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The oppositional relationship
between the locally established Church and the eediastical “Diaspora”

(Ecclesiological unity
faced against “co-territoriality” and “multi-jurisd iction”)*

. If the first millennium of the Church’s existence troubled by quarrels of
Christological nature, then the entire second millennium is abtbeset byecclesiological
problems, which, to this day, remain without everudimentary solution. Indeed, the three
major problems of this second millennium are: & tne thousand year old “rupture of
communion” of the Eastern and Western Church (1,0B¥}he birth of Confessionalismus
(1517) in the West and c) the emergence of ecdtegaal Ethno-phyletism (1872) in the
East. These last two constitute, as will be showrmwhat follows, atwin ecclesiological
problemand make up aymmetric deviatioprecisely because of the rupture of ecclesiastical
unity and communion.

. If, moreover, the ecumenical and local Councilscessfully handled the
precise and systematically formulat€dristological problems of the first millennium, the
ecclesiologicalproblems of the second millennium followed differgpaths, took different
forms, becoming autonomous and lost in imprecisguth that, today, there is neither the
possibility nor even the conciliar will to resoltteem (even though Councils are convoked for
this purpose).
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Having outlined these basic observations, it isrctbat the problem under examination
concerns, temporally, the second millennium, ppally the later years, although, as will be
subsequently shown, its roots go back to the fmiennium.

Three parameters are being examined in this comgbere, each parameter corresponding
to one part of the present study. The first pakreeto the ecclesiological image which “the
exterior” of the locally established Orthodox Ches evokes, in other words, the territories
which, as we shall see, is incorrectly, from anlesiological perspective, referred to as the
“Diaspora”; the second part examines the opposticglation between the locally established
Church and the ecclesiastical “Diaspora”; lasthe third part attempts to show, through
examples and statutory texts in force, the ecdmgical problems confronted by the
institutional and statutory life of the locally abtished Churches, and consequently also by
the communion of Churches. In other words, the grestudy aspires to discerningly
illustrate, if at all possible in so brief a dissim®, a) ecclesial reality, b) ecclesiological

reality and c) the non-ecclesiological and, as spobblematic, statutory reality.
A. Confessional co-territoriality and ethno-ecclesitic multi-jurisdiction

Until the Reformation (18 century), the sole canonical criterion which, aspecific
geographical location, determined the establishraeeikistence of a local Church, as well as
a locally established Church, was thatefitoriality®. Of course, at this point, it is implied
that theecclesiologicalcriterion for the establishment of a Church alseesists, that is, the
Eucharist celebrated under the bishop. Howevercémenicalcriterion results (as it ought)
from theecclesiologicalcriterion. The Reformation, then, not so much heeaof its spatial
separation from the Western Church, from whencame, but rather because of its different
mode of existencentroduces a new criterion needed for the esthbient of a Church, a
criterion ecclesiologically and canonically incoivedble until that time. Its only objective

was to provide a basis to the newly formed ecdestemmunities and to justify their

Canonical Questions Essays on the Orthodox Canon [awrhessaloniki-Katerini, “Epektasis”
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Synodin Trullo (691)) have an exclusivebanonical and not necessarigcclesiological content. Here, they
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Church should only be understood as a “locallyldistaed Church” (diocese) or “Church spread actioss
Cosmos”, Eucharistic and Synodal at once (see Belawhe Canonical Tradition of the Church, these
terms have become specialised: the first, “localrch’, means diocese, whereas the second, “locally
established Church” refers to the geo-ecclesiastiity of a broader region, an entity formed acowdo a
specific territorial and canonical criterion, eitligzographic or national (eg. Cyprus, Russia, etc).



autonomous existence. This new... ecclesiologicéémon wasco-territoriality. According
to its etymology, co-territoriality refers to theexistence of several local Churches or locally
established Churches, at the same geographicaidocan the same ecclesial territory.

Though inadmissible from an ecclesiological poihtview, co-territoriality, during the
last five centuries, gave shape to a politico-estaleconcept and practice which, as is well
known, provoked virulent reactions, religious wadgportations and relocations of people
and communities, difficulty or refusal to communedetween Christian Confessions, etc.
All this lasted almost until the®Vatican Council (1870) and, principally, until tfemation
of the Ecumenical Movement (start of thé"a@ntury), when, from that point onwards, co-
territoriality became a de facto standard and aontested ecclesiological given, commonly
accepted by everyone, and, finallyc@anstitutive element of territorial expressitr every
locally established Christian Confession. It is gwely this which led to the birth of
Confessionalismiis an ecclesial experience unknown until that tidi&.a consequence, the
confessional — and not territorial — establishmeintan ecclesial community at a specific
location is the first severe ecclesiological problehich appears after 1054, because of the
“rupture of communion” within the bosom of the Wast Church, mainly. It is thus that the
criterion ofexclusive territoriality which lasted from the*lcentury AD to the 18 century,
the sole ecclesiological and canonical criterioadsal for the establishment and the existence
of a local or locally established Church, gradudiyt steadily lost ground, and was

progressively weakened on a local as well as amenical level.

At the time during which ¢onfessional co-territorialitydefinitely and irrevocably
replacesexclusive territoriality, officialising itself in mindset, in mentalitynipractice and in
the common spaces of ecclesial communities, whathadiready become confessional during
the time of the ¥ Vatican Council, at this same time, especiallytstg from the end of the
19" century, the national Diaspora of the Orthodoxpbeavas introducing, in its own way,
another criterion, just as new to ecclesiology:netbhyletic multi-jurisdiction, introduced
mainly in western countries in territories whichreveonsidered “not to have” (sic) ecclesial
territorial identity and basis. Indeed, differentckesial jurisdictions (hyperoriae) appear
almost simultaneously in the same territory andtloa same land, exerted from afar from
diverse National Orthodox Churches, each one $oovin sake, on ethnically homogeneous

(homoethnic) ecclesial communities, mainly, if reotclusively, according to national and

% To confessionalise oneself means to determinenal tran approach, an understanding.



ideological criteria. Consequently, in the caseQsthodox Christians as well, the ethno-
phyletic — not the territorial — establishment of ecclesial community in “Diaspora” — and
we shall see that this problem goes beyond the @frét@e “Diaspora” — equally constitutes
another serious ecclesiological problem within thesom of the Orthodox Church,

comparable to the confessional ecclesiological lprabmentioned above.

It is thus that during the ¥9%and 28 centuries, in Western Europe and, in generahén t
western world, confessional co-territoriality beasninstitutionalised, and subsequently,
having been lawfully legitimised, it becomes dailality and standard ecclesiological
practice for everyone — even institutionally foe tivorld Council of Churches (WCC). In
these same centuries, within the bosom of the natitnal orthodox “Diaspora” in western
lands, multi-jurisdiction imposed itself, despiteckesiological reactions of theologians and
canonists, and prevailed for reasons which are kvadivn today; reasons which are mainly
ethno-political or, more familiarly, ethno-phyletisut are, in parallel, also due to the loss of

ecclesiological sensibility...

