of these leaders 

– national field coordinator Jon Braun, Canadian director Ken Berven, Asian director Ray 

Nethery, African Director Gordon Walker, and regional directors Richard Ballew and Peter 

Gillquist – wanted to try another style of Christian community. Dr. Jack Sparks, originally a 

faculty advisor to the Pennsylvania State Campus Crusade group, joined the exodus a few 

years after he attempted to develop his own style of community through Campus Crusade on 

Berkeley’s campus. These seven men mainly opted to start house churches because of the 

success of Sparks’s house-based ministries in Berkeley as well as what they saw in their 

readings of the New Testament, especially the Book of Acts. There they saw the use of 

houses as meeting places for early Christians, and they came to the opinion that a house 

church would foster a small, tight-knit community that would be useful for their developing 

vision. 

While this style of church remained important throughout the development of the 

movement, what became most important to these evangelicals was “the Church” in the 

various senses of community, authority, and history. Over the next twenty years, these seven 
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leaders and those who followed them would build a movement of about 2,500 members 

across the United States and Canada, the New Covenant Apostolic Order (NCAO), which 

would eventually become the Evangelical Orthodox Church (EOC). In 1987 the majority of 

this group would convert to Eastern Orthodox Christianity, a version of Christianity with a 

clear emphasis on the community, authority, and history of “the Church.” 

How did such a change from independent evangelical Christianity to high-church 

Eastern Orthodoxy come about? While the dissertation deals with this larger question, the 

present chapter maps the history of the group’s journey from their early days in Campus 

Crusade for Christ to the formation of its own house-church movement that spanned the 

United States and parts of Canada. It shows that the group changed its understanding of 

church history through a restorationist search for the New Testament church, radically 

transforming its notions of community and authority. Furthermore, this chapter shows that 

from the beginning this group’s “journey to the ancient Christian faith,”1 as the members of 

the group referred to it, was a reaction to religious pluralism in American society. Yet it was 

also made possible by the same pluralism.2 This chapter will make clear that the effects of 

religious pluralism pushed this group and its members to seek out ways to counteract the 

fragmentation of modern society through historical research and a doctrine of spiritual 

apostolic succession as a means for creating a link between themselves and the New 

Testament church. Members were convinced the link was necessary to legitimize the 

authority of their church, an authority that they saw as the missing force for stability and 

unity in the Christian churches and the rest of society. 

Success and Frustration in Campus Crusade for Christ: 1960Success and Frustration in Campus Crusade for Christ: 1960Success and Frustration in Campus Crusade for Christ: 1960Success and Frustration in Campus Crusade for Christ: 1960----1968196819681968 
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During the 1950s and 1960s, people involved in Campus Crusade felt they were 

bringing to fruition their slogan and mission, “Win the Campus for Christ Today – Win the 

World for Christ Tomorrow.”3 During this period, Campus Crusade held highly successful 

events at universities throughout the country, sometimes drawing thousands of students to 

hear speakers from national field coordinator Jon Braun, to his contemporary and successor 

Josh McDowell, to the internationally known evangelist Billy Graham. The group had even 

evangelized Notre Dame’s campus with large audiences at its events. In addition, members 

had made a concerted, if not so successful, effort on Berkeley’s campus during the “Berkeley 

Blitz.”4 Moreover, many of these Campus Crusade leaders felt they could make a bigger 

difference in that organization than anywhere else, especially avoiding established churches. 

Peter Gillquist recalled that his fellow members at the time were “gutsy, outspoken, radical, 

hopefully maximal, we didn’t like the institutional Church and we didn’t like the world 

system, and we were out to change them both.”5  

These evangelicals were leaving established, mainline churches for Campus Crusade 

partly out of their feeling that the churches did not offer what the world needed. Most 

especially, they concluded that the cultures of mainline churches fostered nominal 

commitments to Christianity. Their shift from churches to Campus Crusade partly attests to 

both the breakdown of mainline Protestantism’s cultural dominance after World War II and 

the conservative reaction to the perceived breakdown. Conservatives attributed it especially 

to Protestant churches’ permissiveness toward the cultural upheavals of the 1960s. In other 

words, mainline Protestantism’s plausibility structure weakened during this period in the 

face of increasing religious pluralism.6 Jackson Carroll and W. Clark Roof assert that, “if by 

modernity, as it affects religion, one means the pervasive realities of religious pluralism and 

religious privatism, then the history of Protestantism has been, and continues to be, an 
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ongoing struggle to shape a meaningful narrative about life in the modern Western world.”7 

Pluralism in the U.S., from new religious movements to the growth of other religious 

communities and traditions outside established categories, existed long before but entered 

the religious consciousness of Americans in a new way in the 1960s. The new awareness 

significantly altered the culture of the U.S. and the denominational cultures of the time. The 

“relativizing” nature of these changes made people notice that the one worldview to which 

they subscribed competed with other plausibility structures and symbols. The realization led 

to greater religious switching, even to the “none” category, especially since mainline 

Protestant culture identified so closely with the larger culture around it. World-affirming 

mainline Protestants helped to bring the modern world into existence and therefore react to it 

more openly. Therefore, certain mainline Protestants could simply stop going to church 

without feeling as if they were leaving much behind.  

Evangelicals protected their identity from these nominalizing forces through 

requiring strict adherence to the norms of their denominational cultures, rather than 

adaptation to the cultural changes outside the group. Thus, Campus Crusade provided a 

place where active energetic young Christians could live out their aspirations for a Christian 

culture in a Protestant community that did not have room for the nominal adherent. In this 

way, it provided a response to pluralism for which these young evangelicals were searching 

and gave them a vision for altering the culture and the rest of the world actively. 

Culture is socially constructed, and people are socialized within symbolic worlds that 

are internalized, giving these worlds a taken-for-granted character. In addition, people do not 

establish these worlds once and for all. Remaining within a symbolic world is easier than 

stepping out of it; however, remaining within it requires constant negotiation of one’s 

symbols with the competing symbols of others, learning the symbol structure’s history, 
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interacting with others inside and outside the tradition, and participating in the rites and 

practices of the tradition.8 Especially since Campus Crusade was a parachurch organization 

(operating alongside churches and denominations but not directly connected to any one 

church or organization), it offered a space for the Christians to remain within their broader 

symbol system while creating a stronger overall plausibility structure. Such plausibility was 

cause and effect of the greater effectiveness of Campus Crusade’s activities, drawing in 

members who wanted a place to commit strongly to a Christian vision without leaving their 

own churches and larger religious symbol systems. 

Bill Bright, the founder and president of Campus Crusade throughout the period, was 

a charismatic figure who provided space for the Christian leaders to act and embodied the 

strong, spiritual commitment to which the leaders flocked. From early on in the 

organization’s existence, Bright and his fellow workers focused intently on the theology of 

the Holy Spirit. Through reading books and pamphlets, Bright posited his view that only 

through the Holy Spirit’s power could a Christian be properly committed to God and work 

for God’s purposes. Over time, Bright proposed that an individual’s drive to evangelize was 

the sign that a person was a true Christian who was empowered by the Holy Spirit. He began 

to teach that any Christian who did not evangelize was “carnal” or “defeated,” and part of 

Bright’s mission became the creation of “spiritual,” “Spirit-filled” Christians. The external 

sign of this invisible power was the act of evangelizing.9 Thus Bright began an organization 

whose mission was to evangelize universities as a means to evangelizing the world.  

In his own experience, Bright claimed he felt the presence and power of the Holy 

Spirit through prayer and Bible reading. He would often read biblical passages for comfort 

and direction in times of difficulty, especially amid financial problems. For example, the 

seventh chapter of his book Come Help Change the World, “The Trial of Faith,” recounts 
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almost exclusively times in which Bright needed large sums of money in very short periods 

of time to make his plans come to fruition. In each circumstance, Bright pointed to particular 

verses from the Bible that gave him comfort and that he interpreted as messages from God. 

According to his accounting of these events, he would pray for the resolution to the problem 

with the biblical verse in mind, and some fortuitous event that Bright understood to be a 

miracle would always transpire to resolve the issues.10 Such occurrences usually came in the 

form of donations from one of Bright’s business contacts or a person connected to those 

contacts. This connection to business culture, along with Bright’s association of his various 

ventures with the will of the Holy Spirit through miraculous events, began to change 

Campus Crusade’s operating culture to an authoritarian business model. 

Over time, many people in the organization complained about the environment 

Bright created in which each director would have to go to Bright for almost every decision. 

This proved unworkable, especially as the group expanded domestically and internationally. 

Furthermore, by this point Campus Crusade required directors to raise their own support, to 

have fifteen meetings with non-Christians per week, and to record one hundred 

“commitments” (conversions or re-commitments to Christianity) per year in order to show 

that they were engaging the campus community and larger culture with verifiable results. 

The focus on results grated on leaders who were never completely comfortable with the 

evangelism-only approach to campus ministry as well as the close connection of this 

approach to Campus Crusade’s dependence on donations. Donors needed results to 

legitimize their giving but did not take kindly to the micromanagement of duties, especially 

when they were raising their own financial support. The amount of paperwork that went 

along with Crusade’s requirements was another hassle, creating more of the business culture 

against which these seminary-trained evangelists chafed.11  
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Campus Crusade directors also began to detect an authoritarian leadership style in 

Bright as he made decisions from the top down, even though a board was in place to debate 

major changes. The original board of directors voted to disband itself, however, because 

Bright brought his ideas to the board with the assumption that board members would agree 

with him and simply vote to approve his plans. In an interview for his book, Bill Bright and 

Campus Crusade for Christ: The Renewal of Evangelicalism in Postwar America, John G. 

Turner spoke with one of the original board members, Louis Scroggin. He recalled from the 

last meeting of the board of directors in the late 1950s that he had told Bright “what board 

members usually do at board meetings is to make decisions for the organization.” But 

Campus Crusade’s board did not function that way. Rather than face an acrimonious split, 

Scroggin and other board members continued on in an advisory capacity, but it was clear that 

Bright had no intention of relinquishing control of the organization to any board, advisory or 

otherwise.12 Multiple members of Campus Crusade close to Bright recount that he did not 

appreciate dissent from his plans. He expected those in authority under him to adopt his 

vision and implement his plans without raising concerns. Rather than accepting advice and 

criticism from the members of his organization, he began to rely more heavily on his 

business contacts on whose donations Campus Crusade depended and through whom the 

Holy Spirit seemed to work miracles.13 

The connection of the movement of the Holy Spirit to donations from business 

interests did not go unnoticed by Bright’s staff. It became clear to them that Campus 

Crusade was taking on a particular political stance that brought their spiritual ideals into 

question. Campus Crusade's former national field coordinator, Jon Braun, noted that 

you find out who butters your bread. It’s nice to say that it’s God who butters your 
bread, and in a sense that’s true, but we didn’t get a lot of financial support from left-
wing people. We were “protecting the world from Communism” … We had all these 
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little sayings that we used to approach those who were going to support us. What we 
represented was not just something spiritual, but a way of life [our followers] wanted 
to maintain. We weren’t as willing to admit the political overtones as much as we 
should have, but yes, we were very aware of those things. We were a right-wing 
movement, and we were supported by right-wing money.14  
 

The connection between money and right-wing politics in the organization that these young 

evangelicals had thought was a driving force for spiritual awakening concerned them greatly. 

The connection became a source of frustration as Campus Crusade launched a full-frontal 

assault on the bastion of liberal academia in the 1960s—the University of California, 

Berkeley. 

Following excellent results at the University of California, Santa Barbara, Campus 

Crusade began the “Berkeley Blitz.” Six hundred Campus Crusade staff descended on the 

Berkeley campus in late January to speak to students in athletic groups, fraternities, and 

sororities. They gave public lectures and spoke on the steps of Sproul Hall where so many 

social and political activists had spoken throughout the tumultuous sixties. Bright began to 

encourage his staff to engage the campus with the mottos “Solution: Spiritual Revolution” 

and “Revolution Now!” to counter the counterculture’s revolutionary messages—contending 

that Jesus was a revolutionary figure. But he did not give much thought to developing a 

revolutionary message to go along with the catchy mottos.  

The Berkeley students saw right through Bright’s attempt to co-opt their 

revolutionary activities. Indeed, when Jon Braun arrived at Sproul Hall to deliver his 

message on Monday, January 23, 1967, the university’s president had just been removed 

under the direction of the newly elected governor, Ronald Reagan, and the last thing the 

students expected to hear was a Campus Crusade minister’s Christian message. Braun 

recounted later that  
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these kids were out there because they thought it was a demonstration against the 
university. They hadn’t really come to hear someone preach the gospel. But we had 
relatively little choice. I remember being surrounded by a group of very large football 
players from various universities around the country, and that comforted me a little 
bit. But that was probably the worst experience I’ve ever had in my life in 
evangelism.15  

 
Campus Crusade arrived right when students expected denunciations of the establishment 

and, instead, offered them a folk music group (Campus Crusade’s “New Folk”), a testimony 

of salvation from a football player, and a message declaring that the only answer to the 

world’s problems was God’s love. According to reports from those involved, the crowd of 

about 5,000 mocked the presentation.16 

Still, Campus Crusade presented the Blitz as a major success.17 The film footage 

used in a short promotional film depicted 600 staff members from around North America 

arriving to confront the Berkeley students with the Four Spiritual Laws and the power of a 

personal relationship with Jesus. It showed hundreds of Berkeley students responding. Many 

Campus Crusade staff members, however, reacted against Bright’s film narrative. In a 1999 

interview with historian Kevin John Smith, Ray Nethery recalled that “the exaggerated 

claims were just not true. We really appealed to Bill [Bright] to pull back the video history 

of the claim… [that was]… being shown in churches all over the place. It was just 

embarrassing to me.”18 Several leaders (including Braun) and students appeared on the video 

to celebrate how many Berkeley students had responded to Campus Crusade’s message and 

efforts, but documented examples were sparse. Wide shots of Campus Crusade events 

showed crowded halls for main lectures. After these, the organizers would ask anyone to stay 

who wanted to talk about a personal relationship with Jesus. Over and over the camera 

showed few students remaining after the music, and the presentation ended or the food ran 

out. Although many hundreds of students and faculty responded positively to the message in 
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the initial stages, what disturbed Campus Crusade staff was that, according to Gillquist, “we 

know of only two [students] who really followed through.”19 The frustration with the lack of 

follow-through on the part of Campus Crusade—what some of the staff called 

“discipleship”—had already been a concern for staff members, and Bright’s exaggerations 

about Berkeley brought the frustration to the fore.  

In the years leading up to the Blitz, the sheer numbers of attendees and response 

cards gathered at the end of events seemed to confirm belief in the system that Campus 

Crusade employed. On many occasions, its events drew large crowds that responded to the 

organization’s message and increased membership in the campus group. For instance, just 

before the Blitz in early January 1967, evangelist Jon Braun went to the University of 

California, Santa Barbara, to present his popular three-part sermon series “Love, Sex, and 

Marriage.” Instead of the small turnout expected at an event scheduled right after winter 

break, organizers had to turn away hundreds of people from Campbell Hall’s 900-person 

venue before the beginning of Braun’s presentation. The crowd was already standing room 

only. The last two nights were moved to Robertson Gymnasium, and the gym was packed 

both remaining nights.20  

Even with this clear interest and positive response on the part of campus 

communities, much of the Campus Crusade leadership of the 1960s was developing a sense 

of failure. They began to ask why a more significant change was not materializing. They 

were making an impact—students were coming to meetings, reporting conversion and 

recommitment experiences, and forming Campus Crusade groups on their campuses—but, 

as the Berkeley event would make painfully clear, they had to admit the conversions “did not 

stick.”21 As the decade came to a close, these Campus Crusade leaders concluded that “the 

campus world of 1970 was far, far less culturally Christian than the campus world of 
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1960.”22 Indeed, their estimate of campus culture was validated by a 1970 Gallup poll 

indicating that only 42 percent of students at American campuses believed “organized 

religion” was “relevant” to them.23 According to Gillquist, they began to wonder, “Why is it 

that the early apostles made a great transformation, and we were doing what we were called 

to do and things are getting worse, not better?”24 Even though the numbers of attendees and 

commitment cards showed that they could “Win the Campus” as the first half of the Campus 

Crusade slogan urged, the work was not producing the results that the second half of the 

slogan promised. Leaders were frequently achieving less important goals—consistent 

capacity crowds and completed commitment cards—but they felt that they were failing at 

their larger goal.  

This frustration had already troubled leaders at their annual summer retreat near San 

Bernardino, California. The yearly gathering was usually a time for the leadership to share 

the successes and frustrations. Church community and its absence from Campus Crusade 

groups became more and more an issue. Thus, from a small group Bible study during the 

1966 retreat that included the future EOC’s leaders came the conviction that “ultimately we 

would have to be Church. We viewed the Church as the place where God’s grace and mercy 

would be manifest. We saw that each believer had gifts to bring, that the entire body of 

Christ could function, not just one or two paid professionals. The Church was to be a 

community.”25  

Bible studies had become common practice. Paralleling Bright’s conviction of the 

connection between studying the Bible and the felt presence of the Holy Spirit, the leaders 

also felt the Holy Spirit guide them toward answers. They referred to the connection of their 

Bible study to the Holy Spirit as “the pipe.” Through “the pipe” they confirmed that their 

new ecclesial vision was the will of God, and they determined to put it into motion.  They 
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would turn Campus Crusade into a church. So they started developing “student 

mobilization” groups in which they tried to implement every part of church life except 

baptism and communion. The practice was not in step with the Campus Crusade system, nor 

did it fit their original goals. In this context, they felt that they would eventually have to 

leave Campus Crusade to realize their vision of a transformative church community. They 

would have to alter their lives radically to follow their calling.  

Other accounts of this period, however, contend that Gillquist and especially Braun 

caused the rift with Campus Crusade. One former Campus Crusade leader alleged that the 

two tried to change the organization in conspiratorial ways and that the heart of the crisis 

was their problems with authority. Jon Braun was a charismatic and talented speaker. When 

he became national field director in 1966, he focused almost exclusively on the grace of 

God. SO much so that others in Campus Crusade began to say, in a play on a verse from the 

New Testament, “the law came by Bill Bright, but grace and truth came by Jon Braun.”26 

As other members of the leadership began to turn to the topic of grace and the style 

of Braun, his stature and support rose. Some staff took liberties with the rules as they 

interpreted Braun’s view of the law versus God’s grace as a model for their action in the 

organization. Obviously, this caused division in the ranks. Gordon Walker related his 

experience of the unrest in the group in terms of Braun’s teachings. He confirmed that 

“frustration had begun to mount over what to us was a conflict in what we were beginning to 

understand about the grace of God and our experience of legalism concerning the work we 

were in. We found that [in Campus Crusade] our spirituality depended upon a one-hour quiet 

time a day and fifteen new evangelistic appointments per week.”27 Then in 1967, Braun 

gathered a group of Campus Crusade leaders to draw up a list of complaints against Bright, 

especially his style of leadership. The news got back to Bright quickly, and the end of 
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Braun’s tenure in the group was near. Though Bright dropped the stricter appointment 

requirements for leadership, he would not allow Campus Crusade to operate like a church 

and thereby imperil donor support through the sectarian division that would surely follow. 

By this point, however, Braun and Gillquist and those who supported them could not remain 

much longer without addressing the issue of retention of converts through discipleship in 

local churches. So one night in February of 1968, Gillquist called Braun to tell him that he 

had decided to resign. After a pause, Braun said, “Then I’m out too.” Both leaders officially 

left soon after, and by 1970 many other leaders and members followed them, including four 

of the other five founders of the NCAO and the EOC.28 

In the summer of 1968, a large number of the Campus Crusade defectors gathered in 

La Jolla, California, to discuss the new direction that they were taking. The group made its 

position clear: “The name of the game is Church.”29 The defectors declared that modern 

evangelism, especially by groups like Campus Crusade, did not work because they did not 

focus on the church. These attempts to evangelize were “self-appointed, not Church-

directed. People [were] not being reached in the context of the body of Christ— [they were] 

like newborn babies being left on a doorstep somewhere to feed and care for themselves.”30 

The critique of Campus Crusade was prevalent among those who had left. Some former 

members who had not been part of the leadership felt that they were left without direction 

after encountering the organization. Besides, without some church-based organizational 

structure other people with whom they interacted would simply drift away from the group. 

As they left Campus Crusade, former members felt that they could not simply return 

to the churches that they had been part of. Ray Nethery recalled that at that time he “was 

gaining respect for the church and felt a need to relate to the church. [He] didn’t know quite 

what to do. [He] felt [he] was ruined to return to the church that [he] had known before 
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Campus Crusade. Not that [he] didn’t respect that, but [he] just felt [he] had tasted ‘new 

wine,’ and [he] could never go back.”31 Those who left felt that they would have to create 

something on their own. 

Attempts to “Be Church” after Campus Crusade: 1969-1973 

In contrast to the feelings of failure among his fellow Campus Crusade staff 

members, Jack Sparks went to Berkeley in 1969 after the Blitz to evangelize there. Sparks 

was a Professor of Physics and a Campus Crusade staff member at Pennsylvania State 

University. After the Blitz, he decided to go to Berkeley and run a far more radical 

movement than other Campus Crusade ministries, filling in the message behind Campus 

Crusade’s revolutionary mottos. In the beginning, Bright gave him approval and financial 

support, but both Bright and Sparks agreed it would be best if that connection were not 

acknowledged publicly. 

Sparks’s ministry in Berkeley meant to speak to the counterculturalists there—

hippies, street people, socialists, and revolutionaries of various types and commitments. 

Much like Gillquist and his colleagues claimed to do, Sparks and his followers attempted to 

offer an alternative to the established Christian churches and the counterculture. They 

rejected any notion of a separate family unit as well as the radical individualism of the 

counterculture, calling their community “God’s Forever Family.”32 In this group, they 

explicitly mimicked the language and tactics of the Berkeley groups around them. 

Specifically, they fashioned the socialist agenda of the Third World Liberation Front to 

reflect a Christian, spiritual agenda and began to call themselves the Christian World 

Liberation Front (CWLF.) The CWLF rewrote the New Testament into a dialogue between 

two people speaking “Berkeleyese.” They preached on the street, performed their own street 
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theater, produced the Jesus paper Right On, and baptized new converts in Berkeley’s 

fountain in the main plaza. A participant in some of these activities and author of a history of 

the Jesus Movement Kevin John Smith recalled that the CWLF 

produced Christian comics, a medical handbook, “bust cards” with bail and civil 
rights information on one side and Jesus on the other. They wrote a new version of 
the C.S. Lewis satire, “Screwtape Letters” (Lewis 1943), wherein junior devils 
debated events occurring in People’s Park. In a march for peace in San Francisco, 
they distributed 100,000 leaflets …. They provided free drinks for weary activist 
marchers, dispensed medical care to the strung out, gave food and clothing to the 
needy, and helped support an agricultural ranch, the Rising Son, in nearby Humboldt 
County. Jesus communes, Agape, and Pergamos houses emphasized hospitality for 
the social casualties of the city, served also as a respite for transients [and] 
rehabilitation for new converts, and training cells for Jesus revolutionaries.33 
 

Sparks’s group developed a system of community entities and activities that constantly kept 

the members of CWLF not only in each other’s lives but in their neighbors’ lives as well. 

Moreover, at the same time, they rejected established Christianity and the surrounding 

counterculture while remaining within evangelical Christianity and responding to 

countercultural critique. In this way, Sparks tapped into the countercultural Christian 

movement of the time, usually referred to as the Jesus Movement, in ways that were as 

authentic and effective as Bright’s efforts had been contrived and fruitless. According to 

Gillquist, he and other former Campus Crusade members saw in Sparks’s group the kind of 

church community that they hoped to form.34 

 Sparks’s movement finally faded, but not before members removed him from 

leadership in 1972. According to accounts of the group, Sparks presented his ideas as fully 

formed and often immediately implemented them without input from others. He would leave 

to join the other Campus Crusade defectors in their development of a church community by 

the mid-1970s. 
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Sparks’s relative success during this period was not the norm for the rest of those 

who left Campus Crusade. Gillquist moved to Memphis, Tennessee to become director of 

the development department and vice-president of the university foundation at Memphis 

State. The position afforded Gillquist ample opportunity to interact with community 

members and especially students. During his time in Memphis, he and his wife, Marilyn, 

bought a house with a large central living space to use for church community meetings 

among the students. Unlike their time in Campus Crusade, they purposefully kept their group 

small for as long as they could and refrained from inviting new people too quickly. Gillquist 

contended that his practice did not arise from the desire to be exclusive. Rather, “we all felt 

the need to grow in our understanding of the Church first before we invited others to take 

part.”35 

The strategy did not last long. From a small group of fifteen or twenty at the 

beginning, the small house church’s attendance doubled and then tripled, requiring at times 

backyard meetings to accommodate the crowd. From his account, Gillquist’s abilities to 

draw a university crowd had not diminished, but he was not happy. Rather than the good 

sign that a large crowd would have been in Campus Crusade, Gillquist thought that “the 

larger we grew, the less and less ‘Church’ we were becoming.” He recalled that “we had 

served communion most every week when we were small, but as the crowd grew those times 

became more infrequent [because] we were never sure who would be there and in what 

spiritual condition.” So the situation did not match Gillquist’s vision and began to degrade 

into the same pattern he saw in Campus Crusade. The house church “turned into a front-lines 

outreach meeting” at which he “would often issue a call to ‘pray and give your life to 

Christ.’”36 But the focus necessary to form a tightknit community with all those who would 

pray the prayer was absent. He saw in his own efforts the replication of Campus Crusade’s 
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weaknesses, and he would look to other groups like Sparks’s for a more effective and 

satisfying form of community. 

Meanwhile, by 1969, Braun had moved to Washington state and had become a youth 

camp director and a house painter while trying to make sense of this new direction in his 

religious life. In the summer of that year, he attended a Christian youth conference at the 

University of California, Los Angeles. He had been invited as Campus Crusade's national 

field coordinator but was still respected as a charismatic preacher and leader. So the 

invitation stood even after his break with Campus Crusade, and Braun attended. There he 

met Gene Edwards, another charismatic Christian leader of the time with radical ideas about 

the organization of the church and the work of the Holy Spirit.  

Edwards was part of the Local Church movement. This group had its roots in the 

writings of Watchman Nee, a Chinese Christian evangelist who reportedly began hundreds 

of churches in China with his followers, the best-known in the United States being Witness 

Lee.37 Nee and his followers in China were imprisoned for their efforts. The Local Church 

movement was non-denominational, and its communities referred to themselves as the local 

church of a particular city or area (e.g., The Church of Dallas.) The Local Church appealed 

to Edwards and to Braun. They resonated with its non-denominationalism as well as its use 

of multiple elders rather than a single pastor or priest to lead a community. In addition, its 

focus on experiential, spontaneous worship based on a belief in the movement of the Holy 

Spirit in individuals appealed to Braun’s charismatic leanings.  

A few months after this meeting, the Campus Crusade group at the University of 

California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) invited Edwards to the university community of Isla Vista 

to start a church with the group’s members as the initial congregants. After a large 

contingent of the national leadership of Campus Crusade had left, many chapters on 
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campuses throughout the country had to decide whether they would remain within it or start 

their own groups. At UCSB, the Campus Crusade group numbered approximately 125 

people and decided that it would attempt to form its own church. But without the direction 

of a national organization, however, the group soon dwindled to only fifteen people. This 

situation prompted them to seek out an evangelist like Edwards to lead the group and form 

the church community that they thought would be most effective for sustaining their 

members and drawing others back to them. 

Richard Ballew, who had left Campus Crusade, was part of this community along 

with other members who would eventually take up leadership roles. When Edwards arrived 

in Isla Vista, he quickly drew dozens of students and community members into the new 

church. His passionate preaching style and the exuberance of the congregation made for an 

exciting and engaging experience inside and outside the church. From accounts of former 

members, the group would march through Isla Vista shouting “Jesus Christ is Lord of Isla 

Vista.” Church services included loud ecstatic prayer and exclamations so strident that 

several people report being jarred or annoyed by the sound, even if they remained in the 

group for the value of the community and vision.38  

Edwards believed he would restore the first-century church in the college community 

of Isla Vista, which borders on the campus of UCSB. In the late 1960s the group in Isla 

Vista followed Edwards away from Campus Crusade toward his restorationist vision, 

including his ideas of charismatic action to convert the world. The Edwards group required 

complete commitment, especially since members met most days of the week to hear him 

teach. They formed a close bond through their constant interaction, but many former 

members argued that the strict rules surrounding the group smacked of the “legalism” that 

many former Campus Crusade members had attempted to escape. Still, the excitement and 
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growth of the group caused Ballew to call his friend Braun and implore him to come to Isla 

Vista and see what was happening. Braun saw it and decided to move his whole family to 

Isla Vista to become part of the community. On his way from Washington, he and his family 

stopped in Portland to meet up with Dean and Penny Brunner, and they all drove to Isla 

Vista in the Brunners’ truck. Subsequently, the Brunners and Brauns started a painting 

business in Isla Vista to support themselves. 

By 1971, however, a significant portion of the group broke away from Edwards for 

various reasons that included his espousal of modalism—the idea that God the Father, Son, 

and Holy Spirit are the three "modes," or manifestations, of one God that do not manifest at 

the same time. Braun maintained that he and Ballew led the revolt the night that Edwards 

gave his sermon on modalism. The group divided, and those who had left Campus Crusade 

because of promises to find the New Testament church found themselves adrift once again. 

Many of them had spurned family and friends by becoming part of the Edwards group, and 

now they were stripped of even these connections. Disillusioned and disconnected, many 

could not find a place for themselves in any church or group.  

Various members of the present-day community contend that this split with Edwards 

was the event that brought them together and the point at which they perceived that God was 

placing them on a path to Orthodox Christianity. Why? First, the leaders of the split from the 

Edwards group, Jon Braun and Richard Ballew, brought many of their fellow defectors back 

together after several months to form a new group. In this meeting in 1972, Braun and 

Ballew promised that they would finally find the New Testament church together. They 

spoke of “green pastures and still waters” to people who felt that they had been deceived by 

a fraud.39 The ways that they would assure truth and transparency were threefold. 1) They 

would offer a constant communication of ideas. 2) They would verify those ideas as 
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genuinely Christian by testing them against Christian historical records and authorities. 3) 

They would develop a system of accountability through a structure of authority. This 

structure would counteract any individual's ability to gain exclusive power and lead the 

group astray. Beyond this, the group tried to replicate strong family relationships because 

they felt disconnected from support structures after the splits from both Campus Crusade and 

Edwards. 

Over time, nothing developed this family feeling more than the house-church model. 

Group members took this model from their reading of the book of Acts, which relates the 

early Christians' experience of meeting in members' homes. In addition, Gillquist's idea of a 

small, tight-knit community as well as Sparks's experiences with such a community in 

Berkeley appealed to them, especially since they had discussed the house-church model 

during their retreats at Lake Arrowhead with Campus Crusade. Within the house-church 

model, they thought, lay the power of a tight-knit spiritual community that could resist the 

counter-culture and provide the intimacy lacking in institutional churches. For them, house-

churches were houses as much as churches. All members were required to live within 

walking distance to foster community activity and feeling. Given the geography of Isla Vista 

and the surrounding campus, the requirement was easy. Members shared many possessions 

and cared for each other's children. Single men and single women lived in their own 

communal houses, led by a house mother or father. The five house-churches divided the 

membership of the group so that they each had a similar demographic make-up in regard to 

numbers of elderly, families, couples, singles, and children. The reordering of the group 

began in 1972, but the full practice did not develop until later in the 1970s.  
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All over the country, communities like the one in Isla Vista formed churches that 

emphasized equality of members and spontaneity of worship. The churches were successful 

to a point, but the distance between them as well as the leadership's need to work full-time 

jobs exacerbated the difficulties of starting and maintaining egalitarian spontaneous 

churches. Then, in the summer of 1973, about fifty to sixty men associated with the house-

church movement gathered at a Christian publishers’ conference in Dallas, which some in 

the group were planning to attend already. While no major issues were settled, attendees 

agreed that they needed to work together at least informally in order to have some system of 

mutual support and to avoid duplicating efforts.40  

In October of 1973, a smaller group met in Berkeley at the Sparks’s home. This 

meeting began a significant shift. First, Richard Ballew, Jon Braun, Ken Berven, Ray 

Nethery, Jack Sparks, and Gordon Walker were chosen as elders since they were the 

members over forty years old. Attendees decided that these six elders would meet quarterly 

to discuss problems and to help in overseeing the communities that constituted the small 

informal network. At the next meeting in Grand Junction, Colorado, in January 1974, 

Gillquist joined the group of elders. He was to be administrator of their meetings.41 

Moreover, as Gillquist put it, “Crucial also to our group was the felt need on the part 

of each man to be accountable to the others and under at least some measure of visible, 

workable authority.”42 Members did not want to repeat the mistakes of Campus Crusade or 

the Edwards-led church. They spoke of “covering” as a function of authority in the churches. 

Its basic thrust was that each member of the group, from ordinary layperson to elder, needed 

a person to whom they were accountable within the church structure. I will return to this 

concept shortly. 
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At the quarterly meeting in Estes Park, Colorado, in 1974, Walker stated that “God 

clearly spoke to [them] about the Apostolic ministry that He had called [them] to as well as 

the way in which the Kingdom of God [was] to function in the church.”43 Attendees sensed 

that they had heard a “supernatural word from God” as they read Isaiah 58:12 (NKJV): 

“Those from among you shall build the old waste places; you shall raise up the foundations 

of many generations; and you shall be called the Repairer of the Breach, the Restorer of 

Streets to Dwell In.”44 The passage seemed to confirm their feeling of “an apostolic calling 

to go back to the Ancient Church for the patterns of the Churches [they] were planting.”45 

From this revelation through prayer and scripture, the group of seven leaders concluded they 

were being called to be the spiritual successors of the apostles of Jesus. They believed they 

were restoring the New Testament church. 

A few years earlier, “the pipe” had offered the authority to begin a new ecclesial 

community in the house-church movement, and in much the same fashion this reported 

revelation, taken from the pages of the Bible, authorized a new apostolic ministry to restore 

the ancient church. Now, though, a debate arose over the group’s understanding of the 

community after which they meant to model their congregations. So—in what was a major 

turning point for the group—members decided to begin a study of what happened to 

Christianity after the deaths of the twelve apostles. If they were to be the new apostles of 

Jesus, then they would need to know what happened to the churches that the original 

apostles had begun. According to Gillquist’s account, Sparks remarked that, “as Protestants, 

we know our way back to A.D. 1517 and the Reformation. As evangelicals—Bible people—

we know our way up to A.D. 95 or so, when the Apostle John finished writing Revelation. 

It’s time we fill the gap in between.”46 The group agreed, and study of the different facets 

and eras of church history was then divided between six elders with Gillquist maintaining 
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his administrative role, overseeing the work of the other six. They insisted that each other 

focus on primary texts and avoid secondary, especially modern, theological commentaries. 

They would present their research at the quarterly oversight meetings. Evangelicals often 

assume they know what happened after the deaths of the twelve apostles—powerful interests 

took over the Christian churches and twisted it to their own whims. According to this view, 

hierarchical, liturgical, and sacramental Christian practices arose from this era of power-

grabbing, and a new, unchristian priestly class used these invented practices to maintain their 

power over the Christian community. In a decided turn away from these ideas, their unique 

history as charismatic evangelicals became clear. Through a perceived revelation, they felt 

called to restart the apostolic ministry of the followers of Jesus. However, members assumed 

the new view of church history, feeling compelled to study church history from the 

beginning. 

In February of 1975, the elders met in a cabin on San Juan Island in Puget Sound to 

focus on the reports drawn up over the previous months. Sparks’s report on worship in the 

early church introduced the others to historical accounts of liturgy in Christian worship as 

early as Hippolytus’s Apostolic Tradition (about 200 CE), Justin Martyr’s First Apology 

(about 150 CE), and The Didache or “The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles” (first century 

CE.) That descriptions of Christian liturgies existed in such early writings came as a shock to 

these advocates of spontaneous worship styles. They were not left with only that news, 

however. Sparks went on to describe the concept of the “mystery” of the dual symbol and 

substance of the Eucharist in patristic writings. As evangelical Protestants, the seven held to 

the idea that the celebration of communion was only a symbolic remembrance of the life 

and, especially, death of Jesus. Instead, these early writings confirmed that the early 

Christian churches declared that the Eucharist (thanksgiving) was a reenactment of the 
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sacrifice of Jesus and that a significant number of early Christians affirmed that the bread 

and wine of the ritual changed into the body and blood of Jesus through an indescribable 

mystery.47 

Jon Braun amazed the rest of the group with his account of the presence of bishops in 

the church as early as 67 CE in the person of Ignatius of Antioch, Polycarp of Smyrna (100 

CE) and Clement of Rome (90 CE).48 After Braun’s presentation, they could no longer 

assume their old view of priestly power-grabbing. This was a change that fit quite well with 

their concern with establishing a system of authority in the church to keep individuals from 

falling prey to the teachings of charismatic figures. Such an authority structure was already 

in the making among the group’s leaders.49   

After this, Richard Ballew introduced them to the conciliar and creedal history of the 

church. Ballew focused on the first ecumenical council in 325 CE, arguing that the council’s 

purpose had been to determine who Jesus was. It had ultimately affirmed that he was “the 

eternal Son of the Father who assumed humanity for our salvation, at once God and man.”50 

This was significant to the group for several reasons. First, it introduced these evangelicals 

to the importance of the incarnation as a doctrinal concept whereas they had previously 

focused on the death and resurrection of Jesus as the important events concerning Christian 

doctrine. Second, the fact that a gathering of clergy decided this important issue in the 

context of an ecumenical council shifted their views of hierarchy even further than Braun’s 

report had done. From this presentation, they took the position that the Holy Spirit spoke 

through the gathering of the hierarchy, a revised opinion, indeed, for them. Third, Ballew 

presented the first seven ecumenical councils as fundamentally about the deity of Jesus. 

Members thus came to believe that “these seven councils together complete[d] the 

foundation of the Church’s understanding of the apostolic deposit of the faith and serve[d] as 
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a safeguard of it” especially through the establishment of creedal statements.51 In these last 

two points, they saw important mechanisms both for safeguarding the teachings of 

Christianity against the fragmenting effects of other teachings—particularly those of 

charismatic individuals—as well as discerning the will of God through the manifestation of 

the Holy Spirit in church councils. In their minds, they had begun to find the keys to 

organizing a strong, unified church that would speak authoritatively to the rest of society 

through spiritual power. 

The New Covenant Apostolic Order and Apostolic AThe New Covenant Apostolic Order and Apostolic AThe New Covenant Apostolic Order and Apostolic AThe New Covenant Apostolic Order and Apostolic Authority: 1975uthority: 1975uthority: 1975uthority: 1975----1979197919791979 

The new ideas prompted all of them to change their own communities in dramatic 

ways. The group officially adopted the name, the New Covenant Apostolic Order (NCAO), 

even though the name was in unofficial use in 1974. They were convinced that the official 

formation of the group was “the will of God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit” and 

that they lived “in a time of great need for a new expression of the church, in continuity with 

biblical, apostolic and catholic tradition.” The group's members included “new covenant” in 

its name because, they noted, “the new covenant promise is for the church today.” They 

affirmed in this statement that they were led by the Holy Spirit to create an authoritative 

governing body for these churches because “God through the Holy Spirit does indeed write 

His law upon the hearts of His people, those who live under the government and reign of the 

Lord Jesus Christ.”52 This concern with church government and authority, was especially 

significant given their alleged experiences with Bill Bright’s authoritarian leadership style 

and Gene Edwards’s heretical theological stance. 

Reacting against the charisma of such leaders and the fragmentation of Christianity 

and society in the formation of new denominations through them, members of the movement 
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called themselves an “Order.” This new order was specifically not a new church or 

denomination since they meant to find the New Testament church and become part of it to 

combat Christian fragmentation. During that period, Gordon Walker described the reasons 

for forming an order this way: “We don’t see ourselves as a new denomination or a 

separatist organization, but rather an order in the church catholic (or universal). There have 

been many honorable orders in the history of the church that have brought her great 

blessings. We hope we will be another such blessing to the church.”53 In fact, one of the 

twelve “Characteristics” of NCAO churches that the group listed in its charter was 

“Catholicity.” Under this, the NCAO stated, “The church is divided. That is not the ideal of 

God. We long for the church to return to a state of unity which will show the world that He 

is Lord.” In the view of the NCAO, uniting a divided church would be a major key to 

demonstrating the truth of the Christian God. Rather than forming a new denomination, they 

intended to form an order within the one united church of God, even though they did not 

know where that church existed. Instead, they sensed that they were spiritually connected to 

it. Through the connection, they would either find or restore the “church catholic.” 

The NCAO published the first issue of its organization’s newsletter/magazine, Again, 

in 1978 with restorationism as its main topic. The very name Again was an explicit call to 

Christians to restore the Christian churches to their original purposes. Leading into the title 

on the front cover of the magazine, the publishers wrote:  

The divided wall of testimony— 
Christians doing what is right— 
in their own eyes— 
The people of God adrift— 
in doctrine— 
Cries out to the Church— 
to realign— 
With her roots in orthodoxy and unity… 
AGAIN54 
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The point was clear. The NCAO would bring Christianity back to its roots once again. As 

the first “Publisher’s Word” noted, Again was meant to “challenge our people and the 

church at large to return to catholicity and orthodoxy.” While there existed many religious 

publications, AGAIN was not meant to be “just another religious paper.” Instead, it was 

meant “to become a printed voice in calling the people of God to unity and a realignment 

with the historic Christian church.”55  

Calling themselves “Apostolic” was not a simple buzzword for a group such as this. 

Rather, it was vitally important since they believed that “the service and authority of 

Apostleship is necessary today to lead the church to live under Christ’s reign.”56 In their 

view, in order to restore the church, they needed apostolic spiritual authority. They were to 

be the successors of the Apostles in the present day. Their calling to a spiritual apostolic 

succession had manifest in their perception of special revelation in 1974 during their study 

of Isaiah 58:12. Through this revelation, they discerned that the church needed apostolic 

authority in order to maintain its doctrinal and practical purity. Such purity of doctrine and 

practice further protected the church from heresy. With this view of spiritual apostolic 

succession and purity of doctrine and practice, and with the leaders of the NCAO calling 

themselves apostles or apostolic workers, their stance would become a point of contention as 

they encountered the Orthodox churches who asserted a physical, as well as spiritual, 

apostolic succession. At this point, however, it is important to note that the leadership of the 

NCAO, through this retraditionalization of their churches, began to shift from one end of the 

spectrum with regard to authority and hierarchy to the other. They were certain that they 

were recreating and restoring New Testament era Christianity’s traditional practices.  
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The group began to describe their view of hierarchy in the first issue of Again in 

which they emphasized the role of the government of the church to direct proper Christian 

behavior. The publishers invoked the church they wished to restore as the example for their 

actions. The editor, J. Rock Meland, noted,  

The true believers in the churches of the first few centuries experienced God’s rule in 
their lives. They saw themselves as part of another Kingdom in which orderliness 
prevailed, propriety flourished, dignity was preserved, and grace and peace were 
experienced. In an alien world characterized by confusion, chaos and fear these 
Christians could rightly rejoice with the prophet who announced the good news, 
“Your God reigns!” 
  

By citing the “Kingdom,” Meland drew together several important ideas circulating 

throughout the NCAO. He wrote, “As [God’s] people it is important for us to know how to 

function under God’s authority in His Kingdom. A Kingdom, governed by grace, where each 

citizen has both privileges and responsibilities.” 57 Meland connected the concept of “the 

Kingdom” to the government of the church as well as the issues of grace and responsibility, 

especially responsibility to the rest of the church. In Jon Braun’s contribution to that first 

issue, he made the NCAO understanding of the kingdom of God stand out from a Protestant 

view. In his article “Look at the Gospel Again,” he argued the case that the gospel is not 

limited to the evangelical idea that Jesus died to pay a penalty for the sins of humanity. 

Instead, Braun stated that the gospel proclaimed the kingdom of God, which was an actual 

physical and spiritual realm over which God had dominion, and the physical portion of that 

realm was the church.58 The responsibility of the Christian was not simply to God in the 

arena of salvation, but true responsibility lay in fidelity to the kingdom of God that existed in 

the physical church. 

In this system, the group officially listed two orders, elders and deacons. Without 

mentioning them, the group’s organizational document also recognized the position of 
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apostle or apostolic worker above the elders and deacons. Apostolic workers would ordain 

elders with the congregation’s agreement. The apostolic workers would identify a potential 

elder when a member of a given church would receive a revelation from the Holy Spirit. As 

in their early, brief connection with the Local Churches of Witness Lee, the group preferred 

multiple elders—as a safeguard against the power and charisma of one person. The elders 

and the people of a local community would chose deacons for the care of the church’s 

physical needs. The elders would direct the deacons’ activities.59 

At the local level, the NCAO called the gathering of all its elders a presbytery. The 

presbytery concerned itself with maintaining unity and “apostolic doctrine,” assisting 

churches that needed help, and training new ministers—both men and women. At the 

broader regional level, the NCAO did not explicitly adopt an episcopal system. They saw in 

their research into the early churches that bishops existed very early on, but they avoided the 

title of bishop in the group’s official documents for several years. Instead, they called the 

regional government of the churches the “Regional Apostolic Council.” The responsibilities 

of this body mimicked those of the local presbytery but with greater responsibilities, 

including application of doctrine, community activities, education, and training.60  

Above the regional bodies, Ballew, Berven, Braun, Gillquist, Nethery, Sparks, and 

Walker placed themselves in the “General Apostolic Council.” These seven men, who would 

refer to each other as “the seven” in their correspondence with each other, would “give 

themselves primarily to the raising up of churches, to prayer and ministry of the Word, to 

apostolic doctrine, to the oversight of regional apostolic councils, and to the publishing of 

literature which [would] build up the church.” A “General Assembly” consisting of “all the 

elders of all the churches and the members” of the NCAO possessed the “overall authority in 

the church and in the apostolic order.” 61 
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Several narratives from members alleged that this system of authority actually placed 

the authority for doctrine and practice in the General Apostolic Council, even though the 

official organizational document placed it in the General Assembly. According to these 

narrativess, the General Apostolic Council (“the seven”) would actually make the decisions 

on doctrinal and practical issues. Then they would convince the regional councils to adopt 

positions decided upon in their General Apostolic Council meetings. From there, the clergy, 

as a united front, would present their decisions to the laity and ask for comment. 

Respondents to my inquiries alleged that this hierarchical chain of command expected 

agreement on doctrine and practice from lower-level clergy and then laity. The implication 

was that disagreement beyond initial questions and answers would constitute a challenge to 

the authority of the church.,62 thus challenging the guidance of the Holy Spirit. There was no 

escaping church discipline in that case (from refusal of the Eucharist to permanent 

excommunication and shunning by the group). 

The NCAO’s members as well as the leaders saw great benefit in this system. In an 

Again column titled, “What It Means to Us to Live under the Government of God,”63 five 

members from the NCAO at the time explained their views of the movement’s system. 

Phyllis Morrison, a member in the Isla Vista, California community, expressed her 

thankfulness to God for bringing her and her children “to a place where we have a 

community in which we have a government that receives its orders from God.” She stated 

that it was “a privilege to love and care for His people as well as being so loved and well 

taken care of by His chosen ones!” For Morrison, the importance of the community lay not 

only in interaction with those of like mind, but especially in a feeling of mutual care and 

concern. Furthermore, because members like her were convinced that the group’s 
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government consisted of “His chosen ones” and “receive[d] its orders from God,” the group 

fostered a strong sense of security. 

Randal Pflum from Indianapolis, Indiana highly prized the security since he thought 

that it meant he did not “have to worry about living outside the will of the Lord or groping to 

figure it out” because he had “God’s authorities over [him] who [would] prevent this from 

happening.” Wendy Gillquist, one of the daughters of Peter Gillquist, wrote that the 

members of the NCAO’s government could “help us by judging prophecies or maybe even 

people who could be trying to lead us astray.” They could prevent such a thing because they 

decided the direction of the group as a council that would “pray about it and pray some 

more, and maybe more … until they know they’ve heard from God on what to do and agree 

on it.” That agreement was the firewall against one person’s control of the group, as in their 

view of Bill Bright and as all other Protestants did with their own interpretations of the 

Bible. The agreement of a group of leaders in the government of their church meant that 

members of the NCAO were not “playing church.” Instead, Wendy Gillquist professed that 

the NCAO’s governmental structure showed that its members, “with Christ as [their] head, 

[were] the CHURCH!”  

Mardell Hanson from Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada expressed her joy at 

becoming part of “the Body,” which was a common reference to the church community in 

the NCAO. As a member of this Body, the leadership of the church helped Hanson with car 

repair, housing, career advice, and childcare. In fact, after pointing out the ways the church 

helped her, she happily recalled that after the NCAO “became a committed Church, Pete 

Gillquist said to me, ‘Now you have a husband and a father for your children.’” Again, 

Denise Copeland of Wapato, Washington, was especially excited “to see the spiritual growth 

that [took] place because [she was] under this kind of caring, serving government.” She was 
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“thankful for a functioning church that [was] serving [her], [her] family, and most of all the 

Lord!” 

Each of these members expressed gratitude for the security and stability of the 

community that the hierarchical, spirit-led church government offered. Their ideas drew 

together the importance of family feeling and mutual care among the members. They also 

expressed confidence that God was the one ultimately in control through the government of 

the NCAO since the membership had faith the leaders were led by the Holy Spirit through 

prayer and Bible study. Of course, this is not the whole story. 

It ought to be noted here that, in order to become part of the group during this period, 

one needed to make a lifetime commitment. The NCAO’s protocol required a new convert to 

stand before the leadership of the church in their region and confirm that commitment. If a 

member could not agree with the teachings or practices of the community or wanted to leave 

the community for any reason, then the community would shun that person, refusing to 

speak to the person or associate with him or her in any way. Many people had felt betrayed 

by past authoritarian, charismatic leaders; people had left homes and families and friends to 

join this group; and the very feeling of betrayal had brought them together in a new network 

of friends who lived like family. Thus, making the decision to disagree strongly or to leave 

outright meant becoming an outcast and being viewed as a traitor and a heretic, as we shall 

soon see. The impulse to unify a fragmented society became the catalyst for control through 

retraditionalization, especially a tradition gleaned from ancient texts and made modern 

through the perceived inspiration from the Spirit of God. This interpretation of the hierarchy 

and its close connection to spiritual verification would prove to be a major sticking point as 

the group encountered the Eastern Orthodox churches. 
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The Encounter with Eastern Orthodox Churches and the Schism of ’78: 1977-78 

The group made first contact with Eastern Orthodoxy during this time. None of the 

members of the group had any knowledge of the Eastern Orthodox churches, or if they did, 

they did not know enough to realize they were becoming like them.64 During Sparks’s time 

in Berkeley, one of his students, John Bartke, had attended a Berkeley Bible study group and 

continued to receive the Christian World Liberation Front’s newsletter even after he moved 

on to become a seminarian at Saint Vladimir’s (Russian Orthodox) Seminary in New York. 

As Bartke continued to read the newsletter, it began to sound less like the product of an 

independent Christian organization and spoke more of liturgy, sacrament, and creeds. This 

change in language piqued Bartke’s interest, and he contacted Sparks. In early 1977, Sparks 

sent him one of the position papers that he was working on for a quarterly elders’ meeting, 

but Sparks told him not to share it since it was in the very early stages of construction. 

Bartke read the paper and saw that the NCAO had moved firmly in the direction of 

Orthodoxy. Against Sparks’s request, he showed the document to his professor, Alexander 

Schmemann, an expert on Orthodox theology and an Orthodox priest. Schmemann began the 

process of getting an Orthodox representative to visit parish and the small theological 

academy that the parish had founded.65  

In the fall of 1977, Ted Wojcik, a priest from Saint Innocent Orthodox Church in 

Tarzana, California, arrived unannounced to a class at the academy in Isla Vista while 

Richard Ballew was teaching.66 The NCAO set up the academy to train its members in the 

new theological teachings that the apostolic workers and elders had found and incorporated 

into the group's new doctrine and practice. Ballew was in the middle of a class on the 

doctrine of Christ when Wojcik arrived. The introduction to Eastern Orthodoxy began a time 

of major transition in the NCAO. The Eastern Orthodox representatives did not stop with 
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Wojcik, and over time the leadership of the NCAO began to visit Eastern Orthodox churches 

with great interest. The interest was not shared throughout the NCAO, however. 

Ray Nethery, one of the founders of the movement and the director of Grace Haven 

Farm, the group’s commune in Mansfield, Ohio, left the group in 1978 with about 500 

members. All were wary of the group’s move toward Eastern Orthodoxy and its “emphasis 

on sacramental theology and authoritarian government.”67 At a January 1978 meeting of the 

NCAO, Nethery and others presented papers outlining their concerns about NCAO teaching 

and practice. According to Joseph Hopkins’s report at the time for Christianity Today, there 

were five points of particular concern: 

- A position that border[ed] on baptismal regeneration. 
- The “binding” of individual conscience to the church leadership. 
- The teaching that divine energies are transmitted through the sacraments and the 

church. 
- Emphasis on the incarnation [of Christ] at the expense of the atonement. 
- Elevating the patristic tradition to the point of threatening the authority of 

Scripture.68  
 

No agreement on these issues could be found at the meeting, so it was suggested that the 

Nethery group begin an order associated with, but not directly part of, the NCAO at least 

until the debate could be taken up again in the future. Even though Nethery agreed to this 

plan, “a ‘prophecy’ repudiating the [Nethery group] and challenging their Christian integrity 

was drawn up and sent to all NCAO-related congregations.”69 When Nethery’s group was 

not allowed the chance to defend themselves, they severed their connection to the NCAO. 

Not even a member of “the seven” could disagree with the remaining leadership without 

encountering swift action to separate him from the rest of the group, all quite paradoxically 

in the name of church unity and doctrinal purity. 

After having begun with a scattering of churches throughout the country in the early 

1970s, the NCAO of 1978 split its membership with roughly 500 members joining Nethery 
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and 1,500 remaining in the group. The NCAO retained what then became known as the 

Academy of Orthodox Theology as well as Conciliar Press, which had been established in 

1977 under the guidance of Ken Berven and published Again as well as other small books 

and church literature. Furthermore, the group remained committed to finding the New 

Testament church that the NCAO saw more and more in its new acquaintance with Eastern 

Orthodoxy. And in February of 1979, the quarterly leaders meeting of the NCAO would 

change its name to the Evangelical Orthodox Church (EOC). 

Conclusion 

This chapter has related the beginnings of what would become the Evangelical 

Orthodox Church from Campus Crusade days to its early encounters with Eastern Orthodox 

Christianity. It has explained the retraditionalizing efforts that the group and its leaders 

undertook to counteract the fragmentation of society in the face of religious pluralism. It has 

shown that these efforts brought about radical change from evangelical Protestant 

commitments to liturgical, sacramental, and hierarchical views of Christianity. All the while, 

the group predicated these changes upon a still-evangelical-charismatic understanding of 

Christianity that prized spiritual connection to the divine, especially with charismatic, 

revelatory visions. Through these visions, the group was able to alter its denominational 

culture quite dramatically through retraditionalization, but even those dramatic changes 

remained within a particularly Protestant frame of reference. In the following chapters, I 

demonstrate how this frame of reference and these processes of change and 

retraditionalization can tell us a great deal about how religious pluralism affects and is 

affected by notions of ethnic identity. In particular, I show how, as the group encountered a 

physical church made up of people of particular ethnic backgrounds (especially a church that 
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over time it came to believe was the true church) the NCAO/EOC members would connect 

their evangelicalism to their spirituality and Americanness in ways that sought to transcend 

ethnicity. The commitment to ethnic transcendence would be hard to break as members 

sought to unite themselves to the Eastern Orthodox churches. 
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Chapter Two: Becoming Evangelical Orthodox 

Introduction 

 Before they became the Evangelical Orthodox Church (EOC), these evangelical 

seekers had left Campus Crusade for Christ in the 1960s and formed their own house-church 

movement in the early 1970s. They began officially calling themselves the New Covenant 

Apostolic Order (NCAO) in 1975 and soon after began an unaccredited seminary in Santa 

Barbara, California, The Academy of Orthodox Theology.1 This academy, located in the 

small residential area known as Isla Vista, was the center of research and instruction for 

clergy and laity in the NCAO and depended on the resources of the Davidson Library at the 

neighboring University of California, Santa Barbara. It was at this academy that the NCAO 

would be introduced to the Eastern Orthodox church when an Orthodox priest showed up 

unannounced in 1977. 

 This chapter looks at how the NCAO became the EOC and, specifically, the ways in 

which the members of the group viewed themselves in relation to the Orthodox churches 

after this unexpected introduction. Up until this point, these evangelicals believed that they 

were called to restore the church that they had, until then, encountered only in texts from 

ancient Christian communities. The period is significant because of the in-the-flesh 

encounter of these evangelicals with Orthodox Christians and churches that prompted them 

to become the EOC. While the process of retraditionalization was in full swing during the 

formation and development of the NCAO, this process took on a very different tone as the 

NCAO interacted with the people and the practices of a church that claimed to carry those 

ancient traditions forward to the present, the Eastern Orthodox Church The NCAO 
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previously had encountered those traditions only in texts. The process of retraditionalization 

could no longer occur solely through the evangelicals’ own interpretations of ancient texts. 

Instead, the existence of an in-the-flesh, living tradition—the Eastern Orthodox Church—

forced them to alter their own identities and to try to align their beliefs and practices with 

people who had an established tradition—not only a tradition, but the tradition that the 

evangelicals wished to follow. In this negotiation, the members of the NCAO demonstrated 

the intimate connection between their evangelical and American identities, making powerful 

associations between these identities and what they believed true Christianity to be. These 

associations caused the evangelicals to find the Eastern Orthodox Christians lacking in true 

Christian commitment because of their lack of evangelical fervor and their dependence upon 

ethnic connections to the Orthodox churches. All the while, the evangelicals worked to 

connect themselves to the Eastern Orthodox churches in order to fulfill their own needs to 

retraditionalize their communities and counteract what they saw as the fragmentation of 

pluralist Western society. As this chapter progresses, it will become clear that the newly 

formed EOC wished to remain evangelical as a way to cover over or erase ethnic 

connections to the Eastern Orthodox churches that, in their view, produced only nominal 

connections to Christianity. The EOC would see itself as a prophetic voice within Eastern 

Orthodox Christianity, calling the Orthodox to embrace evangelical commitments to 

scripture and to a personal, spiritual relationship with Jesus. This relationship would produce 

the spiritual vigor and commitment that they perceived to be lacking in many Orthodox 

Christians' ethnic connections to their churches.2 

The Beginning of Dialogue with the Orthodox Church in America (OCA): 1977-79 
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 After his initial visit to the Santa Barbara community in 1977, Wojcik contacted 

Dmitri Royster, then bishop of the South region for the Orthodox Church in America 

(OCA). The Orthodox Patriarchate of Moscow had granted independence to its churches in 

the U.S. in 1970, and these churches formed the OCA. While Russian cultural styles have 

strongly influenced these churches, the OCA also has been known to be open to cultural 

adaptation to North American cultural expressions, though this is always a debatable claim 

and varies from parish to parish. Royster himself was born in the U.S. and had been brought 

up a Southern Baptist. So it intrigued him when he heard the news of evangelicals who had 

encountered something along the lines of Orthodox theology and practice on their own, and 

he committed to setting up an official meeting with them.3  

Royster and a well-known theologian of the OCA, Thomas Hopko, met with Peter 

Gillquist, the presiding bishop of the NCAO, in Dallas, Texas in February 1978. From the 

outset, Gillquist seemed convinced that the Orthodox church embodied the type of 

community with which his group ought to unite. The meeting left Gillquist elated, and in a 

thank you letter to Royster he claimed to have lost sleep. 4 

At the time, in addition to being presiding bishop, Gillquist was also Senior Editor at 

Thomas Nelson Publishing in Tennessee, a well-known Protestant Christian publishing 

house. In his capacity as editor, Gillquist told Royster in the same letter of the work on the 

New King James version (NKJV) of the New Testament that Thomas Nelson was producing 

and indicated that Royster might provide useful input for the project. According to the letter, 

he also sent along a book to Royster, Wilbur Pickering’s The Identity of the New Testament, 

to show him “the commitment we have to stand well within the bounds of orthodoxy in our 

handling of the New Testament itself.” In addition, he encouraged Royster to write a book 

for an evangelical audience on “worship, orthodoxy of doctrine, church unity, and other 
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issues which are so very pressing for our day,” implying that he would work to publish this 

traditional Orthodox view of Christianity through the Protestant publisher.5 So Royster 

would not only aid Gillquist in finding the tradition he and the NCAO sought, but the 

relationship would provide Royster with a platform for influencing the immediate translation 

of scripture at a Protestant publishing house and the larger evangelical community. Clearly, 

Gillquist and the evangelicals had high hopes for finding the tradition they sought, but their 

desire went far beyond their own group. They intended to influence evangelical Protestants 

in the U.S. and the larger American society that they saw as constantly dividing and 

fracturing without the unified witness and authority of Christianity. 

The desire for influence did not move in only one direction, toward evangelicals 

particularly and larger society. In their initial interaction, Gillquist already showed that he 

meant for the NCAO to bring special knowledge of the traditional evangelical roots of 

Christianity to Orthodox Christians as well. On February 24, 1978 Gillquist wrote to Sam 

Moore and Frank Hiam, his colleagues at Thomas Nelson, to tell them about the opportunity 

to sell the NKJV to the Orthodox Church in America through the influence of Royster, and 

he displayed his particularly evangelical understanding of the Orthodox churches in this 

letter.6 

First, he emphasized that Royster was the “‘people’s choice’” for Metropolitan, but 

that he had been “passed over for a man of Russian descent.” Here, Gillquist emphasized the 

popularity of Royster and the possible democratic nature of Orthodoxy while showing that 

ethnic identity subverted the “people’s choice.” Even though church authorities had passed 

him over in an undemocratic way, Gillquist mades clear that Royster was “born again" and 

was "a cross-over Southern Baptist into the Orthodox Church.”7 Gillquist touted Royster’s 

evangelical background to demonstrate to his fellow Thomas Nelson publishing staff that 
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Royster was a reliable contact, attempting to convince his coworkers that an Orthodox 

Christian would be interested in the NKJV. He also gave them some information about him 

since the two men might not have known much (or anything) about Eastern Orthodox 

Christians. 

Gillquist's description of Royster went beyond these two issues as his other 

comments highlight. Indeed, Gillquist revealed that his concern at this time was with an 

evangelicalization of the Orthodox Church. After relating Royster’s interest to have 

Orthodox leaders peruse the text and make “minor suggestions,”8 Gillquist made the 

marketing argument that “this church has over one million members.” He also immediately 

made the case for a potential evangelical revival among these members partially through the 

use of the NKJV, claiming that, “there is a new fresh wind of the Spirit blowing through this 

church.” Gillquist's urgent concern for evangelical revival among the Orthodox led him to 

beg his colleagues to take advantage of the opportunity to get the NKJV into the Orthodox 

churches because he had “a great personal burden to see churches like this be given the 

opportunity to once again get on fire for Jesus Christ.” In line with evangelical Protestant 

teaching, Gillquist thought that the Bible, particularly the correct version of the Bible, was a 

catalyst for change and revival in the Orthodox community. According to Gillquist, this 

revival through proper scriptural commitment could help bring about an evangelicalization 

of this church by influencing “several men, including the man at the top, the Metropolitan 

Bishop, who are committed firmly to knowing Jesus Christ personally.”9 He affirmed that 

the proper commitment to the Bible would bring the Orthodox into a “personal” relationship 

with Jesus similar to the way evangelicals imagine their own relationships to Jesus. 

According to Gillquist, introducing the concept of a personal relationship with Jesus would 

bring about a spiritual revival among Orthodox Christians that would cause them to "get on 
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fire" for the faith. A personal relationship would overcome the undemocratic shortcomings 

of the Orthodox churches, erase the ethnic differences, and revive true, Spirit-guided 

Christianity among Orthodox Christians. 