What followed, andhow it followed, still referring to the West, whereethssue of the
“Orthodox Diaspora” is born, is generally well knowit would, however, be useful, in order
to illuminate and deepen this issue, to make a ren@iven that in recent years, catholic as
well as protestant confessionalismus have stroimfliyenced Orthodox Theology, they have
contributedvolentes nolente® the institutional and ecclesiological alterataf the Orthodox
ecclesial bodies of the Patriarchal and Autoceplsalohurches. Therefore, in these western
countries and those of the “Orthodox Diaspora”, mtieese two characteristics — confessional
co-territoriality and ethno-phyletic multi-jurisdion — met, they mutually complemented one
another and effortlessly blended into each other,ifathey were similar practices and
tendencies, despite their conceptual differencksirunion engendered, not only on the level
of Ecclesiology, but also on the level of the Ecaroal Movement, the aforementioned firm
ecclesiological conception which, in times predatine Reformation, particularly during the
first millennium, would have been immediately caiwatly and conciliarly condemned as
ecclesiological heresy. A heresy which could gothg name ofmulti-jurisdictional co-

territoriality (ie. confusion of the Churchs

In short, the rupture of ecclesiological unity metWest brought about the creation of

confessionalismyswhereas the rupture of ecclesiological unity e tterritories of the



Orthodox Tradition brought about the emergenceetbino-phyletism Thus, this rupture
engendered a two-faced ecclesiological problem hyhit turn, had tangible consequences,
that is, co-territoriality and multi-jurisdictiomithe East and West. Consequently the problem,
both for the Western and the Orthodox Churchesgitherconfessionahor ethno-phyletic

but primarily ecclesiological, concerning the oogital communion of the Churches. And
when our sensitisation to this issue bears itg, ftiue evolution of the complex ecclesiological
problems of the second millennium will be very diffnt, and the expected results more

visible.

However, already by 1872, the Panorthodox CourfciCenstantinople had condemned
ethno-phyletism as heresy. Today, the theologyhaf Council is unanimous, and yet the
ecclesial practice which followed from it, and domed during the whole of the Y@entury,
is nothing short of its oppositthe total affirmation of ethno-phyletisiAnd so we still accept
ethno-phyletism in our lives, notably in the tesries of the Diaspora, as if it were self-
evident and uncontested; it is being slowly butitgously accepted as a canonical principle
of the organisation of contemporary “Orthodox D@sy, without facing any form of protest
from National Orthodox Churches. There is, simyladn informal pluralism of ecclesial
jurisdictions in the same geographical locatiorseesially founded on the principle of co-
territoriality. Therefore, if there is a term remod from an authentic and consequential
practice of Ethno-phyletism, or even Autocephalisvhjch describes, at the same time, the
whole ecclesiological structure and the state ef‘rthodox Diaspora” today, then that term

would be ‘multi-jurisdictional co-territoriality’.

Analysis of this twin ecclesiological problem shoth&at co-territoriality preceded multi-
jurisdiction. Here, we can see the influence of fessional theology on orthodox
ecclesiology. Indeed, ecclesiastical multi-jurisidic is only possible when co-territoriality
already exists, but not vice versa. Multi-juristhat cannot justify its existence, as it has no
ecclesiological support. From the time, howeveat to-territoriality imposes itself de facto,
multi-jurisdiction easily finds the support for itsunding, its existence and its development.
And it is precisely this co-territoriality which irecent orthodox ecclesiology and practice

becomesinutatis mutandismulti-jurisdiction.

The acceptance of this new ecclesiological conoepin the part of the Orthodox people

or, better yet, the unprecedented adoption of #udesiological practice when it should

* See canons 2/Il, 71/Carthage and 10, 20/IV



instead have been rejected as undue, dissidestobkte and anti-canonical, engendered, in
the same places, parallel or, more precisely, aperhg ecclesial “jurisdictions” (sic), as is
erroneously used today in the plural, but, in fatép engendered multiple overlapping and
juxtaposed local Churches, in the same territoriesthe same town, in the same geo-
ecclesiastic provinceyithin the same borders and under the same desamatlistorical
experience, this last century, has shown thatNiaBonal Orthodox Churches themselves who
maintain and encourage, out of their canonical deuethno-ecclesial multi-jurisdiction in
the broader region of the “Diaspora” and for tldason, let us not deceive ourselves, in these
regions the ecclesial body will never find the esablogical solution and its consequence, ie.

ecclesial unity, as desired by... everyone (!), aglas these proceedings exist and prosper...
B. Local or locally established Church and the “Dspora”

Essentially, the Church has always b&ercharisticand, as far as geographical areas are
concernedterritorial in the expression of its identity and its presemcéistory. Paulinian
ecclesiology, as well as the whole patristic edolegy which followed, has never designated
a “local” or “locally established” Church in anyhetr way but through a geographical name,
as the terms themselves indicate. The definingeraoit of an ecclesial community, an
ecclesial body or an ecclesiastic circumscriptias hlways been thecation and never a
racial, cultural, national or confessional categdyChurch’s identity is described, and has
always been described, by a local designationa iecal or locally established church (eg.
Church at Corinth Church of Galatiy Patriarchate of Serbia etc), but a Church pretége
a qualitative adjective (eg. Corinthian Church, @&ah Church, Serbian Church etc) has
never previously existed as it exists today. And th because, in the first case, we always
refer to the one and only Church, but establishetiferent locations (eg. Church at Corinth,
at Galatia, at Serbia etc), whereas in the secase @ appears not to refer to the same
Church, since it is necessary to describe it uamgdijective (ethno-phyletic or confessional
category) in order to define it and to differergidt from some other Church: Serbian, Greek
or Russian Church — just as we say Evangelic, athdnglican or Lutheran Church. We
have seen that the Lutheran Church, having loskodal “canonical” support for reasons
which were confessional and related to the exprassi its identity, resorted to other forms
of self-definition. Similarly, within the territorgf the “Orthodox Diaspora”, while we cannot

in any way say “Church of Serbia of France”, whiebuld be ecclesiologically unacceptable,

1Cor1,2;2Cor1,1.



specifically because it would cause total confusietween the Churches, we can instead, for
purely ethno-phyletic reasons relating to the esqimn of its identity, easily say — as we do,
not only orally but also in institutional and stiatty texts — “Serbian Church of France”.

Indeed, in Lutheranism and Calvinism, i.e. in tt@adial Protestantism, where dogma is
emphasised more than anything else, a dependeribe &fhurch on the Confession of Faith
(Confessio Fidei [cf. Confession of Augsbourg —@%3s observed. It is from this confession
that the adjectival designation originates, ie. diegignation of the Church as “Lutheran” or

“Calvinist”’

. By exact analogy, the same happens irNiigonal Orthodox Church, where the
messianism of the Nation, another form of a combessof faith, consciously or
subconsciously prevails, while, at the same timpeverse relation and dependence of the
Church on the Nation and the dominant nationallmpois observed. And so, derived from
this dependence on the state or nation, the adpctiesignation follows naturally, ie.

Serbian, Romanian, Russian, for each Church respbct

The exact same symptom appears in Greece todagblpatince 1924/1935, with the
appearance of the “Old-Calendarists”. When thesmr@onities detached themselves from
the corpus of the Church and started to prolifed&erderedly, their need for self-designation
became immediately apparent, just as had beenate with the Protestants. The ecclesial
identity of the Old-Caldendarist communities wasspa-centred, as each community was
founded, linked and concentrated around a singlecglusually a metropolitan. In this way,
in order to make clear which group of “Genuine ©dbx Christians” (“G.0.X.”) is being
referring to, and thus to avoid confusion, the pcacof naming them after the founder and
spiritual initiator has been established, such &4atthewites” (after their founder
Metropolitan Matthew), “Chrysostomists” (after theseparated from the Matthewites
following the initiative of their spiritual fathemetropolitan Chrysostomos), “Methodists”
(after their founder Metropolitan Methodios), ar@l an, just as had happened with Luther,
Calvin, etc. These person-centred names are rdlatie adjectival designation of each Old-
Calendarist community. They all coexist indepenlyeat each other, and, according to a
general estimate, they number about seventeen (i), an equal number of “Holy
Councils”. Each one of these “Holy Councils” cotsief “Metropolitans” having active

jurisdictional competence in almost the same ggaigcal territories — “Metropolises”, where

bGall, 2.



ecclesiastic jurisdiction is exerted not only by tBrthodox Church of Greece but also by
other Old-Calendarist Communities. Here, obviouslg,are dealing with the combination of
both ecclesiological phenomena: co-territoriality anulti-jurisdiction.