It is evident that Gillquist was attempting to negotiate changes to both communities’ 

ways of thinking and being. He was not simply attempting to retraditionalize the larger 

community of evangelicals and specifically the NCAO, as one can see in his letter to 

Royster. He was also attempting to make the Orthodox more evangelical. Gillquist squared 

his view of retraditionalizing his community with this attempt to evangelicalize the 

Orthodox because he and the NCAO were convinced of the truth of evangelical views of 

scripture and a personal relationship with Jesus. In fact, they believed that their evangelical 

beliefs were in many ways truer to these aspects of Christian doctrine and practice than those 

of the Orthodox. The NCAO even claimed that they hoped to bring the Orthodox back to 

their evangelical roots, ignoring historical understandings of the development of evangelical 

ways of reading scripture and relating to the divine. Indeed, Gillquist would keep this focus 

on the need for the Orthodox to encounter and use scripture in the same way as evangelicals, 

and he would promote the NCAO's evangelically influenced views in Orthodox publications. 

On November 3, 1980, after the NCAO had officially become the Evangelical Orthodox 

Church (EOC), Gillquist wrote to Lawrence E. Williams, then-editor of Orthodox America, 

an Orthodox magazine published by the OCA's St. Herman of Alaska Mission in Aetna, 

California. Gillquist thanked Williams for a copy of the magazine that he had sent, and he 

went on to recommend that Williams include book reviews of several books by EOC writers, 

which he included with his letter. The books included The Resurrection Letters and The 

Apostolic Fathers by Jack N. Sparks, Whatever Happened to Hell by Jon E. Braun, and The 

New King James Bible—New Testament. Gillquist emphasized the first three works' "solid 
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orthodox theological flavor." He promoted Thomas Nelson's NKJV as a text with a 

"heightened … communications value … with a vocabulary more appropriate for today" 

while maintaining the "cadence and style" of the KJV. Gillquist pointed out that "several 

Greek Orthodox priests [were] using the Bible with great delight." In this way, Gillquist and 

the EOC were, in fact, attempting to retraditionalize the Orthodox by bringing what they saw 

as the traditional evangelical roots of Christianity back to the Orthodox churches.10 

With this dual purpose in place—to retraditionalize evangelicalism using Orthodox 

ideas and practices as well as "retraditionalize" Orthodoxy through revealing the evangelical 

roots of Christianity—the NCAO officially changed its name to the Evangelical Orthodox 

Church on March 3, 1979. In a press release on that date, the newly-formed EOC explained 

the reasoning behind the change. It stated, 

Because we are people dedicated to telling forth the historic gospel of our Lord Jesus 
Christ and to building His Church, the most descriptive name we could find was The 
Evangelical Orthodox Church. And our ultimate purpose, beyond providing a church 
home for our own people, is to be a prophetic voice in calling the Church as a whole 
back to its age-old foundations of doctrine, worship and government. Our dream is 
the restoration of the One Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church.11 

 
As they connected the two strands, Evangelical and Orthodox, the EOC believed it was 

calling Christianity back to its historic roots. In calling out to Christianity, they believed they 

were a prophetic voice, like the prophets of the biblical eras, calling God's people back to the 

truth. They believed they were given the authority to restore Christianity and take the 

position of prophets because of an experience during a meeting in 1974 when the seven 

leaders of the house-church movement believed that they heard a revelation from the Holy 

Spirit through their study of the Bible, particularly Isaiah 58:12: "And they that shall be of 

thee shall build the old waste places: thou shalt raise up the foundations of many 

generations; and thou shalt be called, The repairer of the breach, The restorer of paths to 
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dwell in." Through this perceived revelation, they considered themselves the “Repairers of 

the Breach” mentioned in Isaiah. According to them, the Holy Spirit had given them a 

prophetic mission to restore the church to its true, original form that would guide all of 

Christianity to unity, a unity they believed the first-century church had embodied before the 

incursions of heresies. In order to fulfill their mission, the men believed they had been called 

to be both prophets and apostles of Jesus Christ, as the original twelve apostles had been 

called, to restore a unified Christianity that followed the true, original teachings of Jesus. 

Through this revelation, they had a connection to the Holy Spirit through whom they derived 

their authority and power as a movement. They believed that Holy Spirit-derived authority 

was necessary to be legitimate prophets and apostles. In addition, they thought that 

authenticity as prophets and apostles was found in a community with clear structures of 

authority that would be able to safeguard revelation—its transmission from the Holy Spirit 

to leaders and from leaders to the people. This view bound the group together as a 

movement and explains why joining the Orthodox Church as individuals or smaller units 

was not an option for the EOC leadership, nor for its members. They thought Orthodoxy had 

the historic connection they needed but that it required a restoration of its authentic, age-old 

evangelical roots or else individual converts to established Orthodox churches would lose 

their fervor through identification with the particular ethnic traditions of the Orthodox 

churches. 

 The EOC's desire to remain its own movement and maintain its prophetic voice 

connected directly to their assessment of Orthodoxy. The EOC asserted that Orthodox 

Christians' ethnic identification with the Orthodox churches, rather than a spiritual, personal 

commitment to Christ and the Christian churches based on the teachings of scripture, was 

the crucial reason for nominal commitment to the churches among Orthodox Christians. In 
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order to avoid this, the EOC undermined one of its main reasons for being from its early 

days, counteracting division and fragmentation. The March 1979 press release claimed that 

“‘in calling for the restoration of the One Holy Church, […] it is our feeling that such unity 

can best be gained through the denominational vehicle. Such structure is, after all, common 

to virtually all present-day Christendom.’”12 Four years prior, they had formed the NCAO 

and stated with regard to calling themselves an "order" that they did not want to be “a new 

denomination or a separatist organization, but rather an order in the church catholic (or 

universal).”13 As they encountered the present Orthodox church that their previous text-

based search led them toward, they felt the need to maintain their movement's separation 

from the physical, ethnically connected reality to which their research drew them.  

As the EOC and the Orthodox churches began to interact, one can detect the EOC's 

aversion to joining Orthodox churches from the outset, but it was not so evident to either 

group in their collegial text-based correspondence. For instance, in an exchange between 

Jack Sparks (one of the founders of the house-church movement and the NCAO) and 

Wojcik, Wojcik had sent a paper on the Eucharist for Sparks to read.14 In his response, 

Sparks thanked Wojcik for his paper and claimed that it showed “why there is such a warm 

exchange between us.” He went on to note that “we have no ill feelings towards the form 

that the Orthodox Church has today, and in fact we are more than kindly disposed towards 

you and all your people, and have appreciated your hospitality in welcoming us to your 

services.” Certainly, the EOC leadership was appreciative of Orthodox Christians' hospitality 

as they began to visit Orthodox churches such as Wojcik's. However, the EOC did indeed 

have "ill feelings towards the form that the Orthodox Church" had in its many ethnic 

manifestations. When the EOC could maintain its relationship on paper, it had a far closer 

connection to the Orthodox than when they interacted in person. Sparks concluded this 
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particular note by emphasizing that the EOC's “liturgy is definitely described in your 

paper.”15 The Orthodox would dispute this point as they came in closer contact with the 

EOC. 

As the contacts between the Orthodox and the EOC continued, Gillquist wrote to the 

EOC Council of Bishops to keep them updated about his contact with the OCA.  In one 

update, he attached his letter to Royster of the same date, August 2, 1979. He wanted to 

assure the bishops that “based on our interaction concerning catholicity, what I envision here 

is not a merger in which the Evangelical Orthodox Church will be swallowed up by the 

Orthodox Church in America, or any other church body. Instead, what we are after is a side-

by-side relationship in which we recognize, agree with and honor one another’s doctrine, 

liturgy and government.”16 In Gillquist's estimation, what the EOC had was too important to 

connect directly to the Orthodox churches for fear of losing that special, prophetic, apostolic, 

evangelical, American identity. 

The attached letter to Royster asked that representatives from both groups be chosen 

to meet and dialogue over what issues needed to be addressed in the hope of “entering into 

communion together.”17 The letter was also the formal invitation to Royster to come to visit, 

observe, and teach at the EOC's Santa Barbara churches in December 1979. Royster would 

accept the invitation and write the first report from an Orthodox perspective on the practices 

and teachings of the EOC. 18 

 Royster visited the EOC parishes from December 1 to December 7, 1979. Before he 

could finish and send his report to the EOC and Orthodox officials, Gillquist wrote to the 

EOC bishops about the meeting to inform them about the important points of dialogue and 

agreement that had been discussed during the visit. Gillquist mentioned the idea of 

“swapping” teachers and writers at Again and the Academy of Orthodox Theology with 
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Orthodox representatives from the OCA's Saint Vladimir's Seminary in New York. Royster 

suggested and Gillquist agreed with the idea of EOC bishops wearing pectoral crosses and 

its presbyters wearing the clerical collar without jewelry as symbols of their positions within 

the group.19 This was not well received by those outside the group who accused the EOC of 

taking on symbols of priestly oppression that Protestants usually reject.20 These changes in 

the bishops' clothing were distinct markers of authority, and is was understandable that the 

EOC bishops and presbyters would accept these changes even before Royster's report 

appeared, given their strict views of authority that favored a strong hierarchy. 

According to Gillquist, Royster and the EOC representatives agreed that any future 

union between the EOC and OCA would allow the EOC to “maintain its same basic 

government and identity as opposed to being ‘swallowed up’ into the OCA.” Gillquist 

related this viewpoint to the EOC bishops, and Royster confirmed his agreement in his 

report. It was already obvious to the EOC that it must be separate from the traditional 

Orthodox to maintain its identity, and some Orthodox leaders such as Royster felt much the 

same. Therefore, the EOC predicated their union with what they believed to be the one, true, 

New Testament church on a separation, and this separation was based on their sense of 

American, evangelical identity. 21  

 When Royster submitted his report, he expressed his admiration for the EOC 

members' progress toward becoming Orthodox by their own means in such a short period of 

time. He also noted the “conviction shared by the leadership of the EOC that the Holy Spirit 

has been guiding them toward Orthodoxy and particularly to the Orthodox Church in 

America.”22 This statement acknowledged the EOC’s view that it was led in a special way 

by the Holy Spirit. The EOC's leadership considered themselves the new apostles and 
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espoused a spiritual apostolic succession through the revelation they thought they had 

received previously.  

Royster's report went on to relate briefly the EOC’s movement away from 

Protestantism with which its members had become doctrinally disillusioned. He claimed 

that, even though the EOC had only recently begun to change its views, its members “beliefs 

concerning the Holy Trinity and the Person and Work of Jesus Christ are Orthodox, entirely 

consistent with the Fathers and the Seven Councils.” At the time, the EOC believed that 

“most modern Christians outside of Orthodoxy are either Arians, Sabellians, Nestorians or 

Monophysites,” groups of Christians associated with doctrinal heresies throughout Christian 

history. To ensure that the group did not subscribe to heretical doctrinal views, Royster 

noted that the EOC's top-down process of relating doctrinal changes to the community (as 

explained in the previous chapter) had been successful since so few members of the 

community had left during this time of transition. Clearly, the EOC had not been 

forthcoming with the incident from two years prior in which 500 members left with Ray 

Nethery in protest over their inability to address the authoritarianism of the leadership and 

the shift toward Orthodox theology. Still, even if Royster did know about that incident, it 

impressed him that all the people who remained showed a unified commitment to “finding 

the ancient catholic faith.”23 

Part of the reason for the ability of the EOC to maintain the cohesion of the group 

throughout the movement toward Orthodoxy and the attendant changes to their beliefs and 

practices was both the top-down process for making doctrinal changes and the gradual 

process for making liturgical changes. At the time that Royster visited, he noted that the 

EOC based its liturgy on the principles found in Justin Martyr’s description from the second 

century CE. The five Isla Vista parishes met together “in a common place for the synaxis" 
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(from Greek, meaning "meeting," synaxis refers to the first half of the liturgy with the 

second half comprising the celebration of the Eucharist, or "thanksgiving") and then 

separated "for the parochial Eucharist in five homes.”24 While he was pleased to see that the 

EOC placed such an important emphasis on the Eucharist that it made a physical, spatial 

change in worship, he made clear to the EOC that it needed to adopt a “living liturgy.” His 

point was that the EOC's rite was a resurrection of a practice that Orthodox groups no longer 

followed. At the same time, however, Royster judged that the EOC would not feel at home 

in the Byzantine rite and that the OCA would not be able to develop a Western rite 

exclusively for them. He believed that these points would cause significant obstacles for the 

EOC to gain entrance into the OCA. He noted that he had  

spoken to them of a long-range plan for the transformation of their present rite into 
the rite of the rest of Orthodoxy. At any one stage of such a development, the shape 
of the rite might upset anyone who believes in some kind of integrity of rite, but I 
really do not see how we can accomplish this otherwise. As long as we do not lose 
sight of our goal, as has been the case in Mexico, we can live with the procedure, no 
matter what our critics may say. Up to now, all their changes and additions (and there 
have been many) have been handled in such a way as not to drive the people away. If 
some leave after being instructed, there is nothing we can do about it, but I think they 
can hold their people if sufficient time is given to them to absorb each alteration.25 
 

Royster recognized the need for step-by-step changes in the EOC's liturgy. He saw that 

radical changes would splinter the group, presaging some of the problems that would arise 

after the EOC eventually converted and new episcopal authorities forced it to make more 

radical changes. The EOC seems to have agreed with and followed Royster's analysis 

throughout its interactions with the Orthodox since so many EOC members had never set 

foot in an Orthodox church before the day that they converted as a group in 1987.26 

Royster recognized the difficulties of retraditionalizing the EOC among the laity. 

Therefore, Royster attached a liturgical plan to the report with several liturgical alterations 

for the EOC to make to the liturgy that they had developed on their own. In the plan, he 
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recommended both simple and complex changes but with timelines indicating in what order 

the EOC ought to address the changes. In addition, he recommended that the EOC begin the 

changes even before they were officially connected to the OCA. To start the process, Royster 

celebrated a Vespers service with the EOC (their first of that type) during his visit. As an oft-

repeated story about that visit recounts, several previous EOC members have noted that this 

event was both their first Vespers service and the first time that the EOC had icons present in 

its worship space. According to the story, Royster brought in two postcard-sized icons, one 

of the Virgin Mary and child and the other of Christ, and put them on an easel in front of the 

Isla Vista community's worship space. He instructed the EOC members to "just let them be 

there" rather than worrying about using them in their prayer practices.27 At that time, Royster 

thought that the Vespers service and the use of icons would become more natural with 

regular use. He asserted that  

incense, candles, vestments and the sign of the cross I am sure will present little 
difficulty and are being introduced gradually. In fact, some of them are already 
crossing themselves, and the clergy have adopted a clerical dress. Perhaps it is hard 
to imagine that some things which we take so for granted would cause any problem at 
all, but the point is that these very things are signs of romanism [sic] for so many 
Protestants.28  
 

The processes of retraditionalization had begun to affect their beliefs and certain liturgical 

practices already, but certain taken-for-granted items and actions among the Orthodox had 

only just begun to filter into the practice of the EOC. Royster was correct in his assessment 

that the connection of those practices to Roman Catholicism impeded their implementation 

and practice among the EOC parishes. He recognized that the EOC members would need 

time to make new connections between these practices and the Orthodox tradition without 

reference to Catholicism, which so many, as Protestants, had learned to distrust. 
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 The connection to Catholicism was strong and was a deterrent to liturgical changes, 

but the historical, theological connection was not the only one in play as the EOC 

encountered the new practices. Soon after Royster released his report, Reverend Keith 

Buchanan of the EOC parish in Tolono, Illinois had been invited to a banquet as the guest of 

Archbishop Iakovos of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese (GOA) of North and South 

America. In a letter following the event, Buchanan thanked the archbishop for the honor of 

sitting at his left hand during the banquet and went on to tell him that “it was indeed a joy 

and an inspiration to be with you and the Greek people of whom I have become very fond.” 

He then apologized “if I in my American ignorance did offend the Greek or Orthodox 

tradition,”29 clearly separating the three identities: American, Greek, and Orthodox. Even 

though Buchanan complimented the archbishop in this letter, two days later, in a letter to 

Gillquist, Buchanan bemoaned the event, writing that he “of course, got to endure three 

hours of smells and bells with 99% [sic] of the liturgy spoken in Greek. My, what one must 

go through for the kingdom’s sake, but it is all worth it if we can light a match there 

someday.” According to Buchanan, the Greek Orthodox practiced the same problematic rites 

as the Catholics, "smells and bells." He emphasized in his letter that the problems with the 

GOA's practices manifested themselves most plainly in the use of only Greek for the 

recitation of the liturgy. In Buchanan's experience of the event, ethnicity trumped all things 

in the GOA's churches. He noted how the archbishop mentioned, in both his speech at the 

banquet and his homily at the preceding liturgy, "'the Greek spirit, the Greek philosophy, and 

Christianity.'" Buchanan's observations convinced him that the Greek Orthodox put the 

importance of those concepts "in that order and it sure reflects in their church."30 As 

American evangelicals, Buchanan hoped the EOC could "light a match" in the Greek 
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Orthodox churches to show them how Christianity ought to be practiced—fewer smells and 

bells, less spoken Greek, and less pride in one's foreign, ethnic identity. 

 This issue of ethnic identification with Christianity and its incompatibility with deep 

spiritual commitment would continue to be a theme not only among the EOC membership, 

but it would also arise among the Orthodox. Royster himself identified this problem, and he 

suggested a separation of the two groups along the same lines that the EOC hoped to 

arrange. In fact, in his report on the EOC, Royster proposed a way for the EOC to join the 

OCA without joining other OCA parishes. In relating this proposal, Royster felt the need to 

stress that their parishes should not form part of the territorial dioceses in which they 
happen to be located. Our parishes and people are not ready for them and they are not 
ready for our people. They would not understand the ethnic atmosphere of our 
churches nor would they appreciate ‘nominal’ membership, or even standards 
whittled down to accommodate the mediocre. As a first-generation exclusive group, 
they really do not have any nominalism.31 
 

Instead, Royster believed that “some kind of extra-territorial or extra-diocesan organization, 

similar to our ethnic dioceses, might be the solution.” He thought “that at least for the time 

being, maybe indefinitely, they must be under the one authority nationally, and not subject to 

the territorial bishop.”32 Not only did the EOC see a significant correlation between church 

membership based on ethnic identification and nominal spiritual commitments, but Bishop 

Royster did as well. Indeed, he believed that the special identity of the EOC necessitated a 

separation. 

 Separation was important to the EOC and the OCA in order to maintain the EOC's 

continued identification with American evangelicalism. From the beginning of his report, 

Royster noted the EOC’s connections to the evangelical community, stating that their 

connections offered the OCA “an avenue of approach to the whole evangelical world.”33 By 

the end of his report, Royster speculated that the OCA's “contacts with the EOC are 
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extremely important, that the EOC … may be the avenue of approach to a whole new 

mission field, the evangelical world, that our mission demands that we continue to give all 

we can to such a willing audience, that the miraculous nature of their discoveries and of their 

contacts with us are evidence of the Holy Spirit’s guidance.”34 In these comments, Royster 

bolstered the feeling among EOC members that their group was indeed special. Their 

attempts to retraditionalize their movement were gaining the recognition of a bishop of one 

of the Orthodox churches, and he recognized the importance of EOC separation from what 

they viewed as spiritually nominal, ethnically focused church culture. On top of that, he 

affirmed that the Holy Spirit directed the EOC's activities. His affirmation of the Holy 

Spirit's guidance meant far more to the EOC in terms of maintaining their separateness and 

their evangelicalism than Royster could have known at the time. 

 From Royster's visit to the Santa Barbara diocese and his report, Gillquist would 

recommend that the EOC make liturgical changes to their communities in the coming year. 

The changes that Gillquist thought the EOC would find most important and be most likely to 

make included: 

one chalice 
one loaf, the Prosphora, with the emblem, 
the celebrant wear a cassock and stole, 
pectoral crosses for our bishops, 
an altar with appropriate covering, 
use of the two icons we discussed.35 

 
The “oneness” of the first two items was important to the group given its aversion to 

division and desire to unite with the one, true church as members understood it. The last 

four, like the first two, would change the experience of material culture for all EOC 

members, but their connection to “oneness” was an indirect connection through the setting of 

common standards for each EOC parish.  
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Interestingly, these last four items actually have direct connection to adornment of 

the priests and bishops (3 and 4) and the churches (5 and 6.) The third and fourth 

recommendations mark the priests and bishops as special with regard to their positions of 

authority and, therefore, fit the EOC clergy's interest in establishing clear authority in the 

churches. All of these final items would change the material experience of EOC members, 

and Royster and Gillquist knew they would need time, even if Gillquist hoped the changes 

would be made within the year. They would take far longer, even in the Isla Vista 

community where most of the EOC leadership lived, and the extension in the timetable for 

re-traditionalizing the EOC came about through the EOC's own efforts to retraditionalize the 

Orthodox. 

The EOC Attempts to Retraditionalize the Orthodox: 1980 

 As the EOC attempted to re-traditionalize its own communities, adding Orthodox 

Christian liturgical forms and material culture, members also believed that their evangelical 

ideas were at the heart of ancient Christianity. In the process of their dialogue with the OCA, 

Gillquist and Braun were invited to the Sixth All-American Council of the OCA where 

Gillquist was asked to present a paper on evangelism. Royster had claimed that the EOC 

would be a bridge between the evangelical and Orthodox communities in order to draw 

evangelicals to Orthodoxy, and Gillquist took the opportunity to make the case for a strong 

two-way exchange between evangelical and Orthodox groups, against the largely one-way 

version of Royster and other Orthodox leaders. The title of Gillquist's paper indicated his 

own belief that he understood and identified with Orthodox Christianity to the point that he 

could speak about "Evangelism—From an Orthodox Perspective." Gillquist used the paper 
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to state his and the EOC's Orthodox credentials while maintaining the truth and usefulness of 

the evangelical style and ideas of his group. 

In the first part of his paper, Gillquist drew the distinction between individualistic 

evangelical approaches to both church life and scripture and the new way in which the EOC, 

as only one of the evangelical groups of the time, was rethinking the “lifeless churches and 

impersonal doubt” associated with their experiences of churches in the 1960s.36 This 

rethinking of evangelical Christianity came from an insider's perspective. As he saw it, 

“Unless we evangelicals admit we are on a post-modern gig and return to the Church, the 

sacraments, to community, to the authority of godly bishops, to worship, to true piety—and 

halt sales of this bargain-basement Christianity we have fallen into—that by the turn of the 

Century we will be in a post-Evangelical era.”37 So Gillquist continued to maintain the 

EOC's status within the evangelical community in front of the Orthodox leaders at this 

meeting and still claimed to be speaking from an Orthodox perspective. 

Gillquist declared that modern evangelicalism was mainly a parachurch movement 

and that "its tendency [was] far more towards individualism than it [was] towards ecclesia, 

or kingdom, or community." In his opinion, this tendency was understandable since so many 

evangelicals were "the sons and daughters of yesterday's liberals in the Protestant Church" 

who now complained about "dead and lifeless" Christianity in Protestantism. These 

disaffected Protestants had become Jesus People who tended "to see the Church of no more 

value than a fellowship of believers which helps people to be better individual Christians" 

with "little sense of corporate worship," "a hostility toward sacrament," and an "overriding 

goal… [of] group and personal Bible Study."38  

Gillquist claimed that sometimes he would by angered by this view of Christianity 

since the description characterized his own life, but he noted that the situation was at least 
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partly the fault of the churches. In his opinion, they had "often lapsed into mere ritual" and 

had neglected to teach parishioners about "the vitality, the joy inexpressible, the adventure in 

faith of our personal union with Christ!" What Gillquist missed in this analysis was that the 

very idea of "a personal union with Christ" is a secular innovation of in Protestant theology 

and practice. In addition, he regularly meandered between excoriating the idea of a 

"Churchless, individualistic Christ" and the need for an individual to have a personal 

relationship with Christ.39 

Of course, evangelicals have believed that a personal relationship with Christ comes 

through conversion and that conversion happens when Christians evangelize others. 

Gillquist thought, however, that evangelicals had "massive problems of burnout and fallout," 

which he attributed to the focus on evangelizing. In his speech, he espoused the position that 

the act of evangelizing was a particular "apostolic mandate" for specific people in the 

churches whom the Holy Spirit had given special gifts and not something for the larger laity. 

Instead, he claimed that evangelicalism's requirement for all Christians to proselytize caused 

this "burnout and fallout."40 The system did not work, in Gillquist's view. From his 

experience, the focus on evangelism by the laity made a formulaic, business style necessary. 

Formulaic evangelism brought in converts who were, in Gillquist's view, "mass produced." 

As an evangelist he had "promised people that if we won enough people to Christ, American 

society would be changed." He found that, instead of making societal change, an evangelist 

kept only "evangelizing and producing more of the spiritual orphans for which he is 

famous." The reason, in Gillquist's view, was the evangelical's "overcompensations: 

Churchless Christianity and private faith."41 Pluralism threatened evangelicalism, but 

especially in the ways that evangelicalism depended upon people having the choice to 

convert in the spiritual marketplace. The EOC would, however, continue to promote 
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evangelical ways of being in the Orthodox churches, especially their ways of choosing and 

adapting practices that fit their evangelical tastes.  

Gillquist suggested several ideas to the Orthodox clergy in attendance in order to 

change the culture of Orthodoxy to one that was amenable to evangelistic concerns. He 

claimed to outline the process of "biblical evangelism in the historic Church." First, he 

claimed that the laity needed to know the importance of "experiencing the power of the Holy 

Spirit," which would aid them in making a "conscious and definite commitment to Jesus 

Christ." Gillquist lamented that, since "a personal dedication to Christ has generally not been 

emphasized in Orthodoxy … the hearts of many have grown cold."42  

Next, Gillquist rejected the notion that the laity ought to be relied upon for 

evangelistic efforts. Instead, he recommended that these efforts fall squarely upon priests and 

especially bishops. Because he and the other EOC leaders experienced widespread failure of 

their evangelistic efforts in their previous experiences, Gillquist subscribed to the belief that 

one must have a "spiritual gift" for evangelistic activity and that this gift was given to a 

small number of people, in sharp contrast to mainstream evangelical theology and practice.43  

Gillquist then made the point that the "decision for Christ," as he and other 

evangelicals put it, must be made in the church. He affirmed that a Christian did not make 

this decision on his/her own. Instead, it was "made both by the individual and by the 

Church… The Church cannot entirely decide for [the convert]; neither can [the convert] 

decide apart from the Church."44  

Gillquist also emphasized the importance of catechism courses. He asserted that 

Orthodox Christians needed to "be taught the meaning of the liturgy, line upon line, precept 

upon precept. They need[ed] to know precisely what it [was] they [were] involved with week 

after week."45 He focused on the apprehension of the meaning of the liturgy rather than the 
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experience of participation in the liturgy, which was the focus of many practitioners and 

theologians in the Orthodox Church. 

The next phase of evangelism, Gillquist stated, was baptism, but it was only the 

starting point for a new Christian. Discipleship (or training) of new believers was crucial 

thereafter. His view grew out of the experiences he and his colleagues had had in Campus 

Crusade. The means for discipleship, in Gillquist's view, consisted of "(a) teaching and 

preaching of the Scriptures and the crucial doctrines of the faith, (b) care for the flock, which 

includes motivating people to serve one another in all areas of life, (c) establishing a sense of 

family or community among the congregation."46 The focus on community and its 

connection to caring for the doctrinal and scriptural purity of the Christian community were 

also points of pride for the EOC, since members believed that their church community 

replicated the ways in which the first century churches organized themselves. The EOC was 

convinced this was another area in which the Orthodox could learn from it. Several members 

of the OCA leadership, however, were wary of the EOC because of actions by the EOC 

leadership that they deemed "authoritarian." 

As discussed in the previous chapter, EOC leaders and members thought that church 

authorities had to look after all aspects of their parishioners' daily lives. Prior to the Council 

meeting, in an EOC pamphlet from the period, under the heading “True Community” 

Gillquist wrote, “‘Through union with the Lord Jesus Christ we have the only sufficient 

basis for community. We are a people committed to the Lord and each other in a local 

Church, fully reconciled and involved in every aspect of one another’s lives. Because of this 

commitment, we are diligent to resolve anything that would cloud our relations with God or 

each other.’”47 Under the heading “Care” Gillquist wrote, “‘The Church is called to look 

after the needs of its people in all areas of their lives, including financial, emotional, 
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intellectual, spiritual, and vocational.’”48 In a  letter to his fellow bishops on April 20, 1979, 

Bishop Richard Ballew of the EOC's Santa Barbara diocese wrote that it was “impossible for 

God's people to be healed without the Father's discipline in their lives.”49 As described in the 

previous chapter, the EOC leadership had a say in all facets of members' lives. 

While this troubled some of the OCA leadership, others came to the EOC's defense, 

or at least explained away the more blatant examples of community control.  For instance, 

Royster, in his first report on the EOC described the authority structure as a close-knit 

community that he “would have thought impossible outside of a monastery.” He then 

defended the group against the charge of cult-like control such as that of Jim Jones’s 

movement by noting of the EOC that “there is no one leader held up for veneration” and that 

“there is no threat of reprisal for non-compliance or for leaving the group.”50 While it is true 

that the group would not seek out defectors for reprisal, it was also true that members who 

had decided to leave were completely cut off from the rest of the community. The EOC 

leadership enforced a policy of zero interaction with or acknowledgment of those who 

defected. 

At the time, Gillquist couched the EOC authorities' activities in a language of 

community and care, as noted above, by highlighting the help that the church offered. He 

declared, as an example, that the EOC would offer financial help to members who fell on 

hard times for various reasons. Though some people claimed that the church told its 

parishioners what to do with their finances, Gillquist claimed that the church was simply 

counseling its members to live within their means. Otherwise the church would not be able 

to help them if they fell on hard times. While Royster and other Orthodox leaders attempted 

to defend the practices of the EOC concerning community organization and church 

hierarchy, their attempts did not simply defend what happened in the EOC communities. In 
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addition, they emboldened the EOC, especially through Gillquist, to instruct the Orthodox 

on the proper shape of a Christian community and the appropriate connection of the 

communal Eucharistic celebration to evangelism. An emboldened Gillquist lectured 

Orthodox clergy on the proper relationship between bishops, priests, and laity in scriptural 

teaching and daily practice.51 

With this bold agenda in mind, Gillquist called the Orthodox to focus on evangelism, 

but in the context of the liturgical celebration of the Eucharist as the culminating act of 

evangelism and the key to communal commitment to the kingdom of God. He claimed that, 

the ongoing means of establishing the real presence of Christ among the people of 
God is, of course, the Holy Eucharist. This sacrament is the care and maintenance of 
the saints, providing the obedience to Christ's command: "Feed my sheep." The task 
of evangelism is culminated at this eschatological banquet as the people in faith 
worship the Holy Trinity and receive the nourishment of Christ’s body and blood, 
and thus make themselves ready for the eternal kingdom which is promised to 
them.52 

 
Here Gillquist proposed several things. First, the Orthodox had maintained an unacceptable 

status quo that relied on the membership roll of the churches rather than personal devotion to 

Christ and the evangelical nature of the Eucharist to foster that devotion. Second, there was 

an evangelical nature to the Eucharist, and it was indeed the culmination of evangelistic 

activity. Connected to this, third, evangelistic activity found its culmination not in an 

individual act of repentance, prayer, or decision, but in the sacramental act of communion in 

the liturgical community. Through his argument, Gillquist was attempting to transform 

individual-focused evangelicalism, as he and the rest of the EOC saw it, toward a traditional, 

community-focused, Eucharistic celebration. All the while, Gillquist continued to emphasize 

that spiritually vibrant, Christian commitment could form only through an individual, 

personal decision to be a follower of Jesus that led directly to a personal relationship with 

him. 
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 Gillquist returned to his original point and reaffirmed his view that a "proper biblical 

evangelism" could occur if evangelicals returned to the doctrines, communion, and 

government of the historic Church. He also called on the Orthodox to change. Notably, he 

proposed that the Orthodox needed to be "stirred and aroused" by the Holy Spirit.53 The 

Orthodox had lost their connection to the Holy Spirit, and he was confident he and the EOC 

could point them back to the proper channels to reestablish it. He attributed this loss of 

connection to a perceived Orthodox assumption that people who were on the church rolls 

had “accepted Christ.” He believed that "because a personal dedication to Christ has 

generally not been emphasized in Orthodoxy, … the hearts of many have grown cold.”54 

Thus, Gillquist attempted to retraditionalize evangelicals and the Orthodox by affirming that 

both the individual and the church must make a personal dedication to Christ. 