At this point, for completeness, we should simplgntion that, for example, again in
Greece, where the Catholic Church, because it basidered the “rupture of communion” of
1054 as achism(sic), founded, firstly, a “Roman Catholic Church ofe8ce” (1835) next to
the “Orthodox Church of Greece”, in the same eca$tigal circumscription as the “Orthodox
Church of Greece”, and, much later, a “Roman-Cath@riental Church of Greece”
(1911/1932). Thus three overlapping homonymousesadtical jurisdictions were created in
Greece. The same, of course, had already occurtbd ime of the Crusades (1095-1204) in
Jerusalem, in Antioch, etc, where locally estalgitsipatriarchal) Churches dating from the
time of the New Testament already existed. In othends, what occurred in the West during
the 16" century, ie what Protestants did vis-a-vis theh6lit Church, had already been
carried out ecclesiologically by the Catholic Chusince the 12 century in the territories
and within the bosom of the Orthodox Church of Heest (cf. the institution of theatin
Patriarchateof Jerusalem in 1099 at the end of the first atedd095-1099]). Nowadays, the
Code of Eastern Canon Lawf the Catholic Church, though published recerffl991),
preserves the continuance of tbafessional-like ritualistftpractice, dating from the middle
ages, and exhibits relativism alsoritualistic, of the locally established Church. Thus, the
post-ecclesiologitendencies which characterise Christianity todatg drom the beginning of
the second millennium and from the application ddalogical conceptions inherent to the
politico-religious movement of the Crusades”(lﬁéntury). At the depth of this thorny issue,
it is not difficult to understand that the threeclesiological problems of the whold"®2

millennium are alinternally tiedandinterdependent

* k %k k%

This new and unheard of phenomenon of ecclesidstidigctival designation can be
explained with little difficulty as, subconsciouslyince the ecclesiological centre of gravity

moved from beingerritorial to ethno-phyletic or, in the corresponding case in the west,

" Initially, we saw the appearance of Protestantr€ines with aradjectivaldesignation, and, lateterritorial
Protestant Churches. But both types of Church alihy favoured, by definition, the practiceeafclesial co-
territoriality .

8 By ritualism, we mean the differemites (the ancient liturgical traditions) which contiri® coexistin the
bosom of the Roman Catholic Church and on whicHaraded religious groups or ecclesial entitiegpanallel,
overlapping and universal.



confessionalwe have replaced tHecal designation with aradjectival designation and, if
adjectival categories are used, this is driven Bcigely the same need for self-designation
motivating the use of confessional adjectival categ. However, as far as Ecclesiology is
concerned, there is no such thing asoafessionalChurch or, in the corresponding case, a
national Church — only derritorial Church or, more precisely,lacally establishedChurch,

or a Church established at a locatirdesignated by its corresponding geographical name
Moreover, history has shown how important the usproper and appropriate terms is for
Theology, as an unsuitable word would deform thecepts and meanings and, by

extension... the consciences.

Closely linked to this matter is the prominent s the “Diaspora”. It has already been
mentioned that the Church has always b€eaharistic(concerning itsnodg andterritorial
(concerning itsexpressiojt’, in other words, it has always beencharistically territorial
The notion and practice of the Diaspora is unavmidéinked with the Jewish emigration,
since, in Judaism, literallghe Temple is uniqueas the Temple is the tangible symbol of their
unity, their centre of reference on global scale The mentality, centred around this
uniqueness and exclusivity does not recognise dink 6f brotherhood” with other non-
jewish people; it gives rise to a closed societywhich one belongs by hereditary right,
which emphasises not ontgligious beliefengendered by the uniqueness of the Temple, but
also the descent of the pedpleraced back to the Nation “without brothers”, tedi at the
Temple by a religious link (eg. the descent fromraklam causing, until today, the eternal
Semitic problem ie. two people sharing the sameatds It is a fatal religious antagonism;
these religions, too attached to the past, willdeerived of any future). It is exactly this
which is deplorable about National Orthodox Chusctoelay: they are also too attached to the
past and to their national centre... They obviousigtan the idea that the “heir” should
remain there to ensure the continuity of the “heritage”, whilee Kingdom is clearly
elsewhereand comes, not from glorious national past, bomfrthe futuré. It is why
exclusivities and exclusions determine our actiovisle we know very well, and we usually
even declare it officially, thadistinctions are abolished within the Chur@communion of

love and self-surpassing...

° Here, let us remember that, as far as Ecclesidlggncerned, the Church does not define its hpsiss
through a location, but it is established in a gilacation precisely to transform this locationalagically.
19 Recall Saint Maximus the Confessor

Mt is interesting to see, in the third part of gtedy, how far a people’s descent can be viewed as
ecclesiological basis in the Constitutional Chartgrsome National Orthodox Churches today (seanjel
2 Cf. Hb 13, 14.
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Thoughthe Temple is uniquen Judaism, this concept, however, cannot be eppid
Christianity, to Christian ecclesiology, or to cecclesiology, becauseeither the local nor
the locally established Church is uniguesuch a way (exclusivity), since there iplarality
of locations(local andlocally established Churchgdn other words, Diaspora presupposes a
centre, a unique and exclusive centre, while ferghople of God,the Temple is the Body of
Christ'*3, His Church, which exists wherever there is aaraif a local Church. Howevai,
is always the same Church everywhere, even thdwglotations differlf it is so, it is clear
that the much-discussed issue of the “Orthodox fiziess’ is, from an ecclesiological point of
view, a myth. It is a fabrication of the Nationah@ch during the ®and 28' centuries,
under the influence of the State’s ideology, andnbiyating the foreign policy of the nation-
state. There is no “Diaspora issue” within the Chur. (What we have is a latent but
prosperous Ethno-phyletism, though, due to its ianccondemnation (1872), we do not
always have the courage to admit it, as consegsemaeld have to be faced and, much more,
ecclesiological responsibilities would have to ssuaned... without accounting for the fact
that we live in an age where there is an considedabk of ecclesiological sensibility...).

The Jewish Diaspora, as it is defined biblicallgrresponds exactly to the definition of a
nation’s or state’s Diaspora. Indeed, there isteonal emigrationputside the frontiers of the
State since the State, centre of a Nation “without beos” (!), is unique, as is the case of the
Temple of Jerusalem. But in the case of the ChuEsle?y location, everywhere in the world,
is destined to become, is destined to be, “Chuecbsa the cosmo&”— and not a location for
“Diaspora” — “to bring together the scattered ag"bhin the Kingdom (and not within the

metropolitan borders of a nation-state)!...

Consequently, the local or locally established €huguarantees ecclesiological unity,
while the ethno-phyletic “Diaspora”, as lived byet®rthodox Christians during the whole
20" century, unavoidably gives rise tm-territoriality and multi-jurisdiction, steadily and
constantly undermining ecclesial unity at a givewation, and, in fact, undermining the
Church itself. Here is wh€hurchandDiasporaare two antithetical and incompatible terms:
The term “Diaspora” exclusively refers to an entitith a specific point of reference, one
which is uniquein the world (state, national borders), while Bkburch has a Eucharistic

point of reference, the altar of each local Chuegresenting the image of the Kingdom. In

3¢t Jn 2, 20.
14 cf. Canons 57 of the local council of Carthage9jdnd 56 of the Quinisexte ecumenical couincifrullo
(691).
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practice, Diaspora is the means through which thgomal identity is preserved. This
essentially means, by definition, that Diasporan@d an ecclesiological category, but an
eonistic category, and so its concept implies &nephyletic situation, the unacknowledged
repercussion of ethnocratic actions and attitutles the presence of the Kingdom’s image
that excludes the practice of the Diaspora wittia bosom of the Church. Therefore, a
nation-statecan legitimately have its ownational Diaspora. But, by definition, bbcal or
locally establishedChurch cannot have, nor cultivate, nor claim aspaa. For the same
reason, a State grants a nationality and providpasaport to its citizens, while a locally
established Church, Patriarchal or Autocephaloasnat grant “ecclesial nationality” and
provide an “ecclesial passport” to its faithful, @vhthey are far away, outside its bounds. This
is partly because it only exerts its jurisdictionthin its canonical boundaries, but also
because, outside these boundaries, there is anloitedly established Church, and so on,
throughout the world. This means that, when thtnfiali leave the canonical bounds of their
locally established Church, they automatically meecbody and members of the ecclesial
body in their new location, an ecclesial body peHrthe One and only Church, the unique
Body of Christ.

That is precisely the vision and the spirit of thech misunderstood Z&anon of the 4
Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon. When the issuesblving the “canonical problem of the
Diaspora” is raised, it is usual to refer to elemsdnund within the Canonical Tradition of the
Church, especially to conciliar canons. It is tthiat, amongst the canons, the most dominant
and discussed is canon 28/1V. As a contributionatals the resolution of this thorny problem,
the present research discusses two interrelatedss3 he first is related to the question of
whether or not the concept of a “Diaspora” can tewaghin the bosom of the Church, while
the second, obviously dependant on the first, determine how far canon 28/1V is related to

the resolution of the specific canonical problenthaf “Diaspora”.

1. Indeed, canon 28/IV does not mention the Diasparéact it does not even imply it. It
refers to the possibility of creating a locallyadsdished Church outside the territories of other
patriarchal Churches already defined by this sammentenical Council, those of the five
Patriarchates, by giving the constitutive authoatyounding local Churches to the Patriarch
of Constantinople, within this “locally establish&hurch of the outside”. This canon thus

affirms the existence of a Church outside the bsraé other locally established Churches,

1530.Jn 11, 52.



12

and designates who its primate is. It is remarké#idé this very same Ecumenical Council of
Chalcedon, which founded the five Patriarchategheedistributed the territories outside the
borders of the five locally established Churcheso.in five respective geo-ecclesial

jurisdictions, nor placed them in parallel or sygmesed them, resorting to co-territoriality or
multi-jurisdiction, if necessary, to secure theleswlogical unity of those territories and, by
extension, of the existing, or future, local Chaslsituated on these territories. It is, after all,
the reason that the Autocephalous Archbishops e$ethterritories depend, from th& 5

century until today, directly on the Patriarchalu@oil of Constantinople.

Canon 28/1V addresses how the territories “outsa®onical territories” ie. the territories
outside those of the locally established Churchesdealt with, from an ecclesiological point
of view, with one and only purpose, to maintain,tbose territories, anono-jurisdictional
andundivided ecclesiological unityn other words, canon 28/IV is the one which aldor
the existence of local Churches across the knowrdvio the Cosmos, thus ruling out every
notion or possibility of Diaspora. On the contraifywe suppose that the Church considered
the territories “outside canonical territories’de areas of “Diaspora”, then it would have had
no reason to promulgate canon 28/IV... Consequeitiy,perhaps the only canon which so
clearly affirms that the whole Cosmos, potentiahd practically, is home to the Church, is
destined to become a place of Eucharistic gatheriswgd thereby the concept of a “Diaspora”
is not applicable in any corner of the World. Scsistunning that we appeal to this canon to
resolve the “Diaspora issue” as, not only does dheon ignore it, but it also forbids it

ecclesiologically.

2. Furthermore, following from all that has been saidother issue can be raised, relating
to the geographical borders of the “Diaspora”. Bg term “Diaspora” we encompass, from a
territorial point of view, the American continedtyustralia and Central and Eastern Asia, and
define these as one unique category of “Diaspdtlatvever, in reality, the case of Western
Europe differs from the case of the other contiseAtter the first erroneous use of the term
“Diaspora”, which in fact undermined the local alodally established Church, we have
joined these two cases into a single unique caabgategory and have been dealing with
them on an equal footing, from an ecclesiologicad aanonical point of view, even though
they are different territorial categories. Inde®¥destern Europe not only is not a land for
diaspora, assuming for a moment that, ecclesiadlyica Diaspora could exist elsewhere, but
it also already is a conciliarly constituted logadistablished Church (451), that of Rome’s
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Patriarchat®. And here a question is raised. How can we expfenfact that, on one hand,
we are engaged in dialogue with the Western Chtocrestorefull communion after the
“rupture of communion” of 1054, and on the othendhawe Orthodox Christians consider its
canonical territory as a place of “Diaspora”, ilmatwords, as generally defined, empty land
and, consequently... without existence of a Churchkithin which, in addition, every
National Orthodox Church illegitimately penetratesid founds theextension (sic) of its
jurisdiction? There have even been orthodox bishops who haeathg received and wear
already existing titles, ie. titles belonging tadbbishops of an already existing Church. So in
addition to homonymous local Churches, we receatgo have homonymous Episcopal
titles!... But, in this way, we are effectively migforming a conciliarly constituted locally
established Church (even though today it is irsimation of disunioh into an area,

etymologically speaking, of dispersion (“Dia-spota’
C. Constitutional dispositions of non-ecclesiologlcontent

Since the further object of this meeting is thelmalion of a new Statutory Charter of the
Church of Serbia, one endowed with properties agninbe as canonical and ecclesiological
as possible, it would be constructive to carry thuipugh examples, the comparative study of
two existing statutory charters in force, in orderreveal, as far as possible, the deepest
ecclesiological problem of the Orthodox Statutorya@ers. | suggest, for a start, that we
examine just one article from the Statutory Chartef a hellenophone and slavophone
Church, specifically, the Statutory Charter of @eurch of Cyprus and the Statutory Charter

of the Church of Russia.
*  “Members of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus are:

- all Cypriot Orthodox Christians, who have becomembers of the Church
through baptism, and who gsermanent residentsf Cyprus’ as well as

- all those of Cypriot origiff, who have become members of the Church through
baptism and are currently residing abroad{Article 2, statutory charter of the
Church of Cyprust980*°.

16 See Yv. M.-J. ONGAR, “The Pope as Patriarch of the West. An approachrieglected reality”, itstina, t.
XXVIIl, n° 4 (1983), p. 374-390 ; also, in Yv. M.-DNESAR, Church and papacy. Historical outlogkBaris, Le
Cerf (coll. “Cogitatio fidei”, n° 184), p. 11-30.

17 Cf. jus soli



14

* “The jurisdiction of the Russian Orthodox Churchesnds to

- people oforthodox confessiomesiding in the USSR [1988]; residing on the

canonical territoryof the Russian Orthodox Church [2008% well as

- peoplé® who reside abroad and who voluntarily accept itssdictior’ (Article I,
§ 3, Statutory Charter of the Church of Ruskd&8and2000%.