In the final section of his address, Gillquist offered his views on the ways that the 

Orthodox fell short in their understanding and practice of making disciples of the laity. In the 

section on “Preaching the Word” Gillquist wrote, “Whereas evangelical Protestantism tends 

to major in preaching at the expense of worship, the Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox 

Churches, in my observation, do just the opposite.” Gillquist hoped that "Orthodox priests 

and bishops [would be] known once again in history as great preachers of the gospel." 55 To 

prove his point, he quoted one of Paul’s letters to Timothy regarding the importance of 

preaching and also referred to the well-known preaching prowess of the Christian saint, John 

Chrysostom, as proof for his points. In so doing, he drew on established forms of proof for 

evangelicals (direct scriptural quotation) and the Orthodox (reference to Church tradition.) 

Without a doubt, Gillquist believed that the EOC would bring traditions back to the 

Orthodox that they had lost. The EOC was certain the evangelical Protestant tradition had 
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preserved the lost traditions. More importantly, however, Gillquist and the EOC thought that 

they were a prophetic voice to the Orthodox as well as to evangelicals.  

In the section “Teaching the Holy Scriptures” Gillquist advocated for evangelical-

style services in Orthodox churches. He wrote,  

Closely attuned to preaching is teaching. I mean very simply by this, good old-
fashioned Bible teaching. Our people are hungry for it. I would like to see Orthodox 
parishes sponsor, for example, a weekly Wednesday night Bible study, where the 
priest teaches the Scripture verse by verse or topic by topic. An alternative is for a 
week-long evening or weekend series held once a quarter. Either plan is effective.56  
 

Gillquist was calling for Protestant-style weekday Bible study. He assumed that the Bible 

studies did not evolve from a particular history or cultural context, but instead conformed to 

the practical necessities of the doctrine of sola scriptura. He also did not understand that 

verse-by-verse exposition of scripture by a priest was a foreign practice in terms of an 

Orthodox view scripture and its interpretation. 

In the section, “Pastoral Pace-setting” Gillquist called on Orthodox clergy to view 

themselves as role models for their parishioners and to see themselves as “living icons to our 

people as to what a living and growing relationship with Jesus Christ really is.”57 As he did 

earlier with Paul and Chrysostom, Gillquist quoted Paul and Ignatius to make his point 

regarding parishioners’ need to imitate their bishops and priests. In this instance, he even 

added an Orthodox allusion to icons ("living icons to our people") in order to tie his 

Evangelical Orthodox identity together in an admonition to Orthodox clergy. 

Gillquist concluded, "The American religious scene has no greater need at this 

present hour than to get acquainted with the True Christ. We have heard of the Churchless 

Christ, the Prosperous Christ, the heal-Me-On-Demand Christ, the E-Pluribus-Me Christ, 

and the Christ Who is Really Absent. We have re-defined and re-designed for ourselves a 

Christ who is lord of the Humanist."58 Gillquist was railing against redefinitions of Jesus that 
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came through religious pluralism in the U.S., but he advocated a counter-version that was 

itself possible in a pluralist society, namely adaptation and combination. He thought that he 

could take the portions of evangelicalism that worked for him and the EOC and place them 

in the Orthodox churches. Not only that, he believed that putting these practices in the 

Orthodox churches would bring them closer to authentic Christian practice.  

 So by the end of 1980, it was clear that Gillquist and much of the EOC leadership 

saw themselves as retraditionalizing their group in order to become Orthodox Christians. At 

the same time, they believed the Holy Spirit called them to a prophetic, apostolic ministry to 

bring the truth of Orthodoxy to evangelicals and the truth of evangelicalism to the Orthodox. 

And on this second point, one can see in all his recommendations that Gillquist, while not 

necessarily agreeing with the tone of Buchanan's dissatisfaction with Orthodox "smells and 

bells," agreed with the idea that ethnic identity played too prominent a role in the Orthodox 

churches. He believed that connection to the churches through this marker of identity kept 

members from making an "individual decision for Christ" and thereby cut Christians off 

from a personal relationship with Jesus, which was essential to vibrant spirituality in the 

EOC's view. 

Ethnicity as a Roadblock to Orthodoxy: 1980 

 In the months leading up to the Council meeting, Gillquist received a letter from a 

man named Walter Orange who wrote to express his concern that the Orthodox become 

“more vital and evangelical,” according to Gillquist. Some of Orange’s claims in the letter 

troubled Gillquist, especially his belief in Freemasonry, his willingness to disobey bishops’ 

authority, and his un-Orthodox view of the place of Mary in the church. Gillquist wrote to 

Royster for help in responding.59 In his response to Gillquist, Royster called Orange “a 

type—one of those Americans (probably born in this country) descended from Ukrainian or 
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Carpatho-Russian immigrants that came to the United States as Uniates” who “returned to 

Orthodoxy out of a dislike for Roman authority and not for any doctrinal or spiritual reasons. 

It is all too common for them to know nothing of Christianity, Orthodox or other.”60 

Royster's assessment evinced his opinion that there were ethnic groups in the Orthodox 

churches who identified mainly with their ethnic identity to the detriment of their 

understanding and practice of the Orthodox faith. Gillquist would have understood this, and 

it would have fit with his view that ethnic identity distorted true spiritual connections. At the 

same time, Royster's response betrayed some of the views in the OCA that would lead to 

disagreements in the coming years between the EOC and the OCA. For instance, Royster's 

response assumed that a person who paid enough attention to church issues to know of the 

EOC at such an early period and who to wrote to Gillquist encouraging him in his attempts 

to make the Orthodox churches "more vital and evangelical" was a person who knew 

"nothing of Christianity, Orthodox or other." Still more, Royster assumed that a separate 

wing of the OCA's jurisdiction (such as the Carpatho-Russians) was made up of people who 

identified with their own way of seeing the Orthodox churches and could thus be ignored. 

Given the EOC's own issues regarding the authority of bishops (the EOC ordained 

themselves) and the place of Mary in the churches (venerating Mary was not yet a popular 

practice among the EOC faithful), the EOC questioned several of Orange's points, even if for 

slightly different reasons. Finally, in several documents from their dialogues with the OCA 

and the Greek Orthodox, the EOC referenced the Carpatho-Russian example as a way to 

enter the Orthodox churches without large-scale changes to their existing hierarchical 

structure. These problems would arise soon, but not before the EOC was given yet another 

signal that their approach to Orthodoxy was indeed the right one.  
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At the Council meeting in which Gillquist spoke on evangelism, the EOC 

representatives encountered members of the New Skete monastery from upstate New York. 

New Skete was a formerly Roman Catholic monastery that had changed its affiliation to the 

OCA. As a monastery of converts, the members of New Skete and those of the EOC 

recognized significant overlap in their experiences, especially as the EOC progressed in its 

dialogue with the OCA.  

 In a formal introductory letter to the EOC after the Council, the New Skete members 

provided the EOC with a description of their community and extended an invitation to the 

EOC to take advantage of the New Skete guesthouse in an effort to continue the contact 

between the two groups. 61  That letter made the issue of ethnic identity explicit, saying that 

New Skete members were aware that, in the EOC's dialogue with the OCA, the EOC "may 

find 'blockages' in terms of the worst aspects of our church—especially ethnicism and ethnic 

prejudice. For these, you must forgive us. New Skete is free of the destructive aspects of 

phylitism [sic] and in this respect may serve as an oasis for members of your group."62 Much 

like the EOC, members of New Skete believed they were immune to the problems that arose 

from identifying their Orthodox Christian practice with particular, foreign ethnic cultures. 

Foreign ethnic identification was indeed a "blockage" in the OCA's interactions with groups 

like New Skete and the EOC. Similar to the EOC, members of New Skete maintained a 

distinction between themselves and the "ethnic" OCA, especially as evidenced in their 

appearance and actions. 

 In his letter, the New Skete guestmaster included several articles as a means of 

introduction. One of them, "American Orthodox Monasticism" by Anthony Scott, described 

the members of New Skete as the “future of American Orthodoxy,” in great contrast to 

"typical images that monks produce in the average mind." Rather than being "long-haired, 
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black-robed, grey-bearded, [and] spiritually-withdrawn" the monks at New Skete were 

"normal-haired, levi-clothed, young-faced, and spiritually-present." Beyond these differences 

in appearance, Scott went on to note of the monks and nuns that: “All of them are converts 

to Orthodoxy. They are mostly young, very dedicated, talented, and engaged in serious 

spiritual warfare, struggling to draw closer to Jesus Christ. English is the only language used 

in the church services. They exhibit absolutely no traces of any ethnicism and do not concern 

themselves with jurisdictional quarrels.” This sudden move in the paragraph from describing 

their commitment as converts to their use of English throughout church services and the 

absence of "ethnicism" or concern with "jurisdictional quarrels" was not nearly so sudden a 

change. After all, both the EOC and Orthodox officials regularly made the connection 

between foreign ethnic identity within Orthodox communities and nominal commitment in 

the churches. Scott went on to emphasize the use of English throughout the monastery, 

especially as “thirty voices join in very pleasing harmony singing chants of the Orthodox 

Church completely in English.”63 

Conclusion 

 The assumption that the future of Orthodoxy would include English in the liturgy and 

more modern styles of dress and appearance was connected to the related assumption that 

ethnic identity hindered spiritual commitments. The EOC, the OCA, and converts to the 

Orthodox churches all mutually affirmed these assumptions. In making these claims, the 

EOC argued that a personal relationship with Jesus would take the place of ethnic 

connections. This belief helped them to grapple with their own transition from text-based 

affirmations of Orthodox Christian  doctrine to encountering the in-the-flesh manifestation 

of Orthodoxy in the late 1970s. In-the-flesh Orthodoxy maintained its ethnic identity 
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markers, but the EOC had instead an evangelical, spiritual connection to Jesus through a 

personal relationship. The EOC did not identify with any ethnic group, and in that sense it 

would need a spiritual connection to the Orthodox churches in order to make their transition 

to Orthodoxy complete. But in embracing the evangelical concept of the personal connection 

to Jesus, the EOC also rejected ethnic identity as relevant to religious matters. The focus on 

the spiritual and rejection of the ethnic would be cause for a negative dynamic between the 

EOC and the Orthodox groups in the U.S. for several years.  

What the EOC refused to accept as legitimate (and what continues to be a stumbling 

block) was the fact that ethnic identity connects people to religious traditions. The Orthodox 

church convinced the EOC that all Orthodox were unified in regard to theology and practice, 

which were the areas of concern that the EOC had had in Protestantism. When members of 

the EOC encountered Orthodoxy, the ethnic divisions alarmed them, and they began to seek 

a way to unite themselves to Orthodox theology and praxis while attempting to separate 

themselves from ethnic entanglements. Such a move was possible because, as mainly white 

Americans who thought of themselves as "not ethnic," they were convinced that the ethnic 

divisions in Orthodoxy were extraneous to the Orthodox faith. As we shall see, the Orthodox 

leadership would continue to affirm that conviction through the years. Thus, they treated the 

ethnic divisions of the Orthodox as exotic and superfluous to the larger, more substantive 

disagreements over theology and practice. Over time, they meant to remove from the 

Orthodox the divisions caused by ethnicity especially by introducing the evangelical, white 

Christian concept of the personal relationship with Jesus. But such a view of ethnicity and 

Christianity assumed that authentic Christian commitment was culture-free and "non-

ethnic." As white Americans, the members of the EOC assumed, like the members of New 

Skete, that their way of being Christian transcended ethnic categories. Whiteness in the U.S. 
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is both invisible and ubiquitous. As George Lipsitz put it, "whiteness never has to speak its 

name, never has to acknowledge its role as an organizing principle in social and cultural 

relations."64 In fact, members of the EOC, as unselfconsciously white American Christians, 

could assume the unvarnished authenticity of their Christian practice against the ethnic 

identity and divisions of their Orthodox counterparts. As the members of the EOC 

understood it, those who were "ethnic" were divided. By identifying with their ethnicity, they 

marked themselves as separate. Whiteness, however, assumes white bodies to be "unmarked, 

universal, just human."65 The succeeding chapters will continue to explore how this dynamic 

affected the EOC's interactions with the Orthodox jurisdictions until it encountered a 

jurisdiction whose leadership also rejected ethnic identity as a legitimate marker of Christian 

identity. 
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Chapter Three: The Continuing Quest for Legitimacy 

Introduction 

As a community that recognized the need to retraditionalize itself, the EOC had 

begun the project of retraditionalization well before they had been acquainted with the 

Orthodox churches. The leadership of the EOC had appointed themselves bishops and 

affirmed a spiritual apostolic succession through their own felt experience of the guidance of 

the Holy Spirit in relation to the formation and direction of their group. As mentioned in the 

previous chapters, the EOC leaders were convinced of a divine calling to become the new 

apostles of Jesus through what they believed was a divine revelation that they had received 

from the Holy Spirit through their study of scripture. This revelation from the Holy Spirit, 

without physical confirmation from a recognized ecclesial authority, brought the EOC to the 

conclusion that their apostolic succession was spiritual and that this spiritual succession was 

sufficient for their establishment of a bishopric within their group. The Orthodox leadership 

with whom the EOC interacted did not accept the position of the EOC bishops as legitimate 

bishops precisely because their appointment as bishops was outside of the Orthodox 

understanding of apostolic succession as a physical as well as spiritual process. To Orthodox 

leaders, the EOC bishops were not appointed within a recognized church, nor did they 

receive the physical rite of "laying on of hands" by another recognized bishop. In addition, as 

married men, they did not even qualify to be bishops given the Orthodox churches' long-

established tradition of a celibate bishopric.  

In this chapter, I will show how the EOC's view of the legitimacy of their movement 

and especially its evangelical characteristics, as supported by their sense of calling, led them 



 

 91

to insist on maintaining the movement as a unit through the process of joining the Orthodox 

church. They believed that maintaining their unity as a movement was crucial to their ability 

to influence the Orthodox just as much as it would be important for their ability to influence 

evangelical groups. As the last chapter showed, the leadership of the EOC linked their need 

to maintain unity and spiritual legitimacy to their view that one's ethnicity ought not be one's 

means to identify with Christianity. In this chapter, I will show that the fusion of religion and 

ethnic identity eventually led them to cut off direct dialogue with the OCA, especially when 

two EOC families in separate events converted to OCA parishes without EOC leaders' 

knowledge or permission. The EOC would pursue other dialogue partners in search of 

possibilities to join Orthodoxy while maintaining their group's identity and avoiding the 

development of nominal spiritual commitments that they believed arose through connections 

based on ethnicity. 

The EOC's Claim to Legitimacy: 1981 

In his report on the EOC, Bishop Dmitri Royster of the OCA brought up the issue of 

the EOC's bishops in the context of the EOC’s strict sense of Christian community in daily 

life. He observed that, “authority has been an important part of that [daily] life, and as it is 

set up it could not be effective if their only authority was a bishop who lived far away and 

visited them only once or twice a year.” He suggested that, if the EOC joined the OCA, the 

men who were EOC bishops at the time should be made archpriests “so that they might 

continue to govern their communities.”1  

The concern with government of the communities spoke to a key issue for the EOC 

leadership. They wanted to keep a tight-knit community on the local level, and they did not 

want to be "swallowed up" by any Orthodox jurisdiction, as we saw in the previous chapter. 
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Royster claimed that the EOC's movement toward Orthodox Christianity was a special one 

especially since it had begun to adopt Orthodox doctrines and practices even before being 

introduced to the Orthodox churches. He confirmed the EOC's view that this was the result 

of a special calling of the Holy Spirit. Since the EOC thought that they were called to "repair 

the breach" in all of Christianity, they were determined to bring their evangelical ideas to the 

Orthodox churches just as much as they meant to bring Orthodox teachings to the 

evangelical churches.  

The EOC leadership was convinced that they were not only called by the Holy Spirit, 

but that they were called to be new Apostles. Gillquist had claimed in an interview with 

Joseph Fester, a divinity student studying the OCA's dialogue with the EOC, regarding the 

beginning of the group that “we knew we were called by the Holy Spirit to be ministers of 

the Gospel. We also firmly believed that we were called to work together… At an early 

meeting the Word of the Lord came to us and told us to go and get the people whom we had 

fathered in the faith and offer to build them into churches. In other words, to do an apostolic 

ministry, not just a ministry of evangelism.”2 The EOC leadership felt their apostleship was 

confirmed by their experience of hearing from God (through “the pipe” as described in the 

first chapter.) They also were certain that God told them not to continue to evangelize to new 

people but to bring the people that they had evangelized already into a church community. 

They viewed this action as apostolic. They understood it to mean following Christ and 

reestablishing his church, as the first Twelve Apostles had originally established churches in 

the New Testament accounts. 

This view of themselves shifted, but it did not completely change, when they 

encountered the actual Orthodox churches, as we saw previously. Instead of seeing in 

Orthodox churches the historical church of the apostles to which they needed to conform, 
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they were persuaded that they needed to retraditionalize and revitalize the Orthodox 

churches through evangelical fervor. They argued that ethnic identification with Christianity 

squelched that fervor. So they wanted to be both separate from and united with Orthodox 

churches. Thus, at several points in their interactions with the Orthodox and particularly at 

the 1980 Sobor in Detroit where Gillquist spoke on evangelism to Orthodox attendees, the 

EOC representatives used the words “union” and “marriage” to describe the connection they 

sought with the OCA. One observer at the Sobor, Joseph Fester, asked Royster about this 

word choice. Fester claims that Royster  

remarked that the strides that the EOC had made since the dialogue had begun was 
[sic] such that he had seen the leaders of the EOC become more articulate in the use 
of terminology in other matters of doctrine, worship, and spirituality, and he hoped 
that eventually, when the time was right, the EOC leadership would be more 
articulate in their use of terminology in the area of ecclesiology!3 
 

So the OCA leadership did not see the dialogue in quite the same way as the EOC did. They 

did not think that the EOC would remain intact alongside the OCA if they joined Orthodoxy. 

Most significant, many among the OCA leadership did not view the EOC leadership as 

equals, and while I will return to that soon, it is important to note that that was not the case 

in all quarters. As we have already seen, several members of the Orthodox leadership 

thought that they should regard the EOC as a special group who could bring needed change 

to the Orthodox at the same time that they criticized especially the EOC's unorthodox 

practices. 

 Alexander Schmemann, an Orthodox priest and a theologian at the OCA's Saint 

Vladimir's Seminary in New York, was one such member of the OCA leadership. Many 

leaders and members of the EOC saw him as a major influence on the eventual conversion of 

the EOC to Orthodoxy. As an influential theologian in the American Orthodox churches, the 

EOC invited him to attend their council of bishops from June 7 to 9, 1981 in order to help 
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them move closer toward union with the OCA. Schmemann began his report with a glowing 

statement about his encounter with the EOC: 

I feel compelled, first of all, to state that seldom in my entire life have I had such a 
deep and joyful experience – the experience of a truly Christian community desiring 
nothing but the fullness of the Church. Their interest in and desire for Orthodoxy can 
be termed essential. For in their spiritual pilgrimage, they discovered Orthodoxy as 
Truth and not as mere “ancient and colorful rites”; as Life, and not as self-contained 
and self-centered “ecclesiasticism”; as a God-given answer to a world and to a 
culture rapidly sinking into apostasy. During the days I spent in Santa Barbara, I 
could not help feeling all the time that the encounter of this particular Christian group 
– whose background may include anything except Orthodoxy – with the Orthodox 
Church is of the order of a miracle, of a kairos both for them and for us. Above 
everything else, it requires from us an effort of discerning what is, what ought to be, 
the essential message and gift of Orthodoxy to America.4 

 
An important element of Schmemann's report is the way in which he thoroughly 

connected the EOC's concern to end the splintering of Christianity and society with its 

American identity over against ethnic identity markers. At the same time, he acknowledged 

the EOC's separate, special identity within the Orthodox churches. To this point, he reported 

that 

for the first time we are to deal here, not with individual converts simply to be 
integrated into existing parishes, and not with congregations having ecclesiastical and 
even religio-cultural affinities with the Orthodox Church (‘High Anglicans’ or 
Mexicans, for example), but with a community which is totally and exclusively 
American, and whose discovery of orthodoxy, as said above, does not stem from any 
emotional attraction to the ‘east.’ Thus, on how we solve the problems of the EOC 
depends, in a sense, the entire missionary perspective and strategy of the OCA.5 

 
From his assessment, Schmemann assumed that the EOC was "totally and exclusively 

American" because it was not a traditional "high church" group (like Anglicans), nor 

ethnically or nationally defined (like Mexicans.) In these ways, Schmemann claimed that the 

EOC was legitimately American, apparently in ways that Anglicans and Mexicans could not 

be. In fact, Schmemann thought, like Royster claimed before him, that the OCA's interaction 
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with the EOC would determine the OCA's entire missionary endeavors among Americans 

and its place as an American church. 

Though at times he was quite positive about the EOC, Schmemann found several 

points to criticize as well. One of the main problems, for him, was the EOC's liturgical 

practice, but he also tried to contextualize its liturgical innovations. In the face of several of 

these innovations, Schmemann thought that, in the view of the Orthodox, “neither was total 

uniformity in worship or in organization considered a prerequisite for unity.”6 Schmemann's 

observations persuaded him that the EOC held the same faith in common with the Orthodox 

churches, even at this early stage. With regard to this fact, he noted with surprise that he had 

“seldom seen, even among the Orthodox, such a living, truly existential interest in the 

[church] Fathers; such certitude that the doctrinal tradition as formulated by the Ecumenical 

Councils and in the writings of the Fathers is the true and divinely inspired expression of the 

faith, the true interpretation of the Word of God.”7 This issue of faith and the EOC’s 

conformity with the Orthodox churches placed the EOC in an excellent position since other 

groups with whom the Orthodox churches had been in dialogue did not share this 

uniformity. The “extremely difficult” problem for the dialogue with the EOC was “in 

worship, in the understanding and acceptance of the church’s liturgical tradition.”8 Since the 

EOC membership came largely from non-liturgical Christian denominations, the EOC 

maintained a more Protestant-style, spontaneous practice. At the same time, they had 

recognized the presence of liturgy in the early church in their research and had begun to 

implement a semi-formal liturgical style of worship in their churches. Indeed, after the 1980 

Sobor in Detroit, Fester noted that the EOC bishops met to discuss what they had seen, and 

“one of their Bishops was very concerned at that time that the … ‘static’ worship of the 

Orthodox was at odds with his more charismatic and evangelical roots. This bishop was 
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‘sold’ on the idea of liturgy and corporate worship but at the same time he was not sure he 

would be able to accept the ‘sameness’” of Orthodox liturgical worship.9 As Christians who 

thought of themselves as both evangelical and Orthodox, the EOC leaders and members 

maintained a loose connection to the liturgies of the Orthodox churches, often adapting them 

to Protestant-style services with Protestant-style hymns. They cut back certain parts of the 

traditional liturgies and maintained portions of the liturgies they had developed previously. 

Even though, at several points, the EOC made changes to their liturgical practices and 

claimed to have conformed their liturgies to the standards of the Orthodox, the EOC would 

continue to give its bishops great latitude in liturgical practice at least until 1984. In fact, 

they did not uniformly practice the standard liturgies of Saint John Chrysostom or Saint 

Basil the Great until 1986 when they were about to convert officially.  

Schmemann recognized this loose structure both within the liturgy practiced at the 

Santa Barbara parish and in other EOC parishes. In his report, he explained to his Orthodox 

audience that  

for all practical purposes the EOC has no identifiable rite, if by rite we mean a certain 
continuity, a structure, a ‘lex orandi’ encompassing all aspects and dimensions of 
life. The leadership of the EOC is fully aware of this liturgical ‘absence’ and realizes 
that lex orandi being lex credendi, the Orthodox doctrine which they so joyfully and 
unconditionally accepted, must, of necessity, have its full liturgical expression. They 
know that the Church is manifested and fulfilled in the liturgy and that the liturgy is 
the ‘epiphany’ of the faith. The simple fact, however, is that having no roots in any 
liturgical communion, they do not know how to achieve this liturgical expression and 
liturgical life in an organic and not an artificial manner.10 

 
The EOC, as a Protestant group, would purposefully have to form and maintain a liturgical 

life whereas established Orthodox communities would take their liturgical worship for 

granted. The EOC would have to develop its liturgical life in an "artificial" way, according 

to Schmemann. Indeed, the EOC did not have liturgical services for several events outside of 

the Sunday liturgy itself, including “the Sacraments of Baptism and Chrismation, 
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Matrimony, Penance and Healing, Holy Orders, and the Liturgy of Death.” The leadership 

asked Schmemann “to prepare, at least for the Liturgy of the Sanctification of Life, 

acceptable adaptations” of Orthodox services.11 Schmemann's idea of the "artificial" 

character of producing a liturgical life shows most clearly here as the EOC did not attempt to 

adopt the Orthodox services that they did not have. Nor did leaders ask for copies of 

Orthodox services in order to adapt them. Instead, they asked Schmemann to prepare 

adaptations. This is an odd request—the canonically Orthodox making an adaptation of a 

canonical service for a non-canonical group. 

In dealing with this liturgical conundrum, Schmemann focused on the division of the 

Santa Barbara EOC into five parishes for the Eucharistic celebration, which he believed had 

produced multiple EOC services instead of a single service. In addition, this configuration 

produced an “absence of the temple” meaning that there was no one worship space for full 

church liturgical practice. He noted that the EOC came together as a group at the “Family 

House” for the Synaxis.12 The local EOC bishop presided over this portion of the liturgy 

which consisted of “prayers, litanies, singing hymns, the reading of the Holy Scripture, and 

the sermon.”13 After the Synaxis, each parish group would adjourn to their house church for 

the Eucharistic celebration, which included “the Offertory, the Anaphora, and the 

Communion.”14 Though this practice was unorthodox, Schmemann noted that it arose from 

the EOC’s concerns during their Campus Crusade days. They “wanted not only to save 

people from drugs, immorality, sexual depravity, homosexuality, the collapse of the family, 

the enslavement to the demonic forces of destruction and apostasy, to save them by bringing 

them back to Christ, but also to restore the true Christian community as community of faith 

and love, of mutual support and solidarity.”15 Such anxieties came from the EOC's concern 

with the fragmentation of society and its outgrowths. As far as Schmemann could see, these 
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issues remained strong among the EOC members and were “very real.” In his view, the 

perceived authenticity of the EOC worship, notwithstanding the fact that it was incorrect 

from an Orthodox standpoint, spoke to the EOC’s seriousness and concern with being 

properly Christian. Additionally, he claimed that it was “the Eucharist, its roots in the reality 

of a community, that had aroused in the EOC their thirst for the fullness of the Church and 

led them to the encounter with Orthodoxy.”16 

 Schmemann referred to “liturgical dualism” because the EOC met for the first half of 

the liturgy (Synaxis) in a building they called “The Family Center” and then split into the 

different house-church groups for the celebration of the Eucharist. He noted that this practice 

was at odds with Orthodox tradition regarding churches as temples for worship. He wrote 

that “the main question here is whether eucharistic celebration ‘at home’ reveals and fulfills 

all dimensions of the Eucharist. It certainly reveals a very essential one: that of Eucharist as 

sacrament of love and communion, the one which is, more than any other, weakened in our 

own liturgical life.”17 This criticism of the Orthodox churches as weak in the areas of "love 

and communion" regarding the central Eucharistic meal would only bolster the EOC's view 

of themselves as a special group. Indeed, even as Schmemann argued that the ritual of the 

Eucharist “requires a church” he pointed out the great opportunity to improve Orthodox 

churches given the dialogue with this American group: “Once more we may discuss what a 

church ought to be in America at the end of the 20th century … Our encounter with the EOC 

may be the Providential occasion for that discussion.”18 

 Schmemann went on to raise questions concerning established Orthodox practice 

regarding the splitting of the Synaxis and the Eucharist. Schmemann wrote: 

I can perfectly see and understand the rationale for the EOC’s practice and its 
ecclesiological justifications. What this practice is meant to preserve is, on the one 
hand, the real unity of the bishop as priest, pastor, and teacher, with the Church; yet 
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on the other hand, the function of the Eucharist as again really building up the 
Church as community. It is true that in our present structure the bishop is experienced 
primarily, if not exclusively, as a distant ruler and administrator and not as the priest, 
teacher and pastor par excellance. It is also true that we have virtually lost the 
understanding of the priest as member of the Church’s presbyterium, the Council of 
the Bishop. Finally, it is true that in large dioceses the episcopal visitation is 
essentially a ceremonial and festal event, whereas the government of the Church in 
fact consists of bureaucratic paper work. Thus, the ‘instinct’ of the EOC is, in many 
ways, correct and challenges us in some very real deficiencies of our own Church 
life, deficiencies so old as to have become identified with Tradition.19 

 
This evaluation of the Orthodox hierarchical and eucharistic systems through the EOC’s 

practices would strengthen the EOC’s ideas regarding the need to improve Orthodox church 

practices through liturgical and ecclesiastical reforms. The EOC meant to unify the group 

under clear structures of authority, especially in intimate settings that produced feelings of 

familial closeness. Schmemann recognized this and saw its value. By noting that the EOC’s 

practices highlighted some deficiencies in Orthodox practice that had potentially been 

mistaken for tradition, Schmemann’s words reinforced the EOC’s ideas about reforming 

Orthodox churches. This strengthened their resolve to enter the Orthodox churches as a 

separate jurisdiction or as a side-by-side entity, drawing other Orthodox jurisdictions back to 

the true evangelical traditions of the Christian churches and away from false traditions. 

Though Schmemann went on to critique the EOC’s practices as “inadequate,” he did so only 

after acknowledging that the EOC’s principles for developing them were “correct.”20   

 Schmemann noted that the main ecclesiological issue between the EOC and the OCA 

was the problem of married bishops. Interestingly, Schmemann claimed at the time that “the 

leadership of the EOC is fully aware that the Orthodox Church does not and cannot 

recognize its present ‘orders’ which, according to the basic doctrinal and canonical 

principles of Orthodoxy are ‘outside’ the Apostolic succession.”21 First, he acknowledged 

that the EOC leadership was aware of the Orthodox Church’s inability to accept their 
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“orders” according to basic principles. But could this be correct? It seemed not to be so, 

since the EOC leadership pushed for the OCA and others to accept them as they were while 

becoming officially Orthodox. Second, Schmemann claimed that the real basis for rejection 

was that the EOC’s orders were “‘outside’ the Apostolic succession.”22 The EOC was 

convinced of their apostolic succession through spiritual rather than physical means. Leaders 

believed their authority derived from that succession, offering something true and original to 

the Orthodox. Schmemann also claimed that EOC leadership was aware that the Orthodox 

reserved the office of bishop for unmarried men and that that principle would not change in 

the near future. He went on to infer that the “rank and file” EOC member might not know 

this, so the rule would have to be “both formulated and discussed with utmost clarity, 

seriousness and depth.”23  

 Moving on, Schmemann dealt with the EOC’s view of Orthodox history and linked it 

to what he perceived to be the general way in which Protestants view church history. He 

observed that the EOC had to learn to accept the “catholicity of memory”—in other words, 

reckoning not only with the Orthodox Church’s “victories, achievements and manifestations 

of holiness, but also with tragedies, periods of decay, surrender to different cultures, and so 

on.”24 He thought these problems needed to be brought into the experience of the EOC as 

they moved forward. A major issue for the EOC as it made that change would be that 

perhaps 

the greatest difference between Orthodoxy and Protestantism is that in the Protestant 
faith and experience, the Church is always a vertical phenomenon and this means [it] 
has no real history, no horizontal dimensions. Even when they join the Orthodox 
Church, the Protestants very often preserve the illusion that there exists an ideal 
Church, and then, having discovered the Orthodox reality, go through a traumatic 
experience and disillusion.25  
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To counter this possible outcome, Schmemann argued “that the encounter between the OCA 

and the EOC cannot, should not be limited to official ‘negotiations,’ but must be extended to 

a much closer experience of each other. Without such a real encounter, our negotiations will 

remain abstract and will not lead to that unity which is the unity not only of convictions but 

of life itself.”26 Additionally, Schmemann called for the OCA and EOC to be in closer 

contact. This seemed to imply that the people in each group needed to meet each other and 

experience each other’s worship and church life—or at least the EOC needed to experience 

the OCA’s church life. Many of the members of the EOC who were not in leadership roles, 

however, had never entered an Orthodox church until the day of their official reception as 

members in 1987.27 The EOC's growing sense of a special mission to the Orthodox that 

required maintenance of their separate identity played a major role in the situation, but as we 

shall see, the Orthodox would encroach upon the EOC's parishes even while maintaining an 

official dialogue with them. 