First of all, these articles are representativeStd#tutory Charters with three main and

common non-ecclesiological properties:

a) The jurisdiction of these Churches extendsfijtdeliberately and principally, tpeople

— just as in the ecclesiology of the Reformation.and not exclusively to territories. In other
words and without further analysis, the exertionectlesiological jurisdiction on people
simply means that this single statutory fact gittesse Churches the right to penetrate, by
definition, into the canonical bounds of other lbcastablished Churches... On “people”
therefore, and not on “canonical territory”, as stell see further on, which is only invoked
in self-defence, in order to prevent external exsiakical interventions on their own ecclesial
territory on the part of some other jurisdictiortiag according to the same principles, since
they themselves statutorily practice such ecclésiasterventionism on the canonical
territory of other Churches.

b) The Churches statutorily declare that they anwilling, for any reason, to limit the
exertion of their jurisdiction to territories sitea within their canonical boundaries, as they
should ecclesiologically since, not only are theyhblocally established Churches, but also
because the principle of Autocephalism, which deibees their ecclesiological and

institutional existence, demands it.

c) Most importantly, these Churches, when refertmgerritoriesoutside their frontiers
knowingly and purposely make no distinction betwéemitories plainly of the “Diaspora”
and principal canonical territories of other logadistablished Churches. By extension, this

18 Cf. jus sanguinis

19 Article 2 of the Statutory Charter of the ChurdhQyprus. See first edition text in thpostolos Barnabas
Review, & period, t. 40, n° 11 (11/1979), p. 407-512 (ineje Also, in French, in Archim. Grigorios D.
PAaPATHOMAS, The Autocephalous Church of Cyprus in the Europkbmion (nomocanonical approach),
[L’Eglise autocéphale de Chypre dans I'Europe y#ipproche nomocanonique)], Thessalonica-Katerini, E
Epektasis (coll. Bibliotheque nomocanonique, n°18Q8, p. 229 ; italicised by us.

20 probably refers to people of orthodox faith.

2 Jtalicised by us.
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particular statutory reference fmeople obliterates the elementary canonical distinctidn o
“canonical territories” and “territories of the Bjaora”, creating another anti-ecclesiological
phenomenon and characteristiglabal ethno-ecclesial jurisdiction

Indeed, on the basis of what we have just examiiteds easy to realise that the
ecclesiological innovations of non-canonical cohtentroduced in these two Statutory
Charters no less than into the “General Disposstiai the statutory text, not only create, by
definition, within the territories of the “Diaspdra- and not only — a situation afo-
territoriality, but also its inevitable direct produetulti-jurisdiction Furthermore, another
element common to both these Statutory Charterenvthey speak of the members of their
respective Church, is the total absence of the reteshentary ecclesiological distinction
between the “faithful of the ethno-ecclesial Diagjoand the “faithful of other locally
established Churches”. In practice, this meansthet consider their members to be, not only
the faithful of first category, but also all faithfwithout exception, iethe faithful who are
outside their canonical boundariesvhether they are in the territories of the “Diasy,
whether they are on the canonical territory of haotocally established Church or, worst of
all, whether they are fully and territorially membef another Church (cf. Statutory Charter
of the Church of Russia)... Finally, tiséatutory possibility of choosing, of their own awt;
the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of their preferen(ac) is given to all these faithful, wherever
they might find themselves, but also wherever tipeeferred Church might be (Statutory
Charter of the Church of Russia)...

Consequently, these two Statutory Charters, althdhgy are not the only ones in the
orthodox world, cause, from an ecclesiological poinview, such aonfusion of Churches
to use the fitting expression from canon 2/11 —ethhas no institutional parallel or precedent
in the Church’s two-thousand year existence. Oreamgte suffices. If what the Statutory
Charters enounce is really true, then a Cypriot wdsides in Cyprus and who, according to
the Statutory Charter of the Church of Russia, Cpsahimself of his own accord under the
jurisdiction of the Russian Church”, has the pa#igitof not being a member of the Church
of Cyprus, as the Statutory Charter of the ChuricRyprus would assert since the faithful
resides there, but instead would be a member oRtiesian Church. It follows that, if such
people are more numerous — and we could supposehinaare or might become... — the
Statutory Charter of the Church of Russia direattg immediately gives the canonical right
to the Church of Russia of forming a Russian e@le®mmunity within the territories of the

Church of Cyprus and, also, to place a bishop athimad of this community, as it seems
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fashionable these days given the “hypermobilitysetved in many Orthodox Churches, in
order to elevate, through the enthronement of tbleop, the community to the status of “local
Church”..., obviously not dependant on the locallyabBshed Church, but rather on its
“Mother-Church”, to which it belongs “ecclesiallygccording to the latter, or under the

jurisdiction of the Church it has chosen of its caatord...

So let us not deceive ourselves. If these statytbgnomena just described can happen
legitimately since they are statutorand they do happen in the territories of locally
established Churches, how can we dream to resbé/éproblem of the Diaspora”, when on
these territories [of the Diaspora], there is nacracal ecclesial regime for every National
Orthodox Church, and, consequentiyg can develop any form of ecclesial activsiynce “our
Statutory Charter” not only allows it, but also earages it? This is why, by definition, given
that a “intra-confessional co-territoriality” exsstnot only can there be noommunion
between the “national orthodox jurisdictionsidj, but there is not even basiooperation
humanly speaking, on a practical corporate levet (o bring up the painful reality that there
is onlyantagonism.). Such has already happened once, with the Glmmistinfessions in the
West... Perhaps this is why in the future there Wwél a need to develop anQrthodox

Ecumenical Movememspecifically for the “territories of the Orthod®iaspora™...

Furthermore, in these statutory dispositions weehavfourth important element, as a
consequence of the combination of the previousethtlee creation of aglobal ethno-
ecclesial jurisdiction which, naturally, goes against the ecclesiologly tbe locally
established and Autocephalous Church, for the simgason that it undermines and abolishes
the other locally established Patriarchal and Aepb@lous Churches, or tacitly implies,
priori, that in practice, these Churches do not existsandeither do their communion. In this
way, each National Orthodox Church fgsbal jurisdictionwith two territorial categories in
which it exerts its jurisdiction: d)s canonical territoryand b)all the remaining territory of
the World regardless of whether this territory is thathef supposed “Diaspora” or whether it
is the canonical territory of another locally edistied Orthodox Church. It is clear by now
that these Statutory Charters are totally devoidootesiological criteria and priorities, but are
written, rather, according to ideological, politiead national, not to say nationalist, criteria,
and as such have absolutely no resemblance ancedom — none whatsoever — to the
Canonical Tradition of the Church. And most disappog of all is the fact that these two
Statutory Charters of locally established Churclresamong the most recent, written by the

last generation of orthodox theologians.
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Returning to our example, if we tried to apply statutory disposition of the Church of
Cyprus outside its canonical boundaries, the Rabiéde of Moscow would answer that
Russia constitutes itsanonical territoryand that no external ecclesial intervention of any
form is permitted there... The same response woulgiven by the Church of Cyprus in the
opposite case of applying the Statutory Chartethef Church of Russia, ie. the Church of
Cyprus would respond that the island of Cyprustsscanonical territory.. The painful
conclusion of this statutory activity and practice that we have, in practicewo
ecclesiologiesvhich are tragically in conflict with each othen one hand, a) acclesiology
of “canonical territory” of each locally established Church and, on therottand, b) an
ecclesiology of the *“national worldwide Church”So we have two contradictory
ecclesiologies, though both are applied in overlap,the near totality of the National
Orthodox ChurchesimultaneouslyThis is where the ecclesiological problem liedaa in
these two dual and overlapping ecclesiologies, lwhic turn create multiple parallel and
overlapping “ecclesial jurisdictions’ic) at one and only location, essentially bringingathb
ajurisdictional fragmentation of the ecclesial boalyd giving rise to aonfusion of Churches
without historical precedent. This by itself is egb to demonstrate the downward plunge
which characterises the Orthodox Church in the dvtotlay. Finally, the Church of Russia’s
proposition for the constitution of &RtissianAutonomous Metropolis in Western Europe”
(April 2003), consisting of all the kinds &ussiancommunities existing there, is completely

in line with the statutory ecclesiology of thatddly established Church.

Here, I'd like to tell of a recent occurrence toskrate what has just been said. One day, a
professor of catholic theology in Paris, while dpeg about the Orthodox Church of Russia’s
refusal to allow Catholic clerics in Russia, gave the following account: “During a recent
congress, | asked a Russian Archimandrite theatofg@lay a bishop)Vhere is the Russian
Church situated'He answeredWherever there are Russian Orthodox Christianftf..the
juridical principle ofjus sanguinif We are in total agreemenit said.According to catholic
ecclesiology as welthe Catholic Church exists wherever there arelgeof catholic faith.
The same which applies to you applies to us. So @dryt you allow our clerics to enter
Russia for the catholic communities existing therece they “accept of their own accord the
jurisdiction of the Catholic Churcf? (January 2002) especially considering that weltbova
Russian orthodox clerics into the canonical tereto of the Western ChurciNb! he replied,

22 Cf. Statutory Charter of the Church of Russia, ateave.
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Russia is the canonical territory of the ChurchRafssig[cf. the juridical principle ofus solj

and no other has the right to enter!...”.

Herein lies the supplementary problem of dual esiclegy. The example is striking. On
one hand we haveanonical territory the incontestable argument of “self-protectiomta
self-defence, and on the other hand we hateno-ecclesial global jurisdictignthe
expansionist (not to say imperialist) ecclesiastigactice. This amounts to a different
ecclesiology for the interior of the country anck timterior of the territories of the locally
established Church, and a different ecclesiology the exterior of the country and the
territories outside the canonical boundaries of @mirch, regardless of whether these are
territories of the “Orthodox Diaspora” or the caruah territories of other locally established
Churches, or even territories of the Patriarch&t®ame... Ecclesiological principles of this
kind, as inaugurated by the Statutory Chartersyeleao margin forecclesiological
communionbetween Churches and, worst of all, they completiéregard other locally
established Churches, thus clearly confirming tingture of ecclesiological unity and the
weakening of the communion of Churches. A priougls charters directly give, to every
locally established Church in this mindset, thelifigeof being atotally autonomous and
unique “ecclesial being” on a global levethus creatingqutocephalismrand hydrocephalism

but nevercommunion of Churches

* k k k %k

Lastly, these two Statutory Charters that we hassmened are imbued with the spirit of
the time of their writing. They do not shape thatory canonical ethos of a Church, but
rather reflect and diffuse the dominant ethno-piityl@cclesiology of the 20 century,
experienced through the climate of the Ecumenicavément and the latent practice of
ethno-phyletism. This, as we have seen,the ecclesiology of global ecclesiastical
jurisdiction, of co-territoriality and of multi-jusdiction, which is so clearly present in this
last generation of Statutory Charters while, at g@me time, remaining completely
unacceptable for the theology of the Church. Howeias not only the Statutory Charters
which are imbued with this ecclesiological spiMfe also encounter people who deal with
sensitive aspects of ecclesial life with precidblgse ecclesiological conceptions. It suffices
to mention one fact from the life of th®rthodox Diaspora” in Western Europésic), which

has to do with the present meeting and the Chur8eibia.
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In March of the year 2000, the Church of Serbia $&v. Metropolitan Constantine to
Paris, to enthrone Bishop Luka, at tBerbianChurch, as we like to call it nowadays, at 23
rue Simplon. He read out a text relating to thdnemtement, laconic enough for us to present

it here just as it was spoken:

“The SerbianOrthodox Church, as a canonical Church with pathial dignity, does not
cease caring for its membemgherever these may bBeyond the dioceses established on
traditional canonical ground where its ecclesiastical organisation has beersenmt for
centuries, theSerbian Orthodox Church has been led, following the emigra of the
populace due to financial or political reasottsprganise its presence in the New World as
well as in European countriesn order to preserve the faith of its memberscaory the
message of Orthodoxy to non-Orthodox countries,thod to make Orthodoxy known to the
world. The presence of more orthodox bishops in this[Bi&yis] does not corrupt the order
of the Orthodox Churghor the idea that a city should have one and brdiiop, sinceeach
one of the canonical bishops deals only with thenbess of his local Churcihe adherence
to a local Church within the body of the Orthodoku@h has never been perceived as the
adherence to different or opposed Churches, batlglenly as the adherence to one and only
Church, whose supreme pastor is Our Lord JesustCAnd this, at a time when we are all in
His service, each one of us having specific obiogest, foremost of these being to preach in a
language which is comprehensible awedwatch over the ecclesial tradition of the local

Church a tradition with so rich an ecclesial patrimony.

Your Reverence, by delivering this sceptre unto, wymbol of Episcopal authority, in the
name of His Beatitude tHgerbianPatriarch Paul and of the Holy Synod of Bishopaybke
the prayers of Saint Sava and of all the sainBesbian landg of the country, and of the whole
cosmos, so that your service as bishop as weheasdrvice of God on the part of the clergy
and of the pious orthodox people, contribute togloey of God, to the joy of the Orthodox
Holy Church, and to the salvation of the faithfuimare entrusted to yot”

Three points of this monumental text call for sofimal remarks, or rather questions,

concerning the two previous statutory cases:

a) By which criterion are we considered to be a lemof a locally established Church:

the criterion of baptism or that of “ethnicity”? fuermore, according to which canonical

% Translation of Metropolitan Constantine’s speéttiicised by us.
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principle is “ethnicity” considered a valid criteri of adherence to a local Church? Finally,
based on what canonical right are we introducimigsainction between “ethnicities” amongst
the members of Christ and in the ecclesiologicalsttution of His Body, thus forming a

particular ecclesiastic entitydistinguishing it from any other, on one and awelyritory?

b) If it is really possible to have more than omg&hbp in the same city, using the argument
that everyone belongs to the same Church of Chinsty why does canon 8/l expressly forbid
it? Was it perhaps unaware of this... “ecclesiologtcath” which we so sincerely invoke
today? And vyet, these overlapping Episcopal “jucsdns”, even in a situation of
“Diaspora”, constitute an enormous ecclesiologprablem which brings about the canonical
penalty of the fupture of communidin Some would remark: But this is an ecclesiolobica
problem which will in timebe resolvel.. In this case, one might wonder why we areinot
full communion with the Catholics, even though #eelesiological problem of theupture

of communioh(1054) is still pending between us, since one itlayll be resolved...

c) The salvation of the faithful has always beelatesl toecclesial unityand to the
communion of the faithfulCan this really be achieved regardless of thastemce of an
ecclesiological problem which alters conscien@eglesial unityand thecommunion of the

faithful, ie. the constitutive elements of this salvation?

However, we could ask ourselves why it should bérgmortant to have a unique bishop
in each local Church, and to exercrmeno-jurisdiction What is in fact the profound reason
which prevents us from accepting an administradeeesiological reformation, which would
allow the coexistence of multiple bishops in thmeaecclesiastical district? If the question’s
nature was purely administrative, one could consitda question of secondary importance.
But the problem resides in the fact that this peobl taken as a whole, has ecclesiological

ramifications which are directly linked to the yndf the Church.