 Schmemann concluded his report by noting the unique encounter presented by the 

dialogue between the OCA and the EOC. As he summed up,  

If this encounter requires a tremendous self-examination on their part, it certainly 
requires not a lesser one of us. The more I think about and analyze the experience I 
had during those days, the more I become convinced that, ten years after we received 
the mandate and the possibility of being an American Church for Americans, we are 
to take a decisive test in how we ourselves are to fulfill that mandate and that 
possibility.28 

 
The encounter with the EOC would put the OCA to the test to determine whether it could 

fulfill its mandate to become an American church. This OCA needed to examine itself with 

regard to all the points Schmemann made, but none more important than the question of how 

the OCA could be an American church. The EOC believed it could help the OCA become 
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just that, but dialogue between the groups broke down over several points that Schmemann 

noted in his report. 

Conversion Controversies Threaten the EOC's Legitimacy and the Dialogue: 1981-82 

Not long after Schmemann's June 1981 visit and report on the EOC to the OCA and 

larger Orthodox community, the Bernstein family left the EOC to become part of the OCA. 

Arnold Bernstein was a priest in the EOC, but he felt that the EOC was not moving fast 

enough toward officially joining Orthodoxy. He thought that several practices of the EOC 

were not sufficiently Orthodox and that the EOC leadership's attempts to join the OCA as a 

separate but connected jurisdiction were not going to work.29 

 Bernstein claimed that since the EOC believed that the Orthodox churches 

represented the true Christian faith, he and his family wanted to become Orthodox as soon as 

possible. The EOC leadership, however, did not approve of his decision to leave the EOC 

priesthood without consulting them. Bernstein did not think that the EOC would convert as a 

group soon enough nor that they would allow him to leave, given the history of the EOC 

shunning those who left. In addition, as we have seen, the EOC did indeed want to become a 

separate group within the OCA, and if members, especially priests, began to splinter off then 

the integrity of the group and the force of the movement to retraditionalize Orthodoxy would 

evaporate. By contrast, Bernstein did not judge that the EOC had anything special enough to 

offer to warrant remaining outside the Orthodox churches. 

 The incident caused a major rift between EOC leadership and Bernstein, and the 

leadership insisted on a formal letter of apology from him. Bernstein's apology finally came, 

but a significant additional effect of the incident was the EOC's wariness of OCA leadership. 

Bernstein had been in close contact with Father Michael Prokurat of the OCA, and Prokurat 
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was an OCA member of the EOC/OCA dialogue committee. The EOC leadership could not 

have looked kindly upon a member of the dialogue committee allowing and even 

encouraging an EOC priest and his family to join the OCA without consulting EOC 

leadership while the two groups were in official talks. Still, the greatest acrimony remained 

between EOC leadership and Bernstein, especially because Bernstein was critical of the 

EOC's process of joining the OCA. That would change the next year. 

 By April of 1982, the Crawford family left the EOC to join the OCA.30 In this 

instance, the EOC turned its displeasure toward the OCA and its leadership. On April 26, 

1982, Bishop Basil Rodzianko of the western diocese of the OCA responded to a letter from 

EOC Bishop Ronald Roberson. While I have not been able to locate Roberson's original 

letter, it is clear from Rodzianko's response that Roberson wrote to complain about Father 

Mayo (first name unclear), the OCA priest in the same area as Roberson's parishes and with 

whom Roberson had been trying to build a relationship. Mayo had meanwhile converted the 

Crawford family to the OCA, now after the conversion of the Bernsteins. In his response, 

Basil claimed that “it has never been the policy of the Orthodox Church to ‘proselytize’ in 

the perjorative [sic] sense of the word, nor is it at present, nor will it be in the future.” 31 

Rodzianko declared, however, that the OCA “could never deny anyone, who, after due 

examination and with sincere conviction desires to join the Orthodox Church, from doing so. 

To do otherwise would be a betrayal of Orthodoxy. In this I am sure we are both agreed.”32 

So Rodzianko insisted that this instance, which he alleged Roberson was the first to tell him 

about, was one in which a person or persons seeking to join Orthodoxy needed to be 

accepted by the OCA after due examination. In this case, Rodzianko denied that he should 

avoid controversies after the problems brought about by the Bernstein incident. Rodzianko 

observed that in Bernstein's case the OCA synod decided not to accept him “until he was 
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given a blessing from his church authorities in the Evangelical Orthodox Church.”33 The 

statement raised questions about why a similar situation did not require the blessing of EOC 

authorities. If the Crawfords' conversion was a problem for their now-former EOC bishop, 

then there was no blessing from the EOC. Rodzianko expressed his hope that the issue 

would not “impede the successful resolution of our dialogue” and assured Roberson that he 

was “waiting for the day when we shall share in the same chalice in the True Faith.”34  

To say that Roberson responded to Rodzianko’s letter skeptically would be an 

understatement. While he said he “appreciated” what Rodzianko wrote about “the Orthodox 

Church’s policy on proselytizing,” Roberson replied that he was “not at all convinced that 

some kind of trust was not violated in the instances [he had] objected to.” He hoped that “the 

proselytizing was not done in a ‘pejorative’ manner.” Still, after reading Rodzianko’s letter, 

Roberson said that he was willing to “approach this problem in a new and different light” 

and that the incident would “not be a stumbling block in our relations.” 35  

Roberson went on to turn Rodzianko’s statements against him and not so subtly to 

threaten to pursue potential converts from the OCA to the EOC. Roberson laid out four 

points with regard to conversions between the two groups: 

First: Both of our communions should feel free to witness to the truth as we see it. If 
members of either of our churches, after due examination and with sincere 
conviction, desire to be received into the other’s church, they should be allowed to do 
so. 
Second: We should honor each other’s ecclesiastical oversight by delaying the actual 
reception of such individuals until a blessing is received from Church authorities. 
Third: We will not view such people as apostate if they make such moves in good 
faith and there are not other issues involved, such as sin, etc. 
Finally: We both agree it would betray Orthodoxy to function otherwise, than as 
described above.36 

 
Roberson drew the first, second, and final points out of Rodzianko’s letter, and he drew the 

third point from inferences regarding the OCA’s view of the conversions. In the process, he 
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promised that the EOC would not turn away OCA members who wished to join the EOC. 

Such a reverse situation would be odd, given the fact that the EOC meant to join the 

Orthodox churches in an official capacity. As we have seen, however, this letter clarified the 

EOC view of itself as a special group that felt called to bring evangelical Christian ideas to 

the Orthodox. The EOC’s evangelistic abilities and the interest it was drawing from 

Orthodox communities made EOC members optimistic about their abilities to draw OCA 

people to their group. At least, EOC confidence would have been enough of a threat to make 

the OCA concerned about the prospect. 

Roberson finished his letter in a tone that showed he was pushing back against the 

possibility of further conversions of EOC members to the OCA. As he wrote: 

The larger picture is what I am more interested in. Rather than having individuals 
changing churches, I look forward to the day when we exchange with each other the 
right hand of fellowship and as you have said, share the same chalice. I believe that 
day will come, even as a wonderful miracle.37 

 
Rather than competing over individual members, Roberson hoped the groups would focus on 

entering into communion with each other. The OCA needed to stop taking EOC members 

and find a way to join together with the EOC as a single unit.  

Furthermore, in making his points, Roberson approached Rodzianko as an equal—as 

a bishop to a bishop. Clearly, their power in the dialogue process was not equal, since the 

EOC meant to join the OCA, which the EOC in many ways believed to be the true Christian. 

But what some of the OCA (like Prokurat) did not understand was that the EOC was not 

under OCA jurisdiction, and the EOC was confident that it would maintain its own authority 

within the Orthodox churches if and when it joined with them. In other words, EOC bishops 

thought they would remain bishops because at the time they were bishops, whether the OCA 

recognized the legitimacy of the EOC episcopacy or not. In fact, Roberson committed the 
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EOC members to be more than simple converts to Orthodoxy when he wrote, “it is my hope 

to see Protestantism and Orthodoxy united. To that end I pray. For now I wish you God’s 

greatest blessing and pray daily for the Orthodox Church in America, as well as all the 

Orthodox jurisdictions.”38 Even so, the OCA did not realize that the EOC would work to 

maintain their own power as a movement. In addition, the EOC also realized that they had 

other options through other Orthodox jurisdictions. This latter point would become clearer to 

the OCA, but too late for the dialogue to continue. 

Before the dialogue broke down completely, several other fissures became manifest. 

One important example is that of Thaddeus Wojcik's letter to Gillquist about the conversion 

controversy. (Wojcik was the priest who visited the Santa Barbara parish in 1977 and began 

the interactions between the two groups.)  Now Wojcik took the side of his fellow OCA 

priests, claiming that,  

a family in the EOC [the Crawfords] invited Father Mayo to their home and in the 
course of their visiting many questions were asked and Father Mayo, acting as a 
priest of the Orthodox Church, answered the questions. It seems to me that Father 
Mayo did what he is ordained to do, and that any Orthodox priest should act in such a 
manner under the same circumstances; to do less would be a denial of [the] teaching 
function of the priesthood.39  
 
He went on to declare that the problem was that there was not more interaction 

between the EOC and the OCA on the parish level, making the communities unaware of the 

process of dialogue between the two groups and thus causing confusion about the 

relationship they were building. Wojcik conceded this was a problem for both communities, 

but he left the ultimate responsibility for the incident to the EOC. “Increasingly, within the 

OCA,” he stated, “clergy and laity are asking why the EOC people seldom enter into 

personal in-depth contact with OCA churches or families especially in light of the stated 

goal of the EOC, reception into sacramental unity with Orthodoxy.”40 In Wojcik's 
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estimation, the EOC communities were closed-off to OCA parishes and parishioners. This 

may have been the case. As I have found in gathering oral histories, many members of the 

present-day Santa Barbara parish never attended an Orthodox church of any sort before their 

official reception into the church in 1987. They were a tight-knit community through the 

strict government of their churches. It is clear from multiple sources, however, that Wojcik’s 

assertion that OCA communities were somehow more open than and expecting more 

interaction with EOC communities was simply not the case. The history of ethnic exclusivity 

and, from that, the lack of outreach by Orthodox churches has been a well-known point of 

observation, even and especially by Orthodox leadership. Given this fact, Wojcik's claim 

would require far more evidence of OCA attempts to communicate with EOC parishes 

without a response from the EOC. Still more, Gillquist responded with his own evidence. 

In his answer, Gillquist rejected Wojcik’s claim in the May 12 letter that the 

responsibility for lackluster on-the-ground communication rested with the EOC. He 

explained the interactions between EOC parishes and the nearby parishes of the OCA and 

other Orthodox jurisdictions diocese by diocese.  

Gillquist began by listing and parsing the situations at parishes in eleven of the 

EOC’s dioceses “where things [were] generally going well.” 41 Memphis, Tennessee and 

Jackson, Mississippi parishes had good contact with respective OCA parishes. Nashville had 

no OCA parish at this time, but the EOC parish had a good relationship with the Greek 

parish. Gregory Wingenbach was the priest, and he showed great interest in the EOC's desire 

to become officially Orthodox. The Atlanta, Georgia parish had a good relationship with the 

OCA parish and visited it, but there was no reciprocal visitation from the OCA to the EOC. 

The parishes in Indianapolis had contact, but the OCA parish joined the Russian Orthodox 

Church Outside Russia (ROCOR), a particularly strict Russian Orthodox group not in 
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communion with the OCA since it contested the OCA's legitimacy as an independent 

Orthodox jurisdiction. So OCA leadership advised the EOC to suspend dialogue with the 

parish at that point. The Sioux City, Iowa parish had a good relationship with the Greek 

parish priest, Father Carella (first name not given), but he was more interested in dialogue 

than his parish was. Gillquist noted that, after Carella was transferred to Pittsburgh, the 

relationship stalled because the “congregation was not enthusiastic about anything non-

Greek.” The EOC’s Champaign-Urbana parish tried to develop a relationship with the OCA 

priest and parish, but even “OCA leaders [had] admitted this [was] a tough relationship to 

build.” So the EOC parish had “gravitated more to interaction with [the] Greek Church” in 

the area. 42 In Gary, Indiana, “Bishop Dmitri [Royster had] suggested on the front end of the 

EOC-OCA dialog that contact with the OCA priest here would probably be difficult,”43 and 

Royster had been correct. In Lincoln, Illinois there were no other Orthodox churches. In 

Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, Canada, there was no OCA church, but the EOC parish enjoyed a 

high level of interaction with the Ukrainian Orthodox church in the area. The parishes in 

Huntington Beach, CA attended liturgies and lectures together, but the EOC bishop, Wayne 

Wilson, had to work a full-time job as well, and this limited their interactions. In Santa 

Barbara, California there was a small OCA church, but Royster suggested the EOC not begin 

dialogue with it. That church eventually split because some parishioners sided with ROCOR, 

and this may be the reason for Royster’s suggestion. The Santa Barbara parish cultivated a 

relationship with Wojcik’s parish in Tarzana, California, about an hour and a half away. 

Mainly EOC bishops and presbyters visited the Tarzana parish, and Wojcik visited Santa 

Barbara numerous times. In San Lorenzo Valley, California there was no Orthodox church. 

In Marin County, California Bishop Ken Berven’s attempts to connect with the local OCA 

priest were thwarted when he found that the priest did not speak English. The Ukiah, 
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California parish developed a relationship with a Uniate monastery in the area, since there 

were no Orthodox parishes nearby.44 The Greek archdiocese of San Francisco owned a 

church in the area but for some reason did not have a community there, so they permitted the 

EOC parish to meet in the building. There were no Orthodox parishes near the Yakima 

Valley, Washington EOC parish. Finally, Gillquist admitted that the EOC parish in Seattle 

had more contact with the Greek community than with the OCA. 

After noting the various dioceses where relations were generally good, or where 

problems existed for reasons that the EOC and OCA understood, Gillquist identified three 

dioceses in which problems had occurred. In Anchorage, Alaska, Bishop Harold Dunaway of 

the EOC attempted to make contact and build a relationship with OCA priest, Father Harris 

(first name not given.) According to Gillquist’s note, the “OCA dialog committee told us of 

the problems with Fr. Harris.”45 Gillquist lamented, “At Detroit, we tried, but to no great 

avail.” Here, Gillquist was recalling the Sobor meeting in Detroit that he and a few other 

EOC bishops had attended and at which they met both Fr. Harris as well as the monks of 

New Skete. While there, the New Skete monks warned the EOC representatives of 

"obstacles" to joining the Orthodox churches including “ethnicism” and claimed that, as 

American converts and monastics, members of New Skete avoided ethnic pitfalls. 

At San Ramon, California, Robert Guio, EOC bishop, and Michael Prokurat, OCA 

priest and member of the OCA committee for dialogue with the EOC, had a productive 

relationship until James Bernstein and his family left the EOC for Prokurat’s OCA parish. 

According to Gillquist, the entire EOC council of bishops thought Prokurat “acted with 

acute impropriety in meeting [with] Bernstein without Bp. Guio’s knowledge.” He went on 

to point out that “this [had] been the major setback in OCA/EOC relations” and made the 

EOC bishops “sensitive to having lost a dozen or more people without a snitch of an apology 
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from [Prokurat] for his actions.”46 Still, according to Gillquist, the EOC was pleased with 

Rodzianko’s stated commitment at the time to keep such transitions from recurring. 

Finally, the last diocese on Gillquist’s list, Santa Cruz, California, had been the 

diocese in which the Crawford family had participated. Contrary to Wojcik’s May 12 

assertion of EOC responsibility for the acrimony between the parishes, Gillquist pointed out 

that EOC bishop C. Ronald Roberson had developed an excellent relationship with the OCA 

priest, Father Mayo. Until that point, he had been bringing “his people en masse” to the 

OCA parish as part of developing the relationship between the two churches. Indeed, 

Gillquist asserted, “Fr. Mayo’s story simply does not jive with what our people reported. The 

couple in question claim they were hustled by him, encouraged to leave the EOC and join 

the OCA. Bp. Roberson is not willing any longer for his people to visit Fr. Mayo’s 

church.”47 So, instead of citing EOC responsibility for lackluster communication between 

the OCA and the EOC, Gillquist rejoined that in only a few cases was the local OCA parish 

open to dialogue. Instead, it was usually resistant or was, in fact, the source of conflict. 

 Soon after Gillquist’s exchange with Wojcik, Royster contacted Gillquist to request a 

specific proposal from the EOC for entering Orthodoxy through the OCA. He also offered to 

write a letter to the EOC’s bishops to explain the issues surrounding the conversion 

controversy. In Gillquist’s response, he noted that he had spoken to the Presiding Bishop’s 

Council (Ballew, Berven, Braun, Gillquist, Sparks, and Walker.) At that meeting, he told 

Royster, “the consensus was that we are moving ahead quite well at this point, and probably 

should continue to do so for awhile [sic] longer, without any specific guidance, other than 

that supplied through our dialogue.” Gillquist also told Royster that the Council thought “a 

letter … addressing the recent problems probably is also best left unwritten.” 48 The 

conversion controversies had rattled the EOC, and its leadership did not want to fuel more 
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controversy since it was now clearly questioning the OCA’s motives and actions. While the 

EOC was slowing down the entry process, the OCA recognized the need to speed it up in 

order to keep the EOC on course. To do so, Royster thought that a letter explaining the OCA 

actions and future intentions was necessary. But at that point such a letter would likely have 

fallen on distrusting ears. In the EOC's view, the OCA's actions gave the lie to their 

adherence to an official dialogue with the EOC. Instead, EOC leadership thought that the 

OCA's intentions for the EOC to enter the Orthodox church would be piece-by-piece, and 

not as a group. This obviously subverted the EOC's intentions to enter the Orthodox 

community as a single unit with some form of independent authority to maintain its own 

Orthodox/evangelical hybrid practice. Gillquist finished his response to Royster by 

exclaiming, “Frankly, Christian unity is the hardest thing I’ve ever tried to accomplish in my 

whole life!”49 The process was not so simple as the EOC thought it would be. Instead of 

being the clear, natural state of Christians who worship the same God, unity was a state they 

would achieve only after expending far more energy and effort than they had anticipated.  

A Cartoon Draws the OCA/EOC Dialogue to an End: 1982 

A new fissure came to the relationship a few months later in the form of a cartoon 

that appeared in AGAIN magazine, the EOC's main publication dealing with theological, 

doctrinal, and social issues. The EOC saw this publication as a major teaching and 

evangelizing tool, sending it to its own members as well as many evangelical and Orthodox 

Christians throughout the country and around the world. The cartoon depicted an old, 

bearded, cassocked Orthodox priest explaining complex theological concepts with equally 

complex theological terminology to a young, casually dressed man. The young man was 

staring at the priest incredulously and appeared slightly frightened. A mouse or rat in a lower 
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corner of the cartoon was depicted, muttering, "And he wonders why he can't make 

converts."50  

 Orthodox readers of AGAIN responded to the cartoon quickly. Wojcik wrote a letter 

to the magazine's editor, Weldon Hardenbrook, who was also the bishop in the EOC's San 

Lorenzo Valley, California, diocese. While striking an understanding tone, he questioned 

Hardenbrook's decision to include the cartoon, making two points about its contents: "1) It is 

a fairly, accurate image of current reality from an American view, and 2) from an Orthodox 

view it is [a] boorish depiction not dissimilar from cartoons found in Soviet anti-religious 

publications." 51  He warned Hardenbrook that "personally, I fear that the cartoon was more 

than ill-advised, and it will do serious damage to the cause of unity."52 Indeed it would. 

 Not surprisingly, one of the officials involved in the OCA's dialogue with the EOC, 

the priest Michael Prokurat, wrote to Royster to complain. Prokurat told Royster that neither 

he “nor any of the [northern California] clergy have had any personal contact with the EOC 

people in order to provoke any vehemence.” 53  He had, however, been the priest who 

accepted Bernstein into the OCA. He was also well aware of the role of his fellow northern 

Californian clergy member, Mayo, in the later conversion of the Crawfords. He made 

referred to Roberson's letter to Rodzianko about Mayo and the Crawfords in his letter. He 

“had hoped that things had not deteriorated any more since Roberson’s inappropriate 

correspondence with Bp. Basil [Rodzianko].”54 Prokurat's denial of contact and provocation 

is perplexing. It simply does not seem to fit the facts. Gillquist's had complained in his letter 

to Wojcik that the conversion of the Bernsteins was “the major setback in OCA/EOC 

relations.” He had insisted the EOC bishops were “sensitive to having lost a dozen or more 

people without a snitch of an apology from Fr. Michael [Prokurat] for his actions.”55 Thus, 

the EOC would not have accepted Prokurat's response to the cartoon as a genuine critique of 
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its publication. Yet in his letter, Prokurat went on to question the EOC’s recent invitation to 

attend the OCA's All American Council. Prokurat wrote that the invitation seemed “very 

tenuous … since we are no longer dealing with whether there is movement toward 

Orthodoxy or other dialogue topics.” He told Royster that, though he would “reserve 

judgment,” he was “unwilling to sit on non-functioning Commissions or to work with 

persons of questionable integrity.”56  

While some members of the EOC had similar feelings, Gillquist wrote to Prokurat to 

apologize for the cartoon. Still more, the EOC changed the policy for AGAIN so that the 

cartoons would not deal with church or religious matters. So he once again reassured a 

member of the Orthodox clergy that the EOC was “firmly and officially committed to union 

with canonical Orthodoxy.” He emphasized that its “commitment [would] not change … we 

are set on our course, and by the mercy of God we will not alter it.” He declared that EOC 

members hoped to “have some role to play in contributing to America’s grasp of the reality 

of the true faith.”57  

 Despite the apology, the dialogue between the two groups soon came to an end. It 

remains an open question whether the issue of integrity was a deciding factor, but it is clear 

from Rodzianko's, Wojcik's, and especially Prokurat's letters that the OCA questioned the 

legitimacy of EOC authority. Without the OCA recognizing the authority of EOC bishops, 

the EOC's plan to retraditionalize its own people, evangelicals, and the Orthodox through 

creating a parallel Evangelical Orthodox jurisdiction would never come to be. 

 During these times of trouble, a Master's student at the OCA's Saint Vladimir's 

Seminary in New York, Joseph Fester, wrote his Master's thesis on the OCA/EOC dialogue. 

His committee members signed their approvals in April 1982 when the controversy 

regarding the Crawford family had just begun. It could not have come at a worse time for the 
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dialogue's participants or a better time for a researcher examining the dialogue years later. 

Fester's thesis made the theological claim that  

the EOC must, in the final analysis, be willing to give up what they have achieved 
and turn it over to the inspection and grace of the Holy Spirit, and say ‘amen’ to the 
ultimate question of where the Church is sojourning in this world … The last and 
final response that the OCA can say to the EOC is that we are willing to work with 
you, to guide and encourage you to grow in the total faith of the Life of Christ, but it 
is up to you to decide whether you will say yes or no.58  

 
The EOC was not willing to accept such a proposal at that point in time. Gillquist declared at 

several points that he did not want the EOC to be “swallowed up” by an Orthodox 

jurisdiction. So to “give up what they [had] achieved and turn it over” to the OCA was not 

yet an option. In addition, Fester had argued that the Holy Spirit would inspect the EOC’s 

work, but Fester meant that the OCA would have control of the process. EOC leaders, in 

their turn, saw themselves led by the Holy Spirit and called to be apostles by the Holy Spirit. 

They were convinced that the OCA could not have any greater authority than the calling they 

felt. The OCA misunderstood the dynamic of power in the eyes of the EOC. The EOC 

looked to the OCA to help them become officially Orthodox, but the EOC did not need, in 

its leaders’ views, any instruction about the authority or movement of the Holy Spirit. What 

the OCA did not understand about the EOC's evangelical views was that the EOC's 

experience of a calling by the Holy Spirit toward original Orthodox Christian teachings and 

its confirmation by multiple Orthodox leaders' reports proved that the EOC already had 

"turned over" their achievements "to the inspection and grace of the Holy Spirit." The EOC 

was, after all, a miraculous group. To the EOC, it was time for the OCA to recognize the 

leading of the Holy Spirit that several major OCA leaders, such as Royster and Schmemann, 

already confirmed to in the EOC's move toward Orthodoxy. 
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 Such recognition would be a deep theological shift on the part of the OCA. In more 

practical terms of the dialogue, the OCA did not yet recognize the structure of religious 

pluralism in the United States, of the associated American spiritual marketplace, and of its 

attendant processes for spiritual choice. In short, what the OCA leadership did not 

understand was how to navigate the American religious landscape, even while they thought 

of themselves as the best option for an expression of American Orthodoxy. Several OCA 

leaders, such as Schmemann and Royster, considered the EOC a bridge that would help the 

OCA define what it meant to be an Orthodox Christian in America and what an American 

Orthodox church could be. By not recognizing the realities of the American spiritual 

marketplace, however, the OCA failed. The reality was (and still is) that the OCA was not 

the only church to which the EOC could turn. Indeed, it was not even the only Orthodox 

church. When the EOC attempted to join the Orthodox church, there were (and still are) 

fifteen Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States to whom they could go for instruction. In 

this situation, the EOC would exercise their ability to shop for a better opportunity in the 

American spiritual marketplace – an opportunity in which they would be able to convert as a 

group and maintain their group's identity as American and evangelical while becoming 

officially Orthodox.59  

Conclusion 

Even though portions of the OCA claimed the need to find new ways to engage 

American society and the EOC presented the possibility to do just that, the OCA showed that 

it simply did not understand what it meant to engage the American religious landscape as it 

has been shaped by religious pluralism. By neither recognizing the authority of EOC bishops 

over EOC parishes nor by extension taking seriously the EOC desire to remain a single body 
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in the dialogue process, the OCA attempted to play a stronger hand than it held. As we have 

seen so far, the EOC had formed its original group in resistance to the fragmentation of 

society and religion as brought about by pluralism. When it encountered actual Orthodox 

churches, the EOC was convinced that it needed to maintain its own identity as a group. It 

could not accept the nominal spiritual commitments brought about by ethnic identifications 

among the majority of Orthodox church members. With the separation between itself and the 

Orthodox in place, the EOC was able to separate itself again and leave its dialogue with the 

OCA. It would seek another church on more desirable terms, using the tools of 

secularization at the same time that it sought a traditional church that would protect it from 

the fragmenting forces of religious pluralism.  

Because of its misunderstandings, the OCA gave the leadership of the EOC reasons 

to intensify its connections with the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese (GOA), which they had 

begun at the behest of Schmemann. Schmemann had told them that in order to become a part 

of the Orthodox church as a unified body, the EOC would have to gain the recognition of 

other Orthodox jurisdictions in the U.S. If it did not, then there would be no way for the 

OCA to recognize it, since that would mean causing a rift between jurisdictions. So the EOC 

contacted the GOA in 1981. Against the backdrop of the controversies over the Bernsteins 

and the Crawfords, the EOC began to focus on its contact with the GOA. The major 

difference between the OCA and the GOA was that the GOA maintained a strong Greek 

identity. Thus the GOA did not pretend to be the best avenue for the development of an 

American Orthodox Church as the OCA had. The EOC might have thought that the GOA 

would therefore be more pragmatic and recognize the benefit of a separate place for the 

EOC. There would be some new possibilities for the EOC, but ultimately the results would 

be the same.  
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Chapter Four: The Dialogue with the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese 

Introduction 

In the last chapter, we saw that the EOC advocated for its own separate jurisdiction 

in their attempts to become officially Orthodox. Their attempts did not produce the result 

they desired, but the OCA also showed that it was not able to react to the demands of the 

spiritual marketplace to keep the EOC at the dialogue table. This was the case especially 

when the OCA failed to recognize the legitimacy of the EOC bishops as well as the EOC's 

ability to seek out a new dialogue partner. Even before the dialogue broke down between the 

EOC and the OCA, the EOC had been in contact with the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese 

(GOA) at the recommendation of OCA theologian, Alexander Schmemann. He realized that 

the recognition of other Orthodox jurisdictions would be crucial to any scenario in which the 

EOC might officially join the Orthodox church. Much of the GOA was eager to speak to the 

EOC membership, but an important contingent within the GOA would not be so inclined. As 

we shall see, several of the same issues that arose around the EOC's dialogue with the OCA 

would also arise in its dialogue with the GOA. This would prompt the EOC to look to yet 

another Orthodox authority for help, the Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese (the 

Antiochians.) The needs of the Antiochians and the EOC would create a very different 

dynamic in their dialogue than had existed in their dialogues with the OCA and the GOA.  

Initial Contact with the GOA: 1981 

 On June 22, 1981, only a few weeks after Schmemann had visited the Santa Barbara 

parish and written his report, Gillquist contacted the Archbishop of the GOA, James 

Coucouzis – Archbishop Iakovos. Schmemann had encouraged EOC clergy to reach out to 
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other Orthodox jurisdictions.1 Schmemann knew that the EOC would need to be recognized 

by other Orthodox churches no matter how it entered into Orthodoxy. In his 

recommendation, Schmemann seemed to assume that other Orthodox churches would view 

EOC members as a group, whether or not they actually joined as a separate body. 

Schmemann was certain, however, that the EOC would maintain some semblance of its 

group identity. So the EOC leadership would need the Orthodox leadership from around the 

U.S. to be aware of the dialogue, even if they were not involved directly in it. Schmemann 

therefore recommended that Gillquist contact the members of the Standing Conference of 

Canonical Orthodox Bishops in America (SCOBA), of which Coucouzis was then the 

president. In his letter, Gillquist mentioned Schmemann's recommendations as well as the 

current active dialogue between the OCA and the EOC.  