More precisely, the unity of the Church consistsnamerous aspects. It is expressed
through the unity of faith, by the communion exigtbetween its members, etc, but first and
foremost by the participation of faithful in the stgry of the unique Eucharist, as it is through
the common participation in this sacrament that tigbt communion of the faithful with

Christ and among each other can be accomplféhBgt receiving the Body of Christ, each

24 On this matter, see JearrdULAS, Eucharist, Bishops and Church during the first theenturieqtranslated
from Greek into French by Jean-Louis PaliernerRa)js, Desclée de Brouwer (coll. Théophanie), 1894,
particular pages 73 onwards.
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member of the ecclesial community enters perfeotrnanion with Christ and with all who
share the same Body. It is not fortuitous thahm first years of Christianity, tHeucharistic
synaxisand theChurch were synonymous; the word “Ecclesia” (Church) dat have the
same meaning as today, ie. that of the whole Gdmisbody believing in the Christian
doctrine’s truth and conforming to it. The wordrsifged, first and foremost, the Eucharistic
assembly of the faithful in whichll membersf the local Church participated. If the semantic
content of the word “Ecclesia” (Church) has develbpvith time, its the essence has stayed
the same. The holy Eucharist, being the union effthithful with Christ and among each
other, constitutes the Church itself, and the dimmnsequence of this identification is the
conservation of a single Eucharist in each localrCih. By extension, the unity of the faithful
in view of the Eucharist is both a prerequisitediban for the unity of each local Church and

a reality identical to it.

The privilege of celebrating the Eucharist has gbvaeen associated to the person of the
unique bishop who, acting in place of [the uniqGérist, is recognised as the head and the
centre of Eucharistic assembly. This reality mastdd itself more strongly during the early
years of Christianity when, in each local Churtteré was a single and unique celebration of
the Eucharist, presided over by the local bish@me- by him alone. At the same time, in this
president the Church saw the person uniting withimself the whole of the local Church by
virtue of the fact that he offers the Eucharisttlas body of Christ to God. This was also
expressed in the fundamental conception of the &isththe unity of the multitude within
one selfThis is precisely the definition ofono-jurisdiction which demands the existence of
a single ecclesial organisation — composed offallr] charisms(bishop[s], priests, deacons,
seculars) — at a specific location undersingle local bishop @nus episcopus in uno
territorio). Indeed, what the bishop’s charisma accomplighieses from the unique altar of
the unique Eucharistic Assembly. In other words, liistorical genesis of the parishes and,
later, the celebration of the Eucharist by priesid, not lead, in ecclesiastical terms, to a
fragmentation of the Eucharist centred on the psbae bishop — one Eucharist — one local
Church — one territorial jurisdictionThe unity of the Eucharist was thus preservedchvis
the sine qua norcondition for the unity of eacterritorially local Churchwhich, in turn, is
completely unrelated with the notion and conceptibthediaspora (sic) Nowadays, within
the ecclesial “diaspora” this time, there are nst pne, but many Eucharistic assemblies held
on the same territory because of its division iséweral Episcopal dioceses and ecclesial

multi-jurisdictions, and therefore the celebratioh the Eucharist has ceased depending
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uniquely and exclusively on a unique bishop whorgnteed the ecclesiological unity of the

Church at a given location.

This very clearly shows why the existence of madnmant one bishop in anono-
jurisdictional ecclesial district is not, and cannot, be accdetalhe ecclesiological result of
such a situation, frequently encountered within drthodox diaspora, is the immediate
fragmentation of the Eucharist since there is myéw a single bishop for each local Church,
and so no longer a single ecclesial body. Thetutgin of a unique Eucharist under its own
local bishop automatically ceases to exist. This tie other consequence of rupturing the
unity of the local Church itself, since the unity the Holy Eucharist is the prerequisite
condition for the Church’s unity. In other word=s;clesiological unitywithout Eucharistic
unity is inconceivable, and such a unity can only bésed by assembling all the faithful of
the local Church under one unique bishop who, imiS€h place, presides over the holy
Eucharist. This is the objective ofiono-jurisdiction It is precisely here that the serious
problem of the orthodox “diaspora” lies, which undees all the ecclesiological reality of
the local Church and, by extension, that of thallgestablished Church.

To resolve this particular ecclesiological problamd restore the canonictlxis it is
essential and indispensable that the organisafi@rtbodox Christians and of the “Diaspora”
is ensured by a unique ecclesiastical authoritgpaasible of their organisation in dioceses.
Ecclesial conscience must become more and mordigeris this necessity by putting aside
all ecclesiological deviation so widespread todagur ecclesial praxis. In fact, given that the
administrative ecclesiological organisation of bighops of the “diaspora” must be based on
territorial criteria and not national ones, whialpposes the existence of a unique bishop in
each mono-jurisdictional ecclesial district, the question which arises wsiich ecclesial
authority will name these bishops and under whosleoaity will they be placed? The canons
of the Church clearly show the way and provide Bndre solution to the problem of the
“diaspora”, and so it is a deliberate lie to asteat these canons had been promulgated for a
time past... As long as one insists on this lie, dntnodox Church will remain divided
between its appearance and its existence, witltcdle&istence, in one and the sameno-
jurisdictional ecclesial district, of multiple different pastonsdaof multiple communities of
different faithful, a reality undermining, by deifion, the unity of the Church, or even

undermining the Church itself...

Remarks - Conclusions
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Patristic literature and the very first canons loé first three centuries, referring to the
Church, speak ofén-orid’ [*within the borders” = circumscription] meaningf course, the
“city”. The Ecumenical Councils, ie. thé'df Nicaea, the ? of Constantinople, and th&" &f
Chalcedon, and all the ones which followed spedkheaf city and the land-within-territories”,
by which they refer to a single territorial unitgcageo-ecclesial entity. We must equate the
“ecclesiology of the city” of the first three cents with the “ecclesiology of the city and the
land-within-territories” or the “ecclesiology of Egopal province” of the fourth century and
thereatfter, in order to fully come to realise tmelpem of the “Diaspora” today. This means
that in every “city” (£-3" century) and in every “Episcopal province” or “cése” or “local
Church” (4“-21St century) we do not, and we cannot legitimatelyehavwore than one altar,
that of the bishop, even if there are 30, 50 or pA@shes (we consider the Eucharist
celebrated by priests as the extension of the Eisthaf the bishop which, for this reason,
was celebrated in the name of the bishop. All theharistic Assemblies of the various
parishes were manifestations of the Eucharist efltishop, on who they depended). This is
why we cannot legitimately have more than oBpiscopal altar for each Episcopal
circumscription whether in the territory of a locally establisi@durch, or in the territories of
the “Orthodox Diaspora”. At this point, it is evidethat Ecclesiology is indissolubly
Eucharistic and territorial and thus,mono-jurisdictional Therefore, these two thematic
characteristics (“city” and “city and land-withiestitories”) constituted the exclusive
ecclesiological and canonical criterion of teriiatity, well known since that time (94"
century), which remained unique and incontestabld the 16" century and the emergence
of the Reformation. Since then, things have charagebthe principle ofo-territoriality was
introduced into ecclesiology, which in turn enc@ed the formation omulti-jurisdiction
and, by extension, the multiplicity of “heterogensband “different” ecclesial communities

in the same region, at the same location.

One obviously wonders how such an Ecclesiologyctvtiad withstood the test of time
through so many centuries, almost disappeared, etordplaced by aconfessionalist
ritualistic, and thusmulti-jurisdictional form of a layered ecclesiologyn(lti-jurisdictional
co-territoriality), so that we have all today inherited the syndroofesn exogenous ethno-
phyletic ecclesiology and a globalised ecclesiaisgliction, where all the primates of the
locally established Churches exerthgperoria (“across frontiers”) macro-jurisdiction on
“their nationals”. Naturally, it is not sufficiemd attribute this alteration to teaching, or to the

erroneous approach of Western Christians and we#tepnlogy. We ought to recognise that
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we were also drawn by a national “eonistic{ffrom eon, secular) ideology of global extent,
and, to indulge in similar or equivalent seculatis¢ghno-phyletic passions, we even resort to
a charade of an ecclesiology.