While the conversion controversies had arisen between the OCA and the EOC, 

Gregory Wingenbach, a priest and the chair of the GOA's department of Ecumenical and 

Intra-Orthodox Relations, showed a significant interest in the EOC, writing a report for 

Coucouzis. Wingenbach desired to convince him of the value of opening a dialogue. In his 

letter accompanying the report, Wingenbach informed Coucouzis of his ideas for ecumenical 

and evangelical initiatives in the GOA.2 He mentioned several, but one being a reminder to 

Coucouzis of earlier EOC contact with him in June of that year attempting to begin a 

conversation with the larger Orthodox community. He thought that Coucouzis should 

respond and send a representative to the EOC’s meeting of its Holy Synod, or perhaps that 

he should meet the group himself. Apparently, the letter that the EOC had sent requested 

help concerning “their identity with Orthodoxy, ways to canonically resolve their current 

divergencies [sic], and possible options for their being incorporated within the Orthodox 
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Church, incl. [sic] possibly in a close relationship (on the Carpatho-Russian Diocese model) 

to the Patriarchate.”3  

Like Royster and Schmemann, Wingenbach expressed his opinion that the EOC was 

a “unique community of indigenous Evangelical seekers after Christian Orthodoxy.” They 

could offer particular help “in regard to reaching the many thousands of Evangelical 

Christian communities and persons here in America.”4 The EOC could make up for several 

missing parts of the GOA’s ecumenical and evangelical plan. In fact, Wingenbach claimed 

that “the ‘Evangelical Orthodox’ can: help us to develop a solid missionary sense; be a 

‘bridge’ to Evangelical Christians; and help sharpen our witness and interchurch/ecumenical 

dialogue with the American Protestant churches generally.” By having Coucouzis make a 

clear move toward the EOC, Wingenbach hoped that the EOC’s search would not become 

“entangled or sidetracked by the current Orthodox jurisdictional anomalies.” Rather, the 

GOA could bring them closer to joining the canonical Orthodox church “as a distinctly 

American witness and aid to the ecumenical whole of Orthodoxy in America.” Wingenbach 

recommended a “positive consultation towards unity, in the context of the Ecumenical 

Patriarch.”5  

He attached a two-page report on the EOC as part of the letter. In relating the EOC’s 

“astounding pilgrimage” from Protestantism to Orthodox Christianity, Wingenbach pointed 

out that the EOC remained “acutely conscious of their origins, providentially, within the 

historic roots of ‘mainstream’ American Protestant Christianity and their pilgrimage as a 

unique ecclesial body.”6 While claiming such roots and uniqueness, the EOC told 

Wingenbach that three conditions were necessary in any potential dialogue with the 

Orthodox church. First, the members of the EOC were determined to "maintain and build 

upon their experience as an evangelical American Christian community, with its own 
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integrity within the whole of Orthodoxy." The EOC meant, secondly, to make "a distinctly 

American contribution to the liturgical, spiritual and pastoral life of Orthodoxy." They would 

accomplish this through "usage of liturgical adaptations, musical forms, piety and services of 

devotion arising out of the historic American experience, but in ways that are compatible 

with, and within the framework of, historic catholic Orthodox tradition." Third, they would 

insist on the "restoration of the ancient Church’s pastoral encounter and close-knit 

community identity as the assembly of the people of God." In the EOC's vision, this would 

come about through both the "revival of a vigorous diaconate" that would be intimately 

connected to individual and familial development in the church as well as strong evangelistic 

efforts. Finally, the EOC refused "to be perceived or constituted as a sort of exotic 'extra' of a 

particular Eastern Orthodox body." Nor would they allow themselves to "be swallowed up 

piecemeal and ineffectually into the current anomalous mis of Eastern-Byzantine Orthodox 

Churches in America." To be brought into Orthodoxy in one of these ways would, in their 

eyes, "be a tragic betrayal of God’s calling to Holy Orthodoxy in this hemisphere and of the 

unique contribution which Evangelical Christians can make towards it."7  

In relating all this to Coucouzis, Wingenbach affirmed the EOC's "distinctly 

American contribution" to Orthodox practice, especially in liturgical style and musical 

creations. Their contributions would be important to their close-knit communities, which 

both Wingenbach and the EOC hoped would be within the Orthodox community but still 

remain outside the ethnic squabbles in the Orthodox churches. Such a concern could not 

have come from the OCA, which saw itself as the group through which an American version 

of Orthodoxy was meant to form. Instead, the GOA had no pretentions to such a place in the 

American scene.8 So from the beginning Wingenbach could forcefully call for the EOC to 

remain outside the normal archdiocesan power structure while being within the Orthodox 
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community. This affirmation stood in sharp contrast to without the significant, initial 

pushback that came during the EOC's dialogue with the OCA. Thus, Wingenbach was able 

to recommend that the EOC be in direct contact with the Ecumenical Patriarch rather than 

presenting itself as a group to an archdiocese in the United States, even though it would need 

an American archdiocese to support its move.9 

Wingenbach went on to note that the EOC was “a distinctly spontaneous American 

movement (not arising from traditional Eastern Orthodox ethnic sources or even Western 

Catholic roots.)” For him, their American identity signaled that they had arisen 

autochthonously. Still, the EOC was not in complete agreement with the canonical Orthodox 

at this point. Wingenbach listed three important points of difference. First, the EOC was 

“still evolving – pastorally and liturgically.”10 Though the group adopted parts of the 

ecclesial, liturgical, iconographical, and sacramental practice of the Orthodox church. Its 

parishes maintained a hybrid rite compiled from the works of early Christian writers such as 

Justin Martyr, Hippolytus, and Clement. Second, its bishops were married men. Wingenbach 

explained to Coucouzis that EOC leadership based their unorthodox decision to ordain 

themselves as married bishops on their concern with forming the proper, orthodox 

community structure. Wingenbach put it this way: 

When they progressed from a sort of communitarian religious movement to a quasi-
ecclesial community, they were convinced by their studies, prayer and practical 
experience of cults, that they had to become a church and likewise adopt the 
traditional threefold ministry. So they acted provisionally but decisively in order to 
‘disciple’ their faithful into consciousness as Church, not movement.11  

 
Wingenbach insisted that the EOC had thought of itself as a church, not simply as a 

movement, and therefore had structured itself as a complete body, without other outside 

church authorities. In this structure, it practiced an “unusually close pastoral supervision and 

discipling of one another and of the congregational faithful” which formed the third point of 



 

 122

difference for Wingenbach. Even still, with this close supervision, the EOC was not a 

“cultist-authoritarian” group according to Wingenbach. Rather, their communities followed 

“a communitarian model seldom seen in the Church since the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic 

eras.”12 In this Wingenbach echoed Schmemann's opinion from earlier that year, and this 

reference to the EOC as following a model of church structure from the apostolic era could 

only have made the restorationist EOC believe it was right. 

The First Dialogue Session with the GOA: 1982 

  After Wingenbach's letter, Coucouzis approved a first dialogue meeting between the 

GOA and the EOC. That meeting took place on January 15th and 16th of 1982, while the 

EOC was still in active dialogue with the OCA, even before the second conversion 

controversy involving the Crawford family. At the GOA-EOC meeting, a member of the 

GOA contingent, Dr. George Bebis, noted that the EOC was in theological agreement with 

the Orthodox church, but that the disagreement between the two came with issues of 

canonicity, especially in regard to sacraments, liturgy, and ecclesial orders. In these 

discussions, the GOA questioned the EOC's rationale for its practice of coming together at 

the beginning of the Divine Liturgy and then breaking up the parishioners into small groups 

for the Eucharistic meal, reciting the Apostles' Creed in the large group and then reciting the 

Nicene Creed in the small groups.13 Close-knit community had been an important aspect of 

church life since leaving Campus Crusade and forming its original house-church movement, 

which became the NCAO. The EOC representatives explained that breaking up into small 

groups for the Eucharist maintained that closeness at the most important point of the 

liturgical celebration, but they acknowledged its problematic nature as they moved into 

communion with the Orthodox church. Indeed, they claimed that they were already 
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attempting to change the practice in some parishes. If so, they did not completely change 

until a year or two before the conversion events of 1987. Regarding their use of the Apostles' 

creed in the larger group and the Nicene creed in the small groups, the EOC representatives 

asserted that the Apostle's creed was acceptable to most Christians, even Protestant 

Christians. Thus, the creed would be more acceptable for seekers from Protestantism. By 

contrast, the more "high church" Nicene creed was reserved for those who were committed 

to the EOC's community. As the double practice suggests, the EOC remained connected to 

Western Christianity, and they considered evangelicals and other Protestants to be within the 

larger community of Christians. EOC representative Jack Sparks explained this at the 

meeting in terms of a spiritual journey and the mysterious working of the Holy Spirit, 

claiming  

Considering what we feel to be the Sovereign action of the Lord in regard to our own 
spiritual odyssey towards fulfillment in His Apostolic Faith and Church, we do not 
feel we can say that others – whether Protestant and/or Rome – are not 'Church'. 
Whether heretical or schismatic or both, we can not [sic] see them as outside the pale 
of the Church or the Sovereign action of the Lord and the Spirit. 
To Orthodoxy, to the canonical family of those holy Churches which have kept intact 
"that Faith once delivered to the Saints," we feel we must bring a zeal and care for 
evangelism and mission to our non-Orthodox brethren.14  

 
Several of the GOA representatives agreed with Sparks's assertion of the "Sovereign action 

of the Lord" in this instance. Here they meant the ability of the Holy Spirit to act in the world 

as it deemed fit without reference to any perceived boundaries set up by human practitioners. 

If the Holy Spirit acted among the EOC to move them toward what they now perceived to be 

the true Christian faith, then the EOC believed that there must be something good in the 

evangelical, Protestant faith that they had been practicing. In addition, their "spiritual 

odyssey" brought them to a conviction that they were specifically meant to give the 

Orthodox a "zeal and care for evangelism and mission to [their] non-Orthodox brethren." 



 

 124

They still believed they would be "repairers of the breach" as they had claimed to hear in a 

revelation at the time that they had decided to leave Campus Crusade. Only now they added 

the breach between Protestantism and Orthodoxy to their earlier concerns with the Western 

Protestant churches and Western secular society. 

 The GOA contingent went on to affirm the EOC's view of its calling, especially the 

forms of liturgical celebration that the EOC had created. The priest Thomas Fitzgerald called 

on his fellow GOA members to "be open to diversity in unity, as the Fathers historically and 

pastorally were, and as we have historically admonished Rome and other uniform-minded 

bodies."15 One priest, Fr. Stylianopoulos (first name not given), referred to the Orthodox 

Church as a "living organism" and added that the Orthodox were "often too, too ready to 

'domesticate' and 'tame' the Spirit,… to demand that the new forms [of Orthodox practice] 

match our own, comfortably familiar forms – even when we are not by any evidence opening 

ourselves to the stirrings of that same Spirit."16 The GOA representatives encouraged the 

EOC to continue to explore their creative forms of Orthodox practice. They hoped that the 

Orthodox and the EOC would be able to "grow together, and present a living American 

translation of Orthodoxy in a common witness to Americans and the world."17 They urged 

the EOC to create an American Orthodox practice. They considered this a possibility if the 

EOC could gain "autonomous recognition from the Ecumenical Patriarchate," especially 

through SCOBA on the model of the Carpatho-Russian Diocese. The Carpatho-Russians had 

"their own elected bishop and, while sharing the common liturgical and doctrinal heritage of 

Orthodoxy with [the GOA], represent[ed] a different ethnic experience and diverse liturgical 

and pastoral norms to a significant extent."18 Just as Wingenbach had suggested to 

Coucouzis in his introductory letter, the GOA representatives (with Wingenbach's input) 
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continued to point the EOC toward the Ecumenical Patriarchate as the person through whom 

to gain acceptance into the canonical Orthodox church.     

 At the first dialogue, Sparks declared that the EOC was submitting its liturgical 

development to the GOA's "scrutiny and guidance."19 But as the second dialogue 

approached, the EOC leadership made plain that they would be advocating their own 

jurisdiction, bishops and ecclesiastical orders, and liturgies. After being told that it was 

possible to be recognized as a separate group with official connection to the Ecumenical 

Patriarch, they set their sights on that goal. They felt certain that they would be able to 

convert as a group to Orthodoxy without joining a particular Orthodox church, following the 

model of the Carpatho-Russians.20  

After the First Dialogue: 1982-83 

 The EOC put the dialogue sessions with the GOA on hold after this first session. Not 

long after it, the EOC experienced its second conversion controversy with the OCA. But 

beyond the dialogue with the OCA, the EOC had been dealing with other important issues 

within its own group. First, some of the members of the EOC were preoccupied by a lengthy 

court battle concerning Jack Sparks's book The Mindbenders,21 in which he accused several 

groups of manipulating members, referring to them as "cults," a major concern in the late 

1970s and throughout the 1980s. In the book, Sparks accused Witness Lee, the leader of the 

Local Church movement, of moving people toward dangerous beliefs that he propagated 

through a cult of personality that distorted Christian teachings.22 The Local Church took 

great exception to the accusations and sued Thomas Nelson Publishing (the publisher for 

whom Gillquist worked) for libel. The group agreed to settle out of court, but the point of 

most interest here is that the EOC directed significant amounts of money and time toward 
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the lawsuit since both Sparks and Gillquist were forced to retain legal defense. Still, even 

with the time and money lost on legal defense, the EOC remained defiant in its position 

concerning what it deemed heresy. In the meeting minutes of the 1983 Eastern Synod 

meeting of the EOC, it reported that: 

The Home Insurance Company and Thomas Nelson will be settling out of court in 
the lawsuit by the Local Church. Our people will come under that settlement with the 
following statement being issued to E.O.C. people: 

Bishop Peter announced that Thomas Nelson will be settling out of court in 
the lawsuit by the Local Church. As part of the settlement the publisher may be 
called upon to issue a public retraction. In no way will this statement speak for 
Bishop Sparks or any of the other defendants not associated with Thomas Nelson. 
The author, the Evangelical Orthodox Church, and, for that matter, the larger body of 
Christ will continue to speak out against heresy, be it found in the Local Church or 
anywhere else.23 

 
No matter what the publisher did regarding the lawsuit, the EOC would maintain that its 

position on the Local Church and the statements by Sparks was correct. It continued to view 

groups like the Local Church as heretical, epitomizing the splintering of Christianity and 

larger society. The EOC and "the larger body of Christ" would maintain a unified front 

against the forces of fragmentation. 

 Still, the EOC was not quite so unified as it made itself out to be. In the same Eastern 

Synod minutes, the bishops of the EOC's eastern dioceses questioned the goals of the EOC's 

move toward Orthodox Christianity. As they wrote: 

It is the unanimous request of the Eastern Regional Synod that the Holy Synod 
discuss the conditions that the Orthodox would require for communion and, at the 
same time, the price we are willing to pay for communion with them. Concommitant 
[sic] with this, we recommend that the Synod discuss the nature of our identity 
within Christendom. (Are we an American Orthodox jurisdiction, a western cultural 
phenomenon, or something else?) The eastern Synod wishes to make clear that these 
questions are not being asked with a pugnacious spirit, but with a sincere desire to 
know the mind of each bishop.24 
 

Rather than signaling a united effort to join the Orthodox church, these notes reveal that the 

EOC leadership questioned what the benefits might be to joining—that the losses might not 
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be worth the gains. From that skeptical view, the EOC still had to define its identity as a 

church body on the American scene. This last issue points to the EOC's struggle with 

maintaining an American identity. Given what would be a future split of this section of the 

synod, the notes indicate that the EOC's own jurisdiction with its own bishops was integral 

to its identity as an American group. 

 Even as the eastern synod wondered what the identity of the EOC was and requested 

that the EOC's larger Holy Synod clarigy the situation, its own members pushed back against 

the larger Holy Synod's recommendations for uniformity in liturgical practice. The leaders of 

the EOC claimed from early on, even in their dialogue with the OCA, that they were urging 

their various dioceses to incorporate as much of the St. John Chrysostom liturgy into their 

parishes as possible. Considering how often Orthodox and EOC leadership referred to the 

liturgical heterogeneity of the EOC parishes, it seems as though the EOC leadership may 

have oversold their attempts at uniformity for the sake of their Orthodox interlocutors. At the 

1983 eastern synod meeting, “each bishop shared the current stage of liturgical development 

in his diocese with regard to implementing the liturgy adopted by the Holy Synod.” The 

liturgy in question was an adaptation of the St. John Chrysostom liturgy, which incorporated 

far more of Chrysostom while remaining "EOC-friendly." But the eastern synod bishops 

balked at a single liturgical practice throughout the EOC. They noted that “liturgical 

practices [did] vary from diocese to diocese and parish to parish, but all share[d] common 

themes and goals. Some question remain[ed] about the definition and desirability of 

complete liturgical uniformity among churches of the Evangelical Orthodox Church.”25 So a 

national EOC liturgy based on the Chrysostom liturgy had become a major point of 

contention among EOC dioceses, and now the EOC Holy Synod was collecting diocesan 

reports on its implementation. Adding such a practice to each parish was unsettled, even 
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among their bishops. In the process of retraditionalization, pluralism remained powerful 

even in intra-group debates, especially in the dioceses that existed on the opposite end of the 

country. Even while the eastern bishops asked for a unified vision for EOC identity in the 

face of possible communion with the Orthodox church, they recoiled at the prospect of 

practicing a single liturgy throughout the group.26  

Part of this hesitancy toward joining the Orthodox came from experiences with the 

OCA, but it may also have grown out of the concept of becoming Orthodox as a separate 

jurisdiction under the Ecumenical Patriarchate. From the beginning of the dialogue with the 

GOA, the figure of the Ecumenical Patriarch loomed large. Wingenbach understood that the 

Ecumenical Patriarch was the proper person through whom a group like the EOC could gain 

official acceptance into the Orthodox church, because that route was the surest way to create 

a separate jurisdiction with its own episcopal authority. The EOC leadership valued the 

connection and believed Wingenbach's plan spoke to many of the concerns they had left 

unresolved with the OCA. The plan for a separate jurisdiction became the basis for the 

GOA's dialogue with the EOC and, in October 1982, prompted the EOC leadership to 

request guidance from the GOA regarding the proper means to meet the Patriarch in May of 

the following year. Gillquist drafted a letter to Coucouzis to request an introduction. In it, he 

explained that he would visit the Patriarch in order to "gain firm direction as to how we as a 

body can best be brought into the Orthodox Church."27 His letter seems not to have been 

sent, however. Instead, Gillquist first forwarded it to Bishop Maximos Aghiorgoussis of 

Pittsburgh, who likely advised a more deliberate approach before the EOC would request a 

meeting.  Instead, the GOA and EOC would use a more extensive dialogue framework to 

deliberate over issues of concern and bring the EOC into closer alignment with Orthodox 

standards while allowing it to continue to create its own American version of Orthodoxy. 
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Preparing for the Second Dialogue with the GOA: 1983 

While the EOC struggled with combining its American identity with its nascent 

Orthodoxy and its bishops disagreed over whether and how to join with the Orthodox 

church, the highest EOC leadership pushed forward, planning for a second dialogue session 

with the GOA in mid-1983. Wingenbach wrote to the EOC on May 2, 1983 with a proposal 

to restart the dialogue in earnest. He recommended an initial, "plenary" session to begin to 

address the canonical issues that divided the two church bodies. Proposed summer or fall 

1983 for meeting, he also suggested that, sometime in early 1984, after assessing the 

differences and commonalities, the two groups would hold a larger meeting. Following that 

meeting, if they could come to an agreement on necessary points, the GOA leadership would 

personally introduce the EOC to the Ecumenical Patriarch. The two year plan provided a 

defined end-point for the dialogue, which had been missing from EOC and OCA encounters. 

Furthermore, it offered from the beginning the means for the EOC's reception.28  

In its original proposal, the GOA's pressing concerns with the EOC related to 

liturgical practice as well as authority and church government within EOC parishes. When 

the EOC sent their revisions of the proposal, they addressed the GOA's larger concerns, but 

they had been emboldened by the prospect of obtaining their own jurisdiction in the previous 

dialogue. Rather than engaging in the dialogue as they had in the first session, the EOC 

intended to defend its positions in the second. For instance, the GOA proposed discussions 

concerning liturgy with the topics: "liturgical praxis, diversity and development in the 

Orthodox Christian Churches, and examine typical Eastern orthodox and Evangelical 

liturgy."29 To this, the EOC wrote of the need to discuss "liturgical format and latitude in the 

form and practice of the liturgy. Herein, we may express our perspectives on traditional 

Orthodox liturgies and the theological support for the EOC liturgies."30 While they had 
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previously emphasized their attempts to bring in at least more of the St. John Chrysostom 

liturgy if not the entirety of it, they intended instead to maintain the liturgical practices they 

followed at the time and provide theological backing for them. Rather than seeing their 

words as a complete reversal, the highest leadership of the EOC continued to claim in 

meetings with GOA leadership that they meant to bring EOC parishes into closer conformity 

with the Chrysostom liturgy. So the EOC response might have been an attempt to placate its 

eastern bishops, or instead an attempt to maintain some of the EOC liturgical practices even 

while adopting more of the Chrysostom liturgy. In either case, adopting the entirety of the 

Chrysostom liturgy, as all other Orthodox churches in communion with the Ecumenical 

Patriarch had, was not the EOC's goal. Evangelical-style modifications that were meant to 

maintain their evangelical and charismatic spontaneity were too important to them to make 

an unalloyed change. 

In the GOA's version of the proposal, the plan was to discuss "Authority and Church 

Government" using the rough subpoints "how constituted and perceived, oikonomia."31 The 

EOC, however, wished to defend its "organization and lines of authority in the four orders," 

with special attention to the "historical basis for non-celibate bishops."32 Again, this made 

sense since the EOC was positioning itself to obtain its own jurisdiction, maintaining its 

hybrid evangelical and Orthodox practices. 

The prepared revisions also spoke to the EOC's concern with its authoritarian style of 

community, as discussed in previous chapters. In its view, this style of community should 

lead to a clear structure of church orders so that the power of the leadership would filter 

down toward the laity, thus avoiding the splinters that occurred in mainstream American 

Christianity. Since its earliest days, the EOC attributed splintering to the absence of such 

power structures. The EOC's power structure governed all areas of its members' lives, and 
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the Orthodox understanding of church authority and levels of ministerial positions would be 

a significant concern to the EOC, since it wanted to keep its authority structures, especially 

in its own hierarchy. 

Related to the concern with avoiding fragmentation, the EOC added the topic "Creed: 

Orthodox faith and praxis in the profession and ordinary life of the Church."33 Whereas 

many evangelicals often understood church creeds to be additions by high-church authorities 

that came after a perceived authentic era of New Testament Christianity, the EOC leadership 

thought of the creeds as unifying statements in their content as well as in the practice of 

reciting them as a community. As we saw previously, the EOC had found a creed in the New 

Testament itself and in the work of early Christian writers. Now, the EOC wondered to what 

extent the Orthodox incorporated the statements of the creeds into everyday life as unifying 

standards of living.  

In all these ways, the EOC leadership showed that they were still concerned with the 

fragmentation. And yet, they had changed their view of the way to unify Christianity. Instead 

of working as a unifying force that hoped to retraditionalize their own group, they were 

working for their own jurisdiction within the Orthodox churches in the U.S. Granted, they 

based this plan for a separate jurisdiction on their convictions that evangelical teachings and 

practices were part of the original Christian community. They feared that they would lose 

that portion of the Christian tradition if they simply joined Orthodoxy as individuals or as 

parishes under the authority of Orthodox bishops. Thus, their plan for unification now 

manifested in a path toward a separate jurisdiction under the Ecumenical Patriarch of the 

Orthodox churches rather than under a local Orthodox bishop. As the dialogue began, the 

EOC stated that it hoped “to gain a concensus [sic] in these dialogs” regarding its path to the 

Orthodox faith, and by this time, it also hoped to gain “a recommendation from Archbishop 
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Iakovos [Coucouzis] to ultimately present ourselves to the Ecumenical Patriarch.”34 The 

change in plans made sense, since the EOC saw ethnic identification within Christianity as 

an insufficient and inappropriate means for connection to the Christian community. 

Therefore, in an effort to retraditionalize evangelical communities as well as the Orthodox 

churches, the EOC placed its hopes in a separate authority structure that would place high 

value on strong authority, tight community, and personal spirituality within the Christian 

community. In its view, and that of the contemporary GOA with whom they would restart a 

dialogue, that authority structure would most logically be the one already in place. The OCA 

had not understood the connection between the EOC's desire to maintain its community and 

its leadership's desire to remain bishops. Now the GOA underestimated the same issues, and 

even the EOC did not make them plain. In his assessment, Wingenbach thought that having 

the EOC bishops remain as such was not essential to its desire to join the Orthodox church – 

he understood that they had said as much. Meanwhile, the EOC leadership seemed unable to 

make plain, even to themselves, their conviction that they needed a separate jurisdiction with 

its own authority structure in order to maintain a constant focus on a unified, traditional 

church community. Even though the EOC believed that the Orthodox churches had 

maintained their theological connection to the early Christian churches, it also was 

convinced that this had happened in spite of ethnic and national divisions. So when Gillquist 

wrote to various GOA officials to move the dialogue planning forward, he included a request 

for GOA officials to present “a proposal outlining how the EOC might be brought into union 

with the Orthodox community” as well as “the vision of the Greek Archdiocese for 

promoting Orthodox unity in the U.S.”35 The EOC felt that the fifteen jurisdictions of the 

Orthodox churches in the U.S. needed to be united, but until that happened the EOC would 

have to form yet another jurisdiction or similar authority structure to maintain its 



 

 133

evangelical, American version of Christianity. Orthodoxy, leaders thought, was a 

Christianity fractured by ethnic divisions and thereby weakened in its spiritual commitments. 

The Second EOC/GOA Dialogue Session 

The EOC bishops Gillquist, Richard Ballew, C. William Blythe, Jerold Gliege, and 

C. Ronald Roberson attended the second dialogue at Holy Cross Greek Orthodox Seminary 

from October 31 to November 2, 1983. Blythe and Gliege were two bishops from the eastern 

region of the EOC. Ultimately, they and their parishes would not follow the rest of the EOC 

into communion with the Orthodox church. Their presence at the dialogue was significant in 

that they seemed to have been the most vocal critics of the plan to join the Orthodox. 

At this second session, the GOA began with questions regarding common practice, 

teaching, and attitudes towards Orthodoxy. Regarding teaching and practice, the EOC 

delegation listed gradual changes in liturgy and sacramental observance that had occurred 

since the previous dialogue session, including  

 basic usage of an adapted Vespers, Matins and Divine Liturgy 
basic observance of modified Orthodox rites of Baptism, Marriage, etc. (according to 
advice & counsel of OCA and Greek Orthodox consultors [sic]) 
a highly developed "native" hymnody, tones and musical/voice arrangements – for 
congregational participation in the Services – for & deriving from the traditional 
Orthodox hymns, but utilizing more typical but reverent American religious tones.36  
 

Thus, the representatives claimed that the EOC was moving incrementally toward the 

liturgical and sacramental practices of the Orthodox churches in their adaptations, 

modifications, and derivations of established Orthodox practice. But, as noted above, it did 

not adopt Orthodox practices and services in total. In fact, it continued to adapt almost every 

part of Orthodox practice for its own communities. The representatives did not, however, 

own up to the serious disagreements over religious practice in the various regions. Instead, 

they stated to the GOA representatives at the time that 
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there is diversity, and different communities in the EOC are developing in some 
different ways or at faster or slower paces. But this is understandable and natural, 
given that our different communities have different origins and their journeys in faith 
were in no way uniform. Nevertheless the basic order of life, instruction, essentials in 
common liturgical practice and sacramental development, etc. do prevail --- again, 
because of our synodical system, the small size of each of our communities, the 
decentralization of pastoral, diaconal and lay responsibilities, and other factors. We 
are convinced that the Lord is guiding this vast diversity of many into the One 
Church.37  
 

They admitted to a diversity of practice between the EOC parishes but claimed that it was an 

outgrowth of varying origins. The EOC was committed to joining the "One Church." This 

stance obscured the fact that some bishops in the EOC were not amenable to the notion of 

shifting toward a shared, single EOC practice – not to mention a single Orthodox practice. 

Still further, the declaration that "the Lord [was] guiding this vast diversity of many into the 

One Church" obscured the disagreement within the EOC over whether the Orthodox Church 

was in fact the "One Church" for which they were looking. 

 As another example of the EOC's "commonality in teaching [and] liturgical and 

sacramental practice" within various EOC dioceses and parishes, delegates pointed toward 

the "restoration & adaptation of the institution of 'Church (Spiritual) Courts,' which," they 

were quick to point out, "function[ed] pastorally and diaconally – not punitively." According 

to the EOC, these courts were part of a restoration of "the experience of the early Christian 

Church – and prior to that, the system prevalent among the Jews, so that the People of God 

would have recourse to a godly discipling and ordering, rather than that of secular and even 

pagan courts, etc."38 So not only was the EOC certain that its particular attempts at 

retraditionalizing its practices connected to the traditions of the early Christian community, 

but it even contented that these practices drew their legitimacy from pre-Christian Jewish 

tradition. Indeed, the EOC truly believed its evangelical practices were at the root of 

Christianity; they went all the way back to pre-Christian Judaism.  
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The EOC representatives emphasized that the courts were not punitive, but pastoral, 

and were meant to help church elders meet their "responsibility of lightening the burdens of 

individuals and families by pastoral assistance and of settling problems and disputes 

internally." They cited the writings of the apostle Paul (I Timothy and Hebrews.) They noted, 

too, that the apostle Paul had reprimanded the members of the church at Corinth for bringing 

church disputes to civil courts (I Corinthians 5 & 6.) The EOC representatives asserted that 

the Christian church as a whole "would be much healthier today if she would once again at 

least be informed by the Church's biblical and historical experience and ethical discipling of 

the institution of Church courts."39 The EOC believed that its practices were truer to the 

original practices of the early Christian churches. These practices were also, they contended, 

healthier for Christian communities than what had since developed.  

GOA representatives pushed them on that point, recalling "questions that have been 

raised in different inquiries or statements about the EOC particularly in the Western 

U.S.A."40 Though they did not give any particular examples, certain stories troubled the 

Orthodox, such as the case of Ron Zell, who in April of 1983 requested a vacation and ended 

up being excommunicated through the device of the spiritual court. He had been the "deacon 

of music" in the Santa Barbara parish, but he had been turned down for a vacation by local 

priests. He appealed to the EOC bishop of that region who had been one of the founding 

seven members of the movement, Richard Ballew. Ballew sided with the priests, and Zell 

was then brought before the EOC church court where he was reprimanded for questioning 

his priests' authority. Ultimately, he was excommunicated from the group over the incident 

and ended up joining a Lutheran church.41 The example contradicted claims that the courts 

were not punitive and confirmed the misgivings of the GOA regarding the EOC's 

authoritarian tendencies. Meanwhile, the EOC consistently characterized such practices as 
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the true, original style of Christian hierarchical authority that had been lost through the years. 

A return to such practices would counteract the fracturing effects of weak authority 

structures in churches and the wider society. In this way, the EOC leadership thought the 

church courts were an example of "commonality" of practice whereas an observer might 

simply see them as a controlling authoritarianism.  

As another example of their commonality, the EOC representatives mentioned that 

they had begun a common catechism, which they developed on their own. Each member of 

the EOC was required to complete the catechism along with any new people seeking to join 

an EOC parish. Teaching sessions took on a Sunday School ethos separate from the Sunday 

liturgy and meant to educate each member in the basics of Orthodox Christianity. The GOA 

representatives asked for the curriculum, and at the mention of this educational initiative, 

one member, Alkiviadis Calivas exclaimed, 

This is truly phenomenal! We Greek Orthodox, and most other Orthodox have raised 
2 or 3 generations in Sunday School – an institution not part of or integrated into our 
holy Tradition … outside of, often to the exclusion of the Liturgy and Sacraments 
and our spirituality. Nor are our people, or even many of the clergy aware of the 
canonical norms of Orthodoxy…. Those are perhaps the key problems we face. It 
might be your example and living witness could be of help within our own 
churches.42  
 

Once again, a major Orthodox figure saw in an evangelical Protestant tradition – Sunday 

School – as practiced by the EOC, a "truly phenomenal" means for the transformation of 

Orthodox churches, especially for the spiritual commitment and canonical knowledge of the 

majority of Orthodox Christians in the U.S. The EOC would connect this need for spiritual 

commitment to the failure of ethnic identity to offer an authentic commitment to 

Christianity. 

 As the dialogue progressed, a concern with the commitment of Orthodox Christians 

through ethnic identity became explicit. The GOA leadership asked the EOC representatives 
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what their experiences with Orthodox churches had been until that point. EOC 

representatives responded that few of their parishes had much contact with Orthodox 

communities because Orthodox parishes were not always in close proximity to EOC 

parishes. They noted, however, that 

those of us who have had and continue to have regular contacts frankly have mixed 
impressions and experiences. Still too many of the Greek communities, in particular, 
do not – to put it mildly – go out of their way to invite or welcome the "stranger" or 
visitor … The ethnic in the variety of Orthodox parishes and even dioceses is still the 
strongest element, in a close race with social-life preoccupations … With few 
exceptions, the preaching is of low quality, not communicative or instructive or 
pastoral… Vocal and sacramental participation in the Liturgy is minimal to none in 
many instances we have seen… The conscientious priest who attempts to pastor and 
disciple his community, even in the mildest interpretation of the canonical and 
liturgical requirements for a living Church, is too often the one to face serious 
problems, to be ignored at best and thrown out at worst… Finally, the scandal of 
Orthodox disunity, even enmity and competition, is hard for many dedicated 
Christians, even us to swallow or to understand.43  
   

The EOC perceived that ethnic identification was the predominant means for identifying 

with a parish in Orthodox churches. This reality caused experiences of exclusion for 

outsiders, lack of participation, the lowering of standards, the weakening of authority, and 

the promotion of disunity. Representatives observed that even the EOC, whose members 

believed Orthodoxy maintained the truest form of the Christian church, found it difficult to 

understand these dynamics within Orthodox churches. According to the EOC, "dedicated 

Christians" could not understand the division caused by identifying with a community based 

on ethnicity. Indeed, in the EOC's estimation, dedicated Christians could not be "ethnic" 

Christians.  

 GOA members did not disagree and, instead, recommended that the EOC continue to 

pursue an avenue of reception into the Orthodox churches through the Ecumenical 

Patriarch.44 In fact, the one dialogue member from Greece, bishop Demetrios of Vresthena, 

even went so far as to welcome the criticism. As he stated, 
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You are obviously a serious group of variegated peoples whom the Lord has led to 
seek Orthodoxy … each bringing their own expertise, priorities, challenges and 
presuppositions… Yours is a unique pilgrimage of dispersed peoples who had been 
alienated and now seek to fulfill God's will in His Church. Frankly, I feel that "God is 
raising up a new race of Gentiles," and this is an important, unique event in the 
history of the Church, an important and unique theological event. I challenge you, 
therefore: please preserve, recount and give us a record – a new "Acts of the 
Apostles" – of God's revelation of Orthodoxy to you.45  
 

Thus, the Greek representative found the EOC to be as important to Orthodox Christianity as 

had the American Orthodox leaders and theologians Royster, Schmemann, and Wingenbach. 

EOC members could not have taken his words lightly. They had called themselves apostles 

in their earlier days. They had consecrated themselves apostles and bishops of what they saw 

as a restoration of the early church in the NCAO and the EOC respectively. They were 

convinced they had received a revelation from the Holy Spirit. They would be the "repairers 

of the breach" between the early church and the modern church and world.  

So when Demetrios warned them immediately after not to "close the door or create 

an unnecessary barrier on the issue of 'married bishops,'" the EOC leaders found it hard to 

believe that it would even be an issue. Demetrious observed that it was "not likely … that 

the Ecumenical Patriarchate – as a practical matter – either can or will grant an exception for 

a 'married episcopate.'"46 The EOC leaders still thought that the Ecumenical Patriarch would 

grant it for them. Gillquist responded that the EOC did  

not plead for a 'married episcopate' for our own selves, nor is our consensus to make 
of it a final obstacle to our entry as a body into canonical Orthodoxy. We simply ask 
that canonical Orthodoxy confront and examine the question – historically, 
canonically, pastorally. And we feel that – absent a "Great Council of all Orthodoxy" 
– the holy Ecumenical Patriarchate is best suited for such an inquiry, if only for the 
sake of the Church of the future.47  
  

The EOC would bring the issue of a married episcopate to the Ecumenical Patriarch since 

his authority would be the only practical source for change. Orthodox leadership had told the 

EOC for several years that they would be a bridge community, that they would revitalize the 
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Orthodox churches, that they would help to make America Orthodox, that theirs was a 

miraculous movement, that they would write a new "Acts of the Apostles." The members of 

the EOC saw themselves as the "church of the future," and multiple Orthodox figures 

encouraged them to think so. 

Remaining Evangelical While Becoming Orthodox: 1981-84 

Over the next year and a half, the EOC would push for a meeting with the 

Ecumenical Patriarch while continuing to mix its evangelical identity and practices. The 

most obvious ways it did so was in its application to join the National Association of 

Evangelicals (NAE) even as it interacted with Orthodox clergy around the world who 

encouraged the EOC to revitalize Orthodox Christianity through evangelical practices.  

While the EOC strove to maintain its evangelical identity, it had been presenting 

itself to various Orthodox authorities as “a group of Christians firmly committed to the 

Orthodox Faith” who “look[ed] forward to the day when, under God’s guidance, [it would] 

be in communion with the visible Orthodox Church.”48 In an attempt to maintain that 

identity, EOC leaders pursued recognition in the NAE with which the EOC still had an open 

application in June 1984, when its Holy Synod met in Santa Barbara. At this same time, the 

EOC was hoping that soon it would approach the Ecumenical Patriarchate for a 

recommendation regarding reception into the Orthodox church.49 The EOC would eventually 

be rejected by the NAE since leaders stated clearly in their application materials that they 

desired "to be received intact into the larger Orthodox Church" in the near future.50 D. Oliver 

Herbel characterized the EOC's attempt to join the Orthodox at the same time that they were 

seeking to join the NAE as "hedging their bets." This view, however, missed the point 

completely. The EOC was on a mission to unite the Orthodox tradition with evangelicalism. 
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The two were not mutually exclusive to the EOC, though the two were indeed mutually 

exclusive to the NAE and to the Orthodox.  

 The EOC also maintained its evangelical identity through its interactions with 

international clergy. From early in its existence, the EOC received inquiries from Orthodox 

and other clergy and groups who asked for assistance in evangelizing and who encouraged 

the EOC's revitalization of the Orthodox churches through evangelical practices and vigor. 

Two examples make this plain.  

First, the EOC attracted the interest of a Swedish seminary student, Olof Palm, and 

his brother-in-law Thomas Andersson. Beginning in 1981 under EOC bishop Kenneth 

Samuel Jensen, the Indianapolis diocese of the EOC mentored Palm and Andersson in the 

EOC's teachings and practices. The EOC decided to train the two men and send them back to 

Sweden in order to organize a parish,51 initially intending to name this missionary effort the 

"Swedish Orthodox Church." Maximos Aghiorgoussis advised them that naming one of its 

missions, especially a single house church, the Swedish Orthodox Church would an 

inappropriate overreach.52 Therefore, the EOC decided to keep the EOC label on the church, 

but it is worth noting that this was a point of discussion and that the EOC was actively 

spreading its views beyond North America through a common evangelical concern for 

missionary work. 

Second, the EOC received requests from Orthodox clergy for assistance with 

evangelistic efforts and notes of encouragement to reform Orthodox churches through 

similar efforts. For instance, from 1981 to 1984, the EOC corresponded with Stephen 

Keaschuk, priest at Saint Herman of Alaska Orthodox Church in Edmonton, Alberta. In his 

first letter, he asked the EOC for information about the group and its magazine, Again. The 

EOC readily obliged.53 Keaschuk wrote again on July 21, 1982, this time requesting a 
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Sunday School curriculum from the EOC. He noted that his “small English-language parish 

in Edmonton, Canada” used a curriculum “produced by Byzantine-rite Catholics, 

supplemented by short Scriptural programs.” So his parish, out of necessity, was already 

using materials from a non-Orthodox group, and he hoped to find satisfactory material from 

EOC leaders because he had “great confidence in the sincerity and orthodoxy of [their] 

Church.” Keaschuk concluded his request by writing, “God bless your Spirit-inspired 

journey, and the ministry you have to us who too often ‘rest’ in our Orthodoxy.”54 The EOC 

was only too willing to oblige Keaschuk. Unfortunately, though, it did not have the type of 

curriculum he needed. Instead, Tom Webster, Gillquist's assistant, told Keaschuk about Jon 

Braun’s work in Alaska in “an energetic and highly effective program wherein Orthodoxy is 

presented to the community through seminars.”55 Keaschuk was interested in the program 

and asked for further details. In his response from September of 1982, he wrote that he 

wanted the EOC to put on one of these programs in Edmonton since he believed at the time 

“that this city is ripe to hear what your church is teaching.” Keaschuk affirmed the EOC’s 

own perceived mission to both evangelicals and Orthodox Christians, seeing the potential 

audience for the program as “evangelicals struggling for a sense of Tradition and Orthodox 

[Christians] seeking a return to the spiritual and avangelical [sic] roots of the Faith.”56 Like 

other Orthodox clergy, he confirmed the EOC's view that Orthodox Christianity had 

evangelical roots, and he helped prove to the EOC that it spoke to the frustration with 

nominal Orthodox Christian commitments based on ethnicity. Furthermore, its evangelical 

knowledge and vigor filled a need that priests like Keaschuk experienced for resources that 

would speak to North American Orthodox Christians or potential converts. The EOC was 

unable to send anyone to help Keaschuk, but it continued to contact him and offer advice on 

developing seminars. In addition, it couched the evangelistic efforts in Orthodox parish 
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language, which emphasized the coordination of the effort throughout the parish and 

requiring the unifying force of the priest and the bishop.57 The EOC would guide multiple 

Orthodox parishes such as Keaschuk's in the area of evangelization, and clergy such as 

Keaschuk would reaffirm the EOC's belief that it had a special calling to bring the roots of 

evangelicalism to the Orthodox. 

The Trip to Meet the Ecumenical Patriarch: 1985 

 After years of dialogue, EOC leaders finally received the support of the GOA to visit 

the Ecumenical Patriarch. With the help of Bishop Maximos Aghiorgoussis, who would 

guide them, a trip was organized. In fact, all nineteen EOC bishops would make the trek to 

meet the patriarch on June 3, 1985. 

A month before they left, Coucouzis offered to join them, but the trip would need to 

be postponed until July. Gillquist thanked him for the offer, but cited the high cost for hotel 

and flight changes as well as the enormous rescheduling effort for the nineteen EOC bishops 

and their GOA associates. These factors would make such a plan prohibitive.58 Then, just 

prior to the trip, Aghiorgoussis was told not to go. It is unclear by whom or why, but 

Gregory Wingenbach was allowed to go in Aghiorgoussis's place. And they went.  

 After all the preparations, they never met with the patriarch. They attended a liturgy 

over which he presided, but he left quickly afterward. Still, they were able to secure an hour 

long meeting with his two representatives, Metropolitans Chrysostomos (last name unclear) 

and Bartholomew (last name unclear), to whom they gave the gifts that they brought for the 

patriarch, including a check for $3,000, which they were told would go to a local orphanage. 

The patriarch's representatives, however, did not offer any advice or guidance to the group 

on his behalf, and the EOC bishops returned to the U.S. dejected. Meetings of their Holy 
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Synod at Holy Cross seminary, which they had originally scheduled to follow their trip so 

they could work through the patriarch's guidance, were equally disastrous. The bishops were 

already disappointed with the lack of response from the Ecumenical Patriarch, but during the 

after-trip discussions, Coucouzis made perfectly clear to the EOC that he had no plan to 

accept them into his diocese. In fact, he would not even acknowledge that the EOC existed.59  

 Not long after this, according to several former parishioners and clergy of the EOC 

who are now Orthodox practitioners at the Saint Athanasius Orthodox Church (the former 

EOC parish in Santa Barbara), the GOA's Bishop of San Francisco, Anthony Gergiannakis, 

met with several of the EOC clergy. As these parishioners and clergy report it, Gergiannakis 

asked the clergy present, "Are you ready to surrender?" The people who recounted this 

exchange did not agree on what the GOA bishop meant, but it was still clear that whatever it 

was that they were meant to surrender included a major part of their identity as a group. It 

seems Gergiannakis meant that the EOC needed to surrender its entire identity as a group to 

the GOA or that its members would need to convert as individuals.  

The EOC was not yet ready to surrender. 

Conclusion 

 Several theories exist in Orthodox circles regarding the trip to the Ecumenical 

Patriarch and the ensuing rejection by Coucouzis. First, the EOC's authoritarian church 

discipline could have turned the Patriarch and the GOA against the EOC. Stories like Ron 

Zell's troubled the GOA, but that was true since at least two years before the trip. Indeed, the 

issue of authoritarianism came up in Wingenbach's initial letter to Coucouzis in 1981, 

almost four years prior. If the EOC's authoritarianism were a concern, why did the GOA 
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continue to dialogue with the EOC and help it plan a trip to visit the Ecumenical Patriarch 

before addressing its serious concerns? 60  

Another theory is that the EOC was not serious. Authors and commentators like 

Herbel claim that the EOC was "playing church." They point to the fact that the EOC wanted 

to join the NAE until 1984 and that the EOC insisted on using its own liturgical adaptations 

and practices as well as its own musical arrangements rather than accept Orthodox 

traditional practices. Granted, the application to join the NAE would have caused the 

Orthodox to question the EOC's seriousness. But they also referred to the EOC as a "bridge" 

to evangelicals for years. The EOC was eventually rejected by the NAE for stating plainly 

that it was not in a state of flux, but rather intended to join Orthodox Christianity in the near 

future. That fact would easily lay to rest any claim that the EOC was vacillating (or "hedging 

its bets") regarding the choice between the NAE and the Orthodox. Also, if the Orthodox 

leadership did not appreciate the liturgical adaptations of the EOC, then why did they 

encourage it to create an American expression of Orthodoxy? Why did several offer 

adaptations to the EOC? Why did the GOA consult the EOC on how to add Orthodox 

practices gradually to their community? This is simply not clear. It is clear, however, that 

certain GOA clergy vehemently opposed the EOC's identity as evangelical. Indeed, 

Gergiannakis expressed his disdain for Protestants as a whole and evangelicals in particular 

in July 1985 at a press conference in Seattle. There he accused evangelicals of "imperialism 

… prejudice and ignorance" in their relationship to Orthodox Christians.61 It seems obvious 

that dislike for evangelicals, especially because of evangelicals’ desire to make converts of 

Orthodox Christians, would turn some Orthodox clergy against the EOC. Still, the EOC's 

stated goal to join the Orthodox and call other evangelicals to the Orthodox churches would 

tend to appeal to such skeptics. In addition, as we have seen thus far, many Orthodox clergy 
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and theologians praised the EOC’s evangelical vigor. They wanted to add it to their own 

dioceses and parishes. So this theory does not fully explain events.   

Another theory among people skeptical of the EOC's leadership, such as Herbel, 

states that the EOC did not become Orthodox more quickly because the EOC bishops held 

out for their own separate jurisdiction within Orthodoxy in which they could remain bishops 

as married men. The evidence reveals a far more complicated situation in which the bishops 

held out for a separate jurisdiction in which the group could keep its American cultural 

forms, its evangelical-style practices, its (non)ethnic separation, its house-church (small 

group) intimacy, its sermon-style homilies, and its particular church government. Whether 

one accepts these desires as legitimate is not the concern. Rather, the evidence shows that 

maintaining a married episcopate was a goal of the EOC leadership because they wanted to 

keep the group together and not lose the ground they had covered toward combining 

evangelical and Orthodox beliefs and practices. Furthermore, an examination of the history 

suggests the idea of establishing its own jurisdiction was not of its own making. Rather, 

from the beginning of the two groups' interactions, the idea came from the GOA. 

 A more likely explanation for what happened came from a seminary student at the 

time and addresses all of the theories but goes beyond them. James Paffhausen had visited 

the EOC parish in Santa Barbara to study at the Saint Athanasius Academy of Orthodox 

Theology. Paffhausen wrote a letter to Gillquist in early 1986 to explain his view of the 

EOC’s rejection by the Ecumenical Patriarch and the GOA. He shared the information that 

his friend Mark Stokoe had traveled throughout the Orthodox world as secretary of 

Syndesmos, the only large international Orthodox organization at the time. He learned from 

Stokoe's account of his travels that "the old world Churches are deathly afraid of the 

American Church, and especially the possibility of an American Patriarchate, which would 
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become instantly the most powerful of the Orthodox Churches." He argued that the other 

patriarchs knew that an American church would not be "bound by the traditions and 

conventions of the past, either ecclesial or political; and it is a threat to their security." Thus, 

Paffhausen contended that accepting the EOC as a separate body under the Ecumenical 

Patriarch would have begun the process of creating an American church that the other 

patriarchs feared because they would lose control and prestige. Because of that, Paffhausen 

recommended that "the integrity of the EOC as a sub-jurisdiction would need to be 

maintained; otherwise, it could be swallowed up in the petty ethnicisms that abound in every 

jurisdiction."62 A more recent essay on Orthodox Christianity, which included the EOC, 

confirmed part of Paffhausen’s theory and reported that GOA representatives claimed that 

the EOC would "water down Orthodoxy" with its evangelicalism and that it would not 

promote Hellenistic culture the way that many GOA members would expect.63  

 Even after these events, however, the EOC left open the possibility of continued 

dialogue with the GOA. But such a dialogue was impossible. Coucouzis insisted that he 

could not even recognize the existence of the EOC after the trip. Meanwhile, Aghiorgoussis 

and Wingenbach attempted to reassert the importance of the dialogue to Coucouzis in the 

hope that he would see its value and restart discussions.64 Their efforts brought an overture 

from SCOBA for a dialogue, but at the first dialogue session with the GOA the EOC had 

been told that, while a dialogue with SCOBA was an option, that body would confuse and be 

confused by the process. In addition, the EOC had been told by GOA officials in their 

second dialogue that they ought to focus their efforts on a single archdiocese of the Orthodox 

church so as not to be pulled in various directions. On top of all that, the EOC had met with 

yet another jurisdiction after the trip – the Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of 

North America (the Antiochians.) Through their metropolitan, the Antiochians would work 



 

 147

quickly to bring the EOC into canonical Orthodoxy, but both parties would simply delay the 

concerns that each previous dialogue brought forward. In the end, several complications in 

the union of the two groups and attendant changes in the landscape of Orthodoxy in America 

would cause major rifts in several Orthodox communities.  



 

 148

Chapter Five: Finally Becoming Orthodox? 

Introduction 

 In the last chapter, we saw that the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese (GOA) had 

prevented the EOC from entering canonical Orthodox Christianity for several reasons. One 

of these, the EOC's strong group identity as evangelical and American, seems the most 

probable explanation for the archdioceses decision to turn them away. Only about a week 

after the group had returned from their failed trip to see the Ecumenical Patriarch, the 

Patriarch of Antioch was in Los Angeles with the metropolitan1 of North America. This new 

meeting would go very well, with the hierarchs involved offering their support for finding a 

way for the EOC to enter the Orthodox church. In less than two years, the majority of the 

EOC would do so through the Antiochian archdiocese. A major factor the union, however, 

depended on the two groups' underestimation of the significance of archdiocesan cohesion 

through unified practice. The EOC desired to create such a practice in an American style. A 

few years after it converted, the issues came to the forefront of the converts' relationship 

with their new archdiocese. The EOC would be forced to jettison its attempts to create a 

particularly American expression of Orthodox practice, but not until after several other 

events that ended American Orthodox attempts at union across ethnic lines.   

Meeting the Antiochians: 1985 

 Prior to the trip to the Ecumenical Patriarchate, an Antiochian priest, John Bartke, 

notified the EOC leadership about a planned visit of the metropolitan of the Antiochian 

Orthodox Christian Archdiocese of North America (the Antiochians), Philip Saliba (born 

Abdullah Saliba.) He would be in Los Angeles in June 1985 with the Patriarch of Antioch, 
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Ignatius IV (born Habib Hazim.) Before leaving for abroad, the EOC leadership was not sure 

whether they should make an appointment with two patriarchs in such temporal proximity. 

Bartke prevailed upon them, and they made arrangements.2 After the disheartening trip to the 

Ecumenical Patriarchate, Gillquist and the other EOC bishops were not sure what they 

would encounter with the Antiochian metropolitan and his patriarch. According to Gillquist, 

however, the metropolitan told the EOC by the end of that initial meeting that he would put 

as much effort as was necessary into bringing the EOC into the Orthodox communion. Soon 

after the meeting came word of Saliba's and Hazim's desire for Bartke to establish a strong 

working relationship with the EOC3 and then formal conversations between the archdiocese 

and the EOC.4  

While the mood between the EOC and the Antiochian archdiocese was pleasant, the 

chair of the archdiocese's Department of Inter-Orthodox and Inter-Faith Relations, Paul 

Schneirla, wrote Gillquist a series of letters asking for confirmation that the EOC was not 

just "shopping around" in its current conversations with the Antiochian archdiocese.5 

Gillquist enlisted the help of Bartke and Aghiorgoussis to write letters to Schneirla to prove 

that they were not just looking for the best opportunity among the Orthodox jurisdictions.6 

Gillquist also wrote to Schneirla and enclosed his negative response to the offer of dialogue 

with SCOBA to prove that the group had decided to speak only with the Antiochian 

archdiocese.7 Now that their history had caught up with them, the Antiochians expected 

them to stop looking to other sources.8   

In his same letters questioning the EOC's commitment to the Antiochian dialogue, 

Schneirla stated his own personal opinion that the EOC "could serve the Church very well as 

a mission to the suburbs." He thought that such a mission was "not yet in our vision for most 

of the ethnic churches," but that such a mission would be necessary if they were "to be 
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faithful to the dominical command and at the same time shed our more exotic attributes."9 

Here Schneirla showed a significant, though subtle, difference from the OCA and the GOA. 

Rather than being a bridge from the Orthodox to evangelicals, Schneirla believed the EOC 

could be a bridge community to the suburbs. Schneirla more closely, though subtly, drew the 

line between immigrant Orthodox groups and their descendants who lived mainly in cities 

and American evangelical groups who lived in the suburbs and were mainly white Euro-

Americans. As a bridge community to the suburbs, the EOC might have an effect on both the 

perceived whiteness of the Antiochians and the mission of the "ethnic churches" to work 

among evangelicals in the suburbs. Indeed, moving beyond old ethnic identities and having 

an evangelistic impact on American society were already major concerns for Saliba.10  

Background of the Relationship with the Antiochians: 1984-85 

In 1984, one year before he met the members of the EOC, Saliba gave a homily on 

the Sunday of Orthodoxy11 in which he commented on the state of Orthodoxy in the world 

and its special, though fraught, opportunities in North America. In this homily, he argued that 

the only thing standing in the way of an Orthodox renaissance was the “ethnicism” that 

divided the Orthodox into “ethnic ghettos” on Sundays. By extension, Saliba claimed that 

these Sunday divisions severely weakened the influence of Orthodoxy on American society 

and values. As he asked: 

Have we then lost all hope for an Orthodox renaissance? Is there not a place on this 
planet where we can dream of a better Orthodox future? I believe that there is a 
place, and this place is the North American continent. We have a tremendous 
opportunity in this land to dream dreams and see visions, only if we can put our 
house in order. Where in the whole world today can you find seven million free 
Orthodox except in North America? 12 
 
Saliba declared that Orthodox Christians no longer constituted "a church of 

immigrants." Rather, they considered themselves Americans, except for Sundays when, to 
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Saliba's consternation, they identified with their ethnic heritages. He bemoaned the fact that 

Orthodoxy in the U.S. was divided into fifteen jurisdictions. In Saliba's view, the 

jurisdictional divisions hindered Orthodoxy's impact on the U.S. He asked his audience,  

Where is our spiritual and moral impact on the life of this nation? Where is our voice 
in the media? Why is it that every time there is a moral issue to be discussed, a 
Protestant, a Roman Catholic, and a Jew are invited for such discussions? How can 
we explain our Orthodox absence despite the authenticity of our theology and moral 
teachings?13  
 
Saliba identified one clear answer to these questions: "ethnicism." He asserted that 

Orthodox Christians had allowed themselves to "become victims of [their] ethnic 

mentalities." They could not "be agents of change in full obedience to the truth," he 

continued, "unless [they] transcend[ed] ethnicism and establish[ed] a new Orthodox reality 

in North America."14 Saliba called Orthodox Christians to transcend their ethnic mentalities 

and move on to an authentic, post-ethnic Orthodox faith. These sentiments mirrored those of 

the EOC's members, and Saliba's words exhorting the faithful to overcome ethnicism and 

establish an American Orthodox Church—free of the impure attachments of ethnicity—

would be music to their ears. 

The Antiochian Plan for Accepting the EOC: 1986 

Saliba moved quickly, and so did the EOC. After confirming that they were 

committed to the Antiochian dialogue, in January 1986 EOC leadership sent a proposal at 

Saliba's request for their reception into the Antiochian archdiocese. The Antiochian 

archdiocese should receive the EOC "intact." The Antiochians should accept the EOC's 

liturgical practices "at their present point of development, with a view toward continued 

growth in liturgical understanding and maturity." And the Antiochians should interact with 

and review the EOC's entire church structure to settle details toward reception into the 
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archdiocese.15 Subsequently, the EOC met with Saliba on March 7, 1986 to discuss the 

proposal. He himself opened the dialogue by lamenting the jurisdictional overlap in 

American Orthodoxy as a significant impediment to the EOC's "journey to Orthodoxy." He 

went on to affirm that the leadership of the Antiochian archdiocese admired the EOC's 

"evangelical zeal." They were "deeply convinced that our Lord did not die on the cross and 

was [not] resurrected from the dead to establish a church for Slavs, Greeks and Arabs, but 

for all mankind."16 In the EOC, Saliba saw a means for incorporating a zealous American 

group whose members thought of themselves as non-ethnic and who would evangelize the 

suburbs. The EOC would, in the process, turn the Antiochian Archdiocese into an American 

archdiocese—perhaps the American archdiocese—in ways that OCA and GOA bishops had 

not been able to do. 

From the first, Saliba reiterated what the EOC had already learned—the Antiochians, 

and the rest of the Orthodox jurisdictions, could not accept a married episcopate. He did, 

however, admit to the EOC his own belief that a married episcopate "must be restored to the 

Church." This was no immediate help for the EOC's bishops if they meant to maintain their 

power. Saliba offered, instead, that the EOC bishops retain their "pastoral oversight" in the 

EOC parishes. While the mechanism for this was not fully spelled out, the EOC leadership 

was convinced Saliba would find a way. After all, he emphasized that he saw the EOC 

playing a major role for "unity of all Orthodox churches in [the U.S.], for renewal in the 

parishes and for evangelism."17 Even more important, Gillquist reported that Saliba was 

"committed to finding and using a truly American liturgy" and wanted the EOC "to arrive at 

such together with him, put it into use and provide a liturgical pattern for other Orthodox 

Churches to duplicate."18 In other words, Saliba already had grand plans for the EOC to use 

their American, evangelical identity for major changes in the Orthodox churches. The EOC 
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would help develop an American Orthodox practice, and not just in the Antiochian churches 

but in all Orthodox churches in the U.S. This was great news to Gillquist, and his reaction 

shows that the affirmation of the EOC's American, evangelical identity and the means to 

maintain it through the EOC bishops' continued pastoral oversight were key to the majority 

of EOC leadership in accepting the Antiochians' offer. But, this is not the whole story.   

 EOC leadership met to discuss the Antiochian archdiocese's outline at their Holy 

Synod meeting in June 1986. The majority agreed with Gillquist, but four bishops did not. C. 

William Blythe, Keith Ellison, Jerold Gleige, and Kenneth Jensen did not think it was worth 

joining the Orthodox if they had to give up episcopal oversight of their communities. These 

bishops were all part of the Eastern region, which had expressed so much concern over the 

"cost" of joining the Orthodox churches at the eastern regional synod in 1983.19 According 

to several clergy who took part in these discussions at the EOC's 1986 Holy Synod meeting, 

Jensen was clearly the leader of the dissenting group seemed more committed to evangelical 

Protestantism and the EOC bishops' positions in the church. In fact, story recounted how, 

after the June meeting, Jensen claimed that he would not give up his position as bishop if the 

group went forward with Saliba's offer to join his archdiocese. 

 As the planning moved forward, Jensen and the other three bishops from the eastern 

region separated from the fifteen EOC bishops who decided to continue following Saliba's 

outline. Even as the larger group came to an agreement with Saliba, the dissenters would 

maintain their identity as the EOC. They were in contact with and “in some measure under 

spiritual direction” from the monastic community at New Skete in upstate New York,20 the 

monastic community that EOC leadership had met at the 1980 OCA All-American Council 

meeting in Detroit. As converts to Orthodox Christianity from Catholicism, the monks of 

New Skete had warned the EOC of ethnic “blockages.” New Skete's headmaster had been 
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quick to point out that, as converts to Orthodoxy, the community at New Skete might “serve 

as an oasis”21 to the EOC membership. Hence, it is not surprising that the opposing EOC 

bishops would be in contact with New Skete. Not only did the monastery bemoan ethnic 

divisions in the Orthodox churches, but it was committed to the use of English in its 

services. Its monks likewise looked American—denim-clad, clean-shaven, and bright-eyed. 

Rather than trading on theological and ecclesiastical differences, the remaining EOC bishops 

and members thought that the evangelical, American identity of the EOC could not remain 

strong in the Antiochian archdiocese or in any Orthodox community. So they held out for a 

special place within an Orthodox jurisdiction that would keep their identity strong. This 

would not materialize, and the EOC remains an independent church body until today.   

The Conversion Event: 1987 

 Even with the defection, on September 5th and 6th of 1986, most of the EOC 

leadership met Saliba again to discuss next steps toward joining the Antiochian archdiocese. 

They agreed to six points that would lead to canonical acceptance. EOC leadership conferred 

and agreed to Saliba's terms only two days later, on September 8th. So a pleased Saliba and 

EOC announced the decision immediately. Four of the points from the announcement are 

most important to consider. First, the EOC bishops would "continue to lead their 

congregations" as "Archpriests or Priests." Second, the EOC would not become a separate 

jurisdiction. Rather, its "congregations [would] be received into the Antiochian Orthodox 

Christian Archdiocese as parishes… with certain modifications agreed upon in conjunction 

with Metropolitan Philip [Saliba]." Third, "the liturgical practice of the EOC will be 

reviewed and modified by the joint efforts of leaders from the EOC and the Antiochian 

Christian Archdiocese to bring it into satisfactory conformity with practices of the 
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Antiochian Orthodox Christian Archdiocese." Fourth, with Saliba's "blessing and under his 

direction" the EOC's synod of bishops would "become a council of Priests to govern [the 

EOC’s] present parishes and ministries."22 When Saliba made the final revisions to the plan, 

he proposed accepting the EOC as the Antiochian Evangelical Orthodox Mission (AEOM.) 

As a "mission," the archdiocese allowed a leeway to the parishes to develop liturgically and 

otherwise as they would. However, the EOC would not join the Antiochians as a "church 

within a church" as it hoped might happen, following the model of the Carpatho-Russians 

within the Greek archdiocese. So while it was officially Orthodox and part of the 

archdiocese, it was able to change slowly and to negotiate its liturgical practices. Since it 

was a mission, the archdiocese also could set up the Council of Priests to guide the parishes 

and to put former-EOC priests on the Council. This would not have been possible without 

using the mission model, and it kept the EOC parishes whole. It also kept the EOC clergy 

and membership separate from their Antiochian counterparts. The EOC, as we shall see, 

would cling to their previous practices, and Antiochian clergy and members would not view 

these practices as fully Orthodox. 

 As quickly as the EOC and Antiochian archdiocese progressed through the dialogue, 

the process of transferring the EOC parishes into the archdiocese went even faster. From the 

point of agreement in mid-September 1986, the archdiocese pulled together the necessary 

people, places, and provisions for the enormous task of chrismating the EOC membership 

and ordaining EOC clergy from February to April of 1987. With no available roster of 

chrismations and ordinations, the fifteen bishops from as many dioceses converted along 

with the vast majority of their associated parishes and parishioners. These chrismations and 

ordinations occurred in large Antiochian archdiocesan churches or cathedrals most 

convenient for EOC membership. For many parishioners, this would be the first time they 
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set foot in an Orthodox church,23 since the EOC had kept its parishioners mostly separate 

from other Orthodox churches, because its practices were significantly different. It had 

committed itself to a vision of restoring the evangelical roots of Christianity, as we have 

seen. Several EOC parishioners in fact believed they were going to be "better Orthodox than 

the Orthodox."24 In an Orthodox church for the first time, many EOC members estimated 

that the EOC leadership had served them well by keeping them in the EOC parishes. Indeed, 

they would not have wanted to move toward joining an Orthodox church if they had visited 

one earlier.25     

After Saliba informed Hazim of the chrismation services for so many people 

completely new to an Orthodox church, Hazim wrote back to confirm his approval. "This 

initiative destroys traditional, ethnic, national and cultural barriers," he observed. 

"Furthermore, it liberates the Orthodox faith from certain old formalism which froze, 

confined, victimized and suffocated the universality of the Orthodox spirit; all that in the 

name of past history." The letter seemed to confirm Saliba's view of Orthodox ethnicism and 

the EOC's view that identification with Christianity through ethnicity was inauthentic. 

Hazim's words reinforced this view, "The Orthodox Church is not only for one nation, one 

civilization one continent; it is like God, Himself, for all and for every place." He 

congratulated the "new children" and expressed his hope that the EOC members would 

"inspire" the Orthodox "towards a stronger evangelism and a deeper comprehension of the 

Divine Word." 26 He seemed to affirm the EOC's belief in the evangelical roots of 

Christianity and their sense of a mission to restore evangelical practice in Orthodox 

churches. 

Other observers expressed similar views. For instance, the Houston Chronicle's Steve 

Maynard on April 11, 1987 commented in an article entitled "Burger, Baklava Sets Meet, 
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Mesh in Orthodoxy."27  "The cheeseburger set met the world of baklava when the Rev. Peter 

E. Gillquist and his band of evangelical Protestants stepped into the tradition-bound Eastern 

Orthodox Church." He noted insightfully:  

Though separated by centuries of culture and tradition, this 'American ethnic' crowd 
has become part of a Syrian-Lebanese group, the Antiochian Orthodox Church. 
But Gillquist, a Santa Barbara, Calif., priest, says his group brings more than its 
American flavor of "hamburgers, malts, french fries and Saturday afternoon football" 
to the Antiochian Orthodox Church, one of four branches of Eastern Orthodoxy. 
It also transmits a zeal for evangelism to the world of icons and incense, says 
Gillquist, who was in Houston recently to speak at a spiritual renewal conference 
sponsored by Annunciation Greek Orthodox Cathedral. 
"We're still a bunch of old flea-bitten evangelists," said Gillquist… "Our goal is to 
help make North America Orthodox. We believe it is the apostolic faith."28 
 

The EOC thought it had joined an Orthodox jurisdiction that would allow them to continue 

many, if not all, their evangelical practices, keep their evangelical zeal and concern with 

preaching from the Bible, and develop an American Orthodox practice.  