Recently, multi-jurisdiction has been the ecclesiological construct of the H@ibx
Diaspora”, a symptom of ethno-phyletism and of ittestence on the ‘partial’, while at the
same timeco-territoriality has not only been the parallel ecclesiological stmct of
confessionalist and ritualistic ecclesiology busocalf the Ecumenical Movement, which
perceived it as a compulsode factoreality, imposed by the ineluctable and irrevdesib
course of the Reformation. Similarly, the practieading to the coexistence of parallel or
overlapping confessional Churches, was paradoyicadlopted by the ecclesiology of the
“Orthodox Diaspora” which most naturally acceptecard recently, even statutorily and
institutionally — the coexistence of parallel oredapping Orthodox Churches. This is why
every attempt of statutory arrangement and evefgrtefo exert any form of ecclesial
jurisdiction must take this deviation into accouait,the more so when it has been encouraged
throughout the 20 century by an environment imbued with ecclesiast&thno-phyletism,
whether hidden or exposed. The “diaspora”, fabeidain a national level and implied on an
ecclesiological level, favours the emergence armvtir of this ecclesiologico-canonical
deviation. In other words, a statutory ecclesiolegych desires and aspires to be faithful to
canonical ecclesiology, is required to keep with ‘thnconfused and undivided” chalcedonic
orthodoxy!... In statutory practice this means thath the local and the locally established
Churches are required to live “unconfused and uddd/, ie. this ecclesiologico-canonical
practice prescribes, unwaveringly and incessartthg existence and life of Churches
worldwide, “without confusion” between them, bus@l‘without division”. This is precisely
what Ecclesiology and the Canonical Tradition a& tBhurch insist on: that the local and
locally established Churches distinguish themseleegologically, escaping territorial
confusion(of confessional type or by territorial interpeagion) and jurisdictionagxpansion
(the situation of the “diaspora”).

If we correctly interpret the Canonical Traditiohtbe Church, it appears that the earliest
statutory philosophy of each local church is thdispensable ecclesiological “distinction”
between each locally established Church (this ésrtfeaning of the Diptychs) and not the
“confused jurisdictional expansion”, based on thretgxt that we are in “a situation of

% According to the expression of P. Alexander Scharem
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diaspora”... This precisely refers to the necessdterity of a church in relation to another.
This constitutes “the experience of alterity”, whisas repercussions on ecclesiology, and of
course, it concerns “the experience of the localrah’ and “the experience of the
communion of Churches”... For this reason, layingneléo “members” and “faithful” of a
locally established Church outside its canonicalrnutaries, but also the exertion of any form
of hyperoria (out of bounds) jurisdiction, constitutes an “esadogical ethno-phyletism”,
given that such a claim completely disregards tbhssipility of communion between the

locally established Churches, and causmgusionof distinct ecclesial alterities.

The acceptance of the term “diaspora”, but evenemof its non-ecclesiological
perspective due to the confessional influence ttieddox Church was exposed to, which led
to a “Babylonian captivity” — to recall the express of G. Florovsky — inaugurated the
instauration and institutionalisation of that whisle all condemned during the . @entury,
namely Ethno-phyletism (1872). It is true that domdemnation of ethno-phyletism as heresy
was based othe ecclesial experience of the local and loca#iiablished Church: not more
than one local or locally established Church atigeqp location(canons 8/I and 28/1V). So
the acceptance of the “situation of diaspora” what we have repeatedly seen, took place
purely because of confessional influence, is esdbnéquivalent to the acceptance of ethno-

phyletism and to the abolishment of the local a@élly established Church.

Before reviewing and drawing conclusions, let usnember a key fact for this
hermeneutic attempt. With unequalled discernmdm, 28" canon of the % Ecumenical
Council of Chalcedon inaugurates a dynamic congtituof local and locally established
church “across the cosmdé8” It was written and published conciliarly to aipite the
existence and the functioning of, firstly, a locthurch, followed by a locally established
Church, in locations and on territories where rstidct ecclesial entities existed, but where,
at any time there was the possibility of eccles@hmunities being formed, or of faithful of
other regions, even proselytes, arriving and ihstpl themselves after population
displacements. With the bishop at the ecclesiotgenonical centre, acting as the
recapitulative and constitutive personality of fbeal Church, the 8 Ecumenical Council

(canon 28) designates a bishop, under whosmo-jurisdiction these newly formed

% Canons 57 of the Local Council of Carthage (41®) 56 of the Quinisext Ecumenical CourinilTrullo
(691).
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communities are placéy who ensures the ecclesial unity of the terrims@uated outside
other locally established Churches, thus transfiogntihese territories into the land of a local
or locally established Churand not into territories of “Diaspora” Conforming to the 28
canon, together with canons 9 and 17 of this saméen€ll, the primate of Constantinople
regulates the ecclesiastical emergence of theasédbarches “of the outside”, for which he is
also the canonical interlocutor, given that thisaadoes not attempt to resolve disputes and
diaspora issues, but rather ensures the dynamigniaah constitution of local and locally
established Churches. It was inconceivable for4hé&cumenical Council to hold the five
primates, the Patriarchalso jurisdictionally responsible for the territoriesf“the barbars”
(the territories “outside canonical boundariestmegthing that today, unfortunately, tends to
be the majority practice and dominant orthodox ecclesiology, despite thgstance of

Ecclesiology and the Canonical Tradition of the €hu

All those, either locally established Churchescamonists, who today, after 15 centuries,
still doubt this conciliar practice, do so becatisey deliberately consider the “exterior”
territories as “territories of diaspora” ratherrtes “territories of a local or locally established
Church”, because they are aware, canonically, ghatwithin a “local Church”, we are not
legitimately allowed to designate two or more bghg@canon 8/) and b) within a “locally
established Church”, we are not legitimately alldwigom an ecclesiological point of view,
to have two or more active primates, either on tdretories inside” or on the “the territories
outside” of the locally established Churches (ca@8fV), whilst, on the contrary, we are
“legitimately allowed” §ic) to designate as many as we wish in the “confesfigt [or
ritualistic] form of the local or locally establisti Church”, or even in the “ethno-phyletic
form of the diaspora”. This latter practice reveatt only how much we are lacking the
experience of the local Churclbut also how much we are slipping towards theistian
pattern “of the current centur¥” that ofmulti-jurisdictional co-territoriality... Finally, this
reveals that the ecclesiological problems of tH¥ millennium are essentially the
Christological problems of the*Imillennium but under a different guise and on fedént

level.

In addition, concerning the issue of the “diasppth& State, every State, conforming to

the principles of International Law, which securssexistence, has the legitimate right to

27 \We refer to the “autocephalous” ecclesial comniesiwho, after their establishment, are governed by
“autocephalous bishops”.
*®See Rm12,2;2Tm 4, 10.
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have, and does indeed have, its own diaspora. hhisever, does not apply to the locally
established Patriarchal or Autocephalous Churchchyhmainly by its nature, but also its
identity and being, does not and cannot have, withandermining its ecclesiological
existence,two categories of ecclesiological bgdyne in a situation of “egataspora” and
another — outside its ecclesiological borderspidgside the Church body — in a situation of
“diaspora”. This relatively recent and literallyheard of concept of having a dual ecclesial
body has its origins in the confessionalist [amdalistic] ecclesiology and relies on the newly
formed National Church, after the ethnocentric eriges of statehood were imposed on the

Church or, to be more honest, were chosen by thecBh

Consequently