The addition of EOC parishes and members would add to the size of the archdiocese 

as well as its coffers, making the Antiochians a major archdiocese alongside the traditionally 

large constituencies of Russian and Greek Orthodox Christians in the U.S. Indeed, at the 

2007 celebration of the twentieth anniversary of the chrismation of the EOC Saliba explicitly 

connected the expansion of ethnic representation within his archdiocese to evangelism and 

monetary support gained through these efforts. As said of the 1987 event, 

Before this, I used to chrismate little Middle Eastern children with dark hair, brown 
eyes and olive skin, and suddenly I found myself chrismating little blond, blue-eyed 
and fair-skinned children. These people have added more depth to our spiritual life; 
and while they continue to discover the treasures of Orthodoxy, we continue to learn 
from them, also. One of the things that they are teaching us is the practice of 
“tithing.” If you check your financial report for the last fiscal year, you will find that 
the biggest contributing parish to the Archdiocese was St. John Parish of Memphis, 
Tennessee [a former EOC parish].29 
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Clearly, Saliba was certain these new converts would make his archdiocese more ethnically 

American and turn it into a major force on the American Orthodox scene through not only 

evangelism, but also through filling the archdiocese’s coffers. 

Encountering Liturgy, Producing Hymnody: The 1970s to Conversion 

Soon after integrating the EOC into the larger church community in 1987, conflicts 

arose concerning which expressive practices were compatible with the established traditions 

of the church, revealing different conceptions of American Orthodox identity between the 

former EOC and the Antiochian Archdiocese. The remainder of this chapter will examine 

negotiations over appropriate Orthodox forms of liturgical hymnody to demonstrate how the 

notion of American Orthodoxy and its association with particular discourses of identity have 

operated in an American context. In this chapter, I consider the material and sensory cultures 

of the former EOC members in their liturgical practices as sites of ethnic and religious 

differentiation. Many of the members of the parish at which I conducted my research told me 

of the importance of the liturgical hymnody that members of the EOC had created during 

their movement toward the Orthodox Church. These liturgical creations helped to form their 

identities as Orthodox Christians. Over time, as the Antiochian Archdiocese restricted the 

use of the hymns the EOC had created, the EOC members sensed an erosion of the 

“American Orthodox” identity that they believed the Antiochian Archdiocese had previously 

encouraged them to cultivate, especially Saliba.  

During their period of studying early church documents, those who would become 

the EOC encountered liturgy in the writings of early Christians such as Justin Martyr’s First 

Apology (C.E. 155-157). In response, they constructed a loose liturgical framework. From 

this, EOC leaders developed their own liturgies. These generally consisted of communal 
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prayer, call and response scripture readings, recitation of creeds, and singing of Protestant 

hymns that mentioned the Trinity along with new hymns written by members of the group. 

Over time, they incorporated other liturgical practices as well as pieces of other liturgies as 

they encountered them in the early Christian sources (such as the Divine Liturgy of John 

Chrysostom, the main liturgy performed in Orthodox churches today). In this process, they 

developed their own prayers, responses, and songs for the various steps of the liturgical 

performance, and they produced service books for members, especially as they altered their 

liturgies piece by piece throughout the 1970s and 1980s.30 From the beginning of their 

research into the Orthodox Church and the theological transitions that this brought with it, 

the doctrinal content of the hymns changed, but the musical form did not.31 Even though 

they were becoming theologically and ecclesiologically more Orthodox and the form of their 

worship was changing, they were still able to hold onto familiar musical forms. 

The EOC's musicians wrote music using various methods, but they always intended 

the songwriting (and its liturgical performance) to reinforce the theological teachings that the 

leaders of the EOC brought to the parishioners. Many of these theological teachings were 

absolutely new to EOC members, and they were not accepted easily. For example, “I Have 

Seen the Kingdom” included the concept that the Holy Spirit inhabits the waters of baptism 

to unite the Christian with God and initiate the “new life” of salvation, a theological teaching 

that most evangelicals would reject. In the new theological and practical ideas they had 

found in early Christian writings, however, the baptismal font was the first place in which 

the connection of the Holy Spirit to the person took place.32 The songs written by EOC 

members focused almost exclusively on teaching and reinforcing new ideas. As one member 

explained the process: 
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With this nice melody we’re saying we believe that we come into union with Christ 
in the waters of baptism. Well none of us believed that before. You know? And now 
we’re singing and swaying to it. OK? ‘So now, I guess I do believe it’... And it’s 
securing, you know, it’s like glue. You know, it’s like ... the mortar. It’s setting 
things.33 

 
This setting of conceptual mortar through music was not just a setting of the new theological 

ideas in the minds of the EOC members. It was also a setting of identity. EOC members were 

becoming quite consciously a new type of Christian through their music. 

 The songs' lyrics made the new Christian identity explicit, but the style of the songs 

kept an evangelical identity implicit. In the song “Worthy Is the Lamb,” for example, each 

EOC member sang in a comfortable Protestant style about new beliefs. The song affirmed 

for each one that “there’s a sweet and peaceful feeling coming over me.” Even though they 

sang in the familiar style, the lyrics affirmed strange new material elements of worship such 

as “warm oil,” which EOC clergy began to place on parishioners at certain services. The new 

song reinforced the idea that using the oil would be “soothing to my soul.” Members felt 

comfortable with this affirmation because they remained confident in their evangelical 

claims that “you’re so near to me Jesus, comforting my heart.” His closeness confirmed the 

truth of their new theological ideas. Jesus’s closeness made each realize that their new 

beliefs helped them “see it all so clearly what [they’d] only seen in part” in their previous 

evangelical ways.34  

 As the EOC continued to study church history and early writers in the church, they 

encountered other ideas such as creeds, which they had rejected as evangelicals for their 

“vain repetition.” Their evangelical mode of thinking required that they verify their use 

through the Bible, and the EOC clergy showed them that the Bible indeed contained creeds. 

Thus, the lyrics to “Common Confession” are a creed contained in I Timothy. The lyrics are 

set to a chorus-style composition, and the words of the Bible are shifted slightly to make the 
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creed a song, especially with the common choral element of a repeated final line, 

emphasizing a point and heightening emotions.35 

 The song most clearly connected to their efforts to counteract pluralism and to create 

a stable community was “Within These Walls.” Here, the EOC affirmed the need to remain 

within the protection of the boundaries, the walls, of the church community. The community 

required strong authority and obedience in order to avoid the fragmentation of individual 

efforts toward salvation, “His priests lift up their hands.” Only “within these walls” in a 

protecting, traditional community can “His children learn to stand.” Indeed, EOC members 

learned from this song that “within these walls … His sheep he safely feeds … His 

government He leads … We grow to love as friends … We know release from sins.”36 The 

song brings new ideas of hierarchical church government and forgiveness of sin through the 

work of the church to evangelicals who would never have countenanced such ideas only a 

few years before. 

In these songs, one can see that the process of taking on tradition and 

retraditionalizing the EOC parishes was a choice. This was the case in the sense that the 

EOC was choosing doctrines to follow and to incorporate into their music. But also the very 

fact that they were incorporating them into their music—the music with which they were 

familiar, hymns and folk-style choruses—was also an important choice. Orthodox content 

and evangelical style blended in this process of retraditionalization. To be sure, in the late 

1970s and early 1980s, EOC members were just learning about Orthodox theology, and they 

would not have known about liturgical chant and hymnody as practiced in the Orthodox 

Church. Still, as I have already argued, a change in content did not trigger a change in style 

or a search for a new style of liturgical music. Content did not significantly alter style, and 
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the connection between content and style as well as religion and ethnicity became clearer 

and more complicated as the process moved forward.  

Validating the Group and Its American Music: 1986-87 

As the EOC continued to interact with and move closer to joining the Orthodox 

Church, the convert parishes continued to develop their own liturgical music and practices 

just as much as they adapted standard Orthodox liturgical hymnody. As early as 1980, 

Orthodox leaders who met with the EOC complimented their worship style. For instance, 

Thaddeus Wojcik wrote in an Orthodox Christian newspaper of his EOC visit, “It was most 

inspiring to hear traditional Orthodox hymns, such as the Trisagion and We Have Seen the 

True Light sung by a new ethnic group which can only be called American… It was most 

moving to hear 95 male voices singing Orthodox hymns in a very roof raising manner.”37 

This affirmation of their "American" (and, in this case, masculine) worship style was 

consistent with the claims of Royster, Schmemann, and Wingenbach, as we have previously 

seen. The affirmations continued through the dialogues. In February of 1986, Protopresbyter 

Thomas Hopko, a representative from the Orthodox community, was sent to the Santa 

Barbara parish to investigate the state of affairs. He noted that the EOC was “perfectly 

orthodox in its teaching and worship,”38 and while there were many ways in which the EOC 

was not in line with Orthodox practice, in his opinion, these issues were not significant 

enough to derail their conversion. 

With regard to EOC music, Hopko wrote that it was “excellent … in both 

composition and execution.” He added that  

most of the singing is done by the entire congregation, enthusiastically and fervently; 
and some is done with great skill by the choir alone. The balance between choir, 
congregation and readers is … superb. All hymns, verses … and triporia are sung 
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according to EOC compositions, some of which show Orthodox influence and most 
of which are fashioned after Western Christian melodies familiar to EOC people.39  
 

He eventually recommended that some of the liturgical music that the EOC created be 

allowed to remain in the liturgies after conversion and that eight of its arrangements be 

turned into an octoechos for rotation in the weekly resurrection tones. This was “the first 

such grouping that would be culturally Western and American.”40 As we have seen, Saliba’s 

early openness to this liturgical development was highly important to the EOC’s decision to 

join the Antiochians.41  

Elsewhere in his report, Hopko noted that “the ethos and spirit of the EOC comes out 

of its Western and Protestant background. Its ‘protestant’ roots are of [an] ‘evangelical’ type. 

It is a very American church, overwhelmingly white and European in heritage. It is, in this 

sense, an ‘ethnic’ church movement of a very precise and particular sort.”42 But the concept 

of ethnicity is ambiguous. Hopko, like many people, muddled the religious background of 

the group with its racial (white) and national (in this case, continental, European) 

background. The link in the chain between religion and ethnicity, however, is “American”—

“a very American church.”43  

What was happening in this “very American church” according to Hopko? The EOC 

seemed to be blending various identities and cultural forms to produce a new movement that 

offered significant changes to the traditional Orthodox way of doing things. He observed: 

What is occurring in the EOC, before our very eyes, so to speak, is a living synthesis 
of traditions. Basic human life, with fervent Christian commitments, in Western 
American evangelical form distinguished by the enthusiastic desire to convert people 
to Jesus Christ as their personal Lord and Savior, and to bring these people to the 
one, holy, catholic, apostolic Church of Christ – and to do so using tested and proved 
methods of evangelization from past campus experience – is being formed and 
developed in this ecclesial movement. This, in my view, can only be an enrichment to 
the empirical Orthodox Church in North America and, indeed, throughout the 
world.44 
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In his report, Hopko made the clear connection between the ethnic backgrounds of the EOC 

and its liturgical, musical creations. He echoed the concerns of Saliba about creating 

culturally American parishes, and he expressed the shared sentiment that the development 

would be a major benefit to Orthodox Christianity. 

The EOC thought much the same about itself and was confident it would be able to 

keep many of its liturgical creations in its parishes. As some recalled, “When we were first 

coming in . . . it was our understanding ‘Don’t change ANYTHING you’re doing.’ We were 

told that -- ‘Don’t change anything.’ And so we felt we had the freedom to keep . . . 

exploring the American expression of Orthodoxy in this church.”45 Moreover, they 

understood that they would be considered, not Antiochian Orthodox, but American Orthodox 

parishes. Today, they continue to view themselves this way. As one member reflects, 

We identify ourselves as American Orthodox, not Greek Orthodox or Russian 
Orthodox or Antiochian Orthodox, Middle Eastern Orthodox. We’re American. 
Americans that are practicing the Orthodox faith. So I think for us, that’s how we 
would identify ourselves and I think people would identify that, if they come in, that 
they’d see that this is not an ethnic community.46  

 
This, in the understanding of parishioners, is consistent with the mission that Saliba had for 

them prior to conversion and that he gave to them explicitly at their conversion in 1987 - to 

bring Orthodoxy to America and to bring America to Orthodoxy.47 

Translating the Sacred: 1979 to Conversion 

 As the EOC was becoming more familiar with Orthodox hymnody, incorporating it 

into their liturgies for the greatly anticipated transition of the group to canonical Orthodoxy, 

some theological transitions to appropriate melodies were not so easy. One member of the 

EOC leadership recalled that members of the group would collect liturgical books from the 

Greek Archdiocese in English translation. They sounded "horrible," he said, when they tried 
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to use them, and they thought that the translators would “deliberately make these horrible 

English translations so that everybody’ll just throw up their hands and quit and just say ‘Oh, 

let’s just go back to the Greek.’” This perception continues until today.48  

 To avoid some of these aesthetic problems, the EOC leadership rhymed and metered 

some 2,000 hymns, setting them to Western musical styles. For instance, one hymn to the 

Theotokos (literally, “the God bearer,” the Virgin Mary) was rhymed and metered to the 

music of Beethoven's “Ode to Joy.” This aesthetic strategy did not fit the standard Orthodox 

formula for hymnography. First, Orthodox hymns do not rhyme. Second, Beethoven's “Ode 

to Joy,” while aesthetically pleasing to many, does not follow prescribed Orthodox chant 

styles. Still, it did fit the EOC's musical taste and was at least not the style of Protestant 

hymns and informal praise music. At the time, this move by the EOC recognized of the need 

to develop more formal, reverent music given the style of liturgy present in the Orthodox 

church. It was also an attempt to avoid what many members of the EOC termed “snake 

charming music” in the Arab-American, and even Greek-American, Orthodox chant of the 

time. As one member remembers, 

We were pretty nasty because when you get acquainted with Orthodoxy, you're gonna 
run into Greek Orthodoxy quickly, and the Arabs, and the chant is just so … weird 
… I'll bet the expression “snake-charming” fell from our lips hundreds and hundreds 
of times. And I understand why they're offended when we said it … but that's the 
category … of how the average American in my age group would see it.49 

 
The issue of translation continues to be a major point of contention. First, the 

Antiochian Archdiocese has allowed the English-speaking EOC parishes to perform their 

entire liturgies in English, without the traditional Arabic and Greek prayers or responses 

found in other Antiochian parishes. Since the majority of members know only English, 

translations of traditional hymnody, prayers and responses have been necessary. But the 

practice of maintaining a piece’s original musical arrangement for a new English translation 
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does not allow English words to match the old song’s melody. One member cited, as an 

example, that the simple change of an initial eighth note to a quarter note at the beginning of 

a hymn to the Theotokos would smooth out the halting cadence of the new translation. He 

observed, though, that the Orthodox would not do it because the “tradition has become 

infallible,” and “we traded one infallibility for another.”50 The complaint about the transfer 

from the infallibility of Scripture to the infallibility of Orthodox tradition has been applied to 

cradle Orthodox51 who have been strongly opposed to changes to the hymns they have sung 

all their lives. They have not wanted converts to change the traditional melodies of their 

hymns, even if the language must change. Such resistance has also appeared among convert 

Orthodox who have attempted to keep what they encountered in Orthodoxy in the form in 

which it was presented to them. Their concern with original, authentic, pure manifestations 

of Christianity has manifested in a desire for the hymnody and other liturgical elements to 

remain as they found them. 

To ease the transition of the EOC from their own movement into canonical 

Orthodoxy, Orthodox advisers to the EOC recommended small steps toward acceptable 

Orthodox liturgical music and practice that would become necessary to fully enter into the 

church. As the EOC was learning the proper way to perform the liturgy, Royster told 

members to sing “Let All Mortal Flesh” as their Cherubic hymn. “Let All Mortal Flesh” is an 

Anglicized version of the Great and Holy Saturday hymn. As such, it was a familiar and 

easily incorporated hymn. Furthermore, as they converted into the Antiochian Archdiocese, 

the EOC parishes were allowed to continue to use their instruments during services, 

including the Divine Liturgy. This was not acceptable in an Orthodox church in which the 

liturgy and other services were either sung or chanted entirely a cappella, as in the case of 
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liturgical hymns, or were simply spoken aloud, as in the recitation of the Nicene Creed. Still, 

the EOC practice continued until sometime in 1988 or 1989. 

Songs that they had written and liturgical practices such as using instruments were 

removed slowly from EOC parishes, however. At first, changes were expected. The EOC 

was brought into the Archdiocese as the Antiochian Evangelical Orthodox Mission (AEOM) 

with a description marking off the preliminary period until its parishes could be better 

brought into better conformity with Orthodox practice. As we have seen so far, 

understandings of what “Orthodox” and “American” as well as “Evangelical” meant for both 

sides was not clear. 

Separate But Orthodox: 1987-92 

The EOC did not need to accommodate itself to the standard expectations of other 

Antiochian Christians, but instead formed its own self-contained units. The Antiochian 

Archdiocese received the EOC in parish units. In fact, multiple parishioners have confessed 

that they never entered an Orthodox church before their chrismation, and many often have 

attended other Orthodox churches’ services on only special occasions (the Sunday of 

Orthodoxy, weddings, while traveling, etc.). For Metropolitan Saliba, having these self-

contained units served the function of immediately producing ethnically American Orthodox 

parishes, part of his vision for an American Orthodox Church. Segregation also, however, 

delayed the integration of Orthodox communities and bred an Orthodox fundamentalism 

among the separated converts. Saliba, in accepting the EOC, had not followed the models of 

other churches. Beyond the fact that the EOC wanted its movement legitimized by being 

accepted as an intact movement, several EOC parishes would have become sizable 

minorities, or even majorities, in several Antiochian parishes had they been integrated. This 
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would have caused tension between the groups as Arab-Americans would have reacted 

against the evangelicalizing, Americanizing force of the converts and the converts would 

have reacted against what they perceived to be extraneous ethnic baggage. 

In their pursuit of authentic Orthodoxy, the separated EOC parishes were able to 

choose other practices that fit their ideas. For instance, in a former EOC parish, one will see 

that the vast majority of people stand throughout the service and sing the entire liturgy. By 

contrast, in most Antiochian parishes populated by Arab-American Orthodox Christians, the 

parishioners sit through portions of the liturgy, standing for the Lord’s Prayer and other 

important points in the liturgy. In the Santa Barbara parish, standing throughout the liturgy is 

considered an ascetic practice, along with fasting and preparing for the Eucharist. Some say 

that standing is respectful since one is supposed to be in the presence of God during the 

liturgy, especially during the taking of the Eucharist. In any case, parishioners consider 

standing throughout the service to be truly Orthodox and comment that some other “ethnic” 

churches do not follow proper practice. It is important to note here that standing is actually 

most often practiced in Russian Orthodoxy.52 Thus, the Santa Barbara parishioners choose a 

more traditionally white, European form of practice over their Arab-American co-

religionists. 

Beyond the preference for Russian standing, the Santa Barbara parish also continues 

to hold onto its evangelical ways. This manifests in the realm of congregational singing. 

Whereas in other Antiochian parishes, the people normally sing very little of the liturgy, 

letting the choir sing the hymns and respond to the calls of the priest, in the Santa Barbara 

parish, great energy is expended on encouraging everyone to sing. Since its days as the EOC, 

the Santa Barbara parish’s identity has extended not only to its creation of music, but also to 

its full congregational performance. In fact, in the summer of 2014, the church spent several 
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weeks promoting a special participatory singing day. When the day arrived, most of the 

fifteen members of the parish choir sat in strategic areas throughout the church with only the 

choir director and three choir members at the front to lead. The goal was to prompt 

parishioners to sing more fully with the choir. For me, this was surprising. In previous 

observations, the majority of parishioners were singing at least half the liturgy. The focus on 

congregational singing makes more sense, however, when one remembers the connection 

that this parish had with its music. The focus is also clearer when one considers the way in 

which their original liturgical music was removed and the way in which they perceive that 

removal. 

An Attempt at Forging American Orthodox Unity: 1994  

In 1994, a movement spread through nearly all Orthodox Christian archdioceses in 

North America for coming together as one church. A series of factors encouraged it. The 

non-canonical situation in the American Orthodox dioceses was one. Second, the division 

between diocesan jurisdictions caused the larger Orthodox community to be ineffective in 

the American public sphere as noted in the introduction.53 Third, the inclusion of the EOC 

had instilled the possibility of an American church in the minds of Orthodox clergy and laity, 

as James Paffhausen suggested it would. Finally, Greek Orthodox American youth on 

summer retreats in Greece were told by locals quite bluntly that they were not Greek but 

American. As reports of these interactions came back to Greek-American communities, a 

desire grew to organize Orthodox communities around American identity.54 From November 

30th to December 2nd of 1994, nearly thirty bishops of the American Orthodox jurisdictions 

met at the Antiochian Village in Ligonier, Pennsylvania. There they drafted the “Statement 

on the Church in North America,”55 which called for a single American Archdiocese with 
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one administration leading to greater coordination of efforts between bishops and parishes, 

including the concelebration of Orthodox services. One such concelebrated service took 

place in Santa Barbara at the Saint Barbara Greek Orthodox Church not long after the 

Ligonier meeting. But as word got back to the Patriarchates, reaction was swift and negative. 

The Ecumenical Patriarch reacted most strongly, removing Coucouzis from his position and 

replacing him with Archbishop Spyridon Papageorge in an effort to restore the barriers 

between the jurisdictions. According to parishioners at the former EOC parish in Santa 

Barbara, Papageorge came in 

with the idea that he’s gonna make the Greeks more Greek. It’s becoming more 
Greek! So, if the Greeks are gonna become more Greek, what are the Antiochians 
gonna become? More Antiochian! And the Russians become more Russian. We were 
like right on the edge of like becoming one church, and then all of a sudden we’re 
like as far away from that as we possibly could be.56 

 
Many Orthodox Christians in America, including the EOC converts, were crestfallen by this 

turn of events, especially since they thought of their movement as one of the catalysts for an 

attempt to unify. Instead, to their dismay, the Archdiocese began to require that the convert 

parishes place the “Antiochian” label on their signs, letterhead, and related markers. 

Meanwhile, the Archdiocese also insisted upon greater standardization of liturgical music in 

the parishes. 

The Crisis at Ben Lomond: 1997-98 

These actions by the Archdiocese caused a major rift in the convert community. In 

fact, the parish at Ben Lomond, California, split over the issue of whether to conform to the 

authoritative dictates of the Archdiocese or to attempt to maintain its distinctive cultural 

markers in liturgical music, especially Russian forms. Weldon Hardenbrook, then head priest 

at the Ben Lomond parish, refused to obey the directives of Bishop Joseph Al-Zehlaoui of 
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the Antiochian Archdiocese. According to former EOC members, Hardenbrook’s 

disobedience arose from his own view of his position of authority in his parish and his belief 

that the hierarchy’s demands sprang from the heresy of phyletism - ethnic separation and 

favoritism, against which there exist various church laws.57  

To understand this, it is important to reiterate from previous chapters that during the 

development of the EOC, it had formed its own hierarchical structure, including nineteen 

bishops. The EOC parishes followed the liturgical practice surrounding bishops, including 

providing a throne for the bishop and referring to him as “master” rather than “father.” 

According to one respondent with intimate knowledge of the Ben Lomond parish, 

Hardenbrook continued to use these practices in Ben Lomond well after the reception of the 

EOC into the Archdiocese, at a point when the EOC clergy had been told that they could be 

only priests, not bishops. In addition, he followed the liturgical traditions of the Russian 

churches in his Antiochian parish, including Russian-style hymns and a Russian-style 

entrance into the liturgy. Furthermore, by his own admission and the admission of those 

involved, Hardenbrook began to seek spiritual guidance from Greek Orthodox monk Abbot 

Paisios of St. Anthony's monastery in Arizona, who was originally from Mount Athos.58 He 

brought Paisios to Ben Lomond to teach, hear confessions, and give guidance to parishioners 

in violation of the division of diocesan authority in the Orthodox church. As an historical 

account sympathetic to Hardenbrook states,59 hundreds of people attended the Saturday 

Vespers service with great devotion, different from the experience of most Orthodox 

churches in the U.S. Many parishioners even attended daily matins and vespers--also an 

unusual phenomenon. Numbers of parishioners and clergy today consider this fervor to be 

the result of monastic-style discipline and devotion in the parish through the charisma and 

force of these non-Antiochian influences. According to various narratives, Hardenbrook’s 
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group fostered an Orthodox fundamentalism.60 In this vein, Hardenbrook and those close to 

him made grand statements and regarding the Ben Lomond parish’s attainment of true 

Orthodox practice and thought, especially because of its efforts to break through ethnic 

divisions in the rest of Orthodoxy by including plural Orthodox voices. 

When the tensions with the Archdiocese initially began, Hardenbrook, following the 

advice from other jurisdictions, especially from Abbot Paisios, eventually requested a 

transfer of the parish to the OCA, a request that was denied. The Antiochian Archdiocese 

eventually gained control of the property of the parish through legal action, but over the 

course of the ordeal the parishioners split in an angry fight over the proper direction for the 

church. 

The split was felt much further than Ben Lomond. As some parishioners estimated, 

the Ben Lomond “split had the biggest impact on where we sit now as Orthodox [Christians] 

because Metropolitan Philip [Saliba] had to get involved and ... put the damper on a lot of 

the freedoms that we had had - freedoms in our music, freedoms in ... ourselves as Orthodox 

churches.” Though the reaction to the 1994 conference at Ligonier, Pennsylvania had been 

swift among Orthodox patriarchs, Saliba continued to be lenient about some parish-to-parish 

differences in musical and other practices. The Ben Lomond community forced Saliba’s 

hand, and as parishioners have viewed it, “that’s when we were told we could no longer sing 

those songs that mean so much to those of us who were taking this journey. Everything got 

clamped down on. Everything. The rules changed.”61 The Archdiocese insisted that the 

Antiochian label be put on the church, and this included the removal of “unorthodox” 

liturgical music to be replaced by archdiocesan approved music. 

The Aftermath of Ligonier and Ben Lomond: The Present Situation 
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Even though these changes were accepted in the main at the Santa Barbara parish, the 

liturgical music adopted by the parish was not inspired by their Arab-American co-

religionists. These convert parishioners often identify with certain national expressions of 

the Orthodox world with which they are culturally comfortable, including Russian and Greek 

styles. This may be the case simply because so much Orthodox music is influenced by 

Byzantine chant and because so much is taken from Eastern European and Russian Orthodox 

communities. But this is not the whole story. Convert parishioners have taken on, almost 

purposefully, orientalist views of Arabs and Arab-Americans. As the converts have dealt 

with the aftermath of the Ligonier meeting and the Ben Lomond split, they have felt 

confused by the politics of the situation and what they perceived to be an angry, authoritarian 

tone coming from the Antiochian Archdiocese. Around that time, David Pryce-Jones's The 

Closed Circle: An Interpretation of the Arabs,62 circulated among the converts, interpreting 

events and attitudes. Jones made a classic Orientalist argument, accusing Arabs of 

historically ingrained intractability and violence, the products of a tribal mentality that still 

remains central to Arabs’ social and cultural structures and attitudes. The book was 

suggested reading for many converts, and it did not help that Orientalist ideas have been 

present in American and European societies for far longer. 

The most recent manifestation of such views occurred in October 2013 at a workshop 

on liturgical music at the Santa Barbara parish, attended by about thirty people, mainly 

parishioners. At the first session, the facilitator played one-minute samples of liturgical 

music from various places in the Orthodox world to demonstrate the differences in liturgical 

styles. After the first piece played, a Greek chant, the facilitator asked for comments. After 

gathering a few, the facilitator asked if the style of the piece was familiar. The unanimous 

response was “Yes.” After the second piece, a Bulgarian version of “Receive ye the Body of 
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Christ,” was played, those present reacted far differently. The facilitator received some 

comments on the generic differences and asked if the style of the piece sounded familiar. 

“This sounds foreign to my American ears,” responded one participant immediately. The 

responder went on to note that the piece “sounds Middle Eastern”; indeed, it sounded “like 

snake charmer music.” Another parishioner offered, and others agreed, that it sounded like 

“Indiana Jones background music.” It is evident that these converts think of the cultural 

expressions of certain Orthodox Christians as “other.” Even the Bulgarian piece (not Middle 

Eastern) was immediately rejected for its Middle Eastern sound. It is certainly not surprising, 

then, if they view their fellow Arab-American Orthodox Christians as “other.”  

The Antiochian Archdiocese brought the members of the EOC into Orthodoxy. They 

would not have been able to convert the whole movement with complete parishes and their 

own clergy except through that archdiocese They greatly admired Saliba for that. They 

acknowledged that they had learned a great deal from the Arab-American members of the 

archdiocese despite their earlier arrogance, thinking they would be better at Orthodoxy than 

the “ethnic” Orthodox. Still, they have not identified with culturally-Antiochian liturgical 

elements. While some converts affirm the superiority of eastern Christianity over western 

Christianity, this is only in relation to theology and prescribed practice. Meanwhile, the 

cultural East is still completely other, foreign, and undesirable.  

In all this, the desire to define themselves as American continues to drive converts’ 

views of themselves and their practice of Orthodoxy. Their claim to Americanness is often 

made in reaction to Orthodox “ethnicism” as we have seen. The claim depends on an 

American exceptionalism that assumes that to be “American” is not ethnic, not weighed 

down by previous “old world” concepts or loyalties. It also depends on the invisibility their 

whiteness in the cultural expressions they bring to Orthodoxy. As one parishioner observed, 
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“We to this day feel like we were truly the first indigenous Orthodox group to be in America 

because we sprung up from the American roots, and we were not ethnic. We were just us - a 

little, odd group looking for answers about the early church”.63 This story remains until 

today in opposition to the changes that were made. Indeed, the musical changes were viewed 

as not American. Says another parishioner:  

I don’t like the changes in the music. I would rather remain American in that ... We 
used to sing [EOC-era songs] during Eucharist. That’s what we sang. We didn’t sing 
this boring stuff... It’s different. It’s not who we are. I can do it. But that’s one of the 
biggest things, musically - I would bet you - most former EOCs, that’s where they 
would have a fit. We lost - we’re losing that part of us.64 

 
Many members believe that losing their American music is losing an important connection 

to their identity as Orthodox, which was formed around the idea that they not only would be, 

but in fact already were, practicing the American version of Orthodox Christianity. This idea 

formed around their American, evangelical, restorationist identity, and it continues to appear 

in their views of their Arab-American co-religionists. If an American Orthodox identity 

exists within the group, it is being formed constantly by the undeniable absence of the 

liturgical music that shaped their original Orthodox identity as well as the undeniable 

presence of their new Orthodox co-religionists, whom they believe to be something ‘other’ 

than American. 

Conclusion 

 In the end, the evangelicals who had felt the calling of God to unite Christianity in 

the face of pluralism continue to struggle with unity in Orthodoxy. After agreeing in 

principle with the Orthodox church, they reinterpreted their calling after encountering the 

"un-American" ethnic factions in Orthodoxy. They advocated for a separate jurisdiction to 

avoid the contamination of ethnicity and the threat of being made "ethnic" themselves. The 
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Antiochian archdiocese segregated them from the rest of its parishes. Both parties predicated 

their union on a separation. The evangelicals who sought union eventually joined an 

ethnically divided church and expected their own separate division in the church. The 

archdiocese that seemed to advocate for the unity of Orthodoxy in the U.S., overcoming 

ethnic divides, segregated the EOC in order to protect the converts and the cradle Orthodox 

from the pains of integration. While the members of the EOC have been forced to reckon 

with their ethnic identity through the process, most of them continue to view being American 

as "not ethnic." This position arises from their aspiration for a culture-free (therefore, pure 

and authentic) Christianity. Meanwhile, Orthodoxy in the U.S. is as divided as it was when 

the EOC joined, and it remains an option within the plurality available to Americans in the 

still-thriving spiritual marketplace.   
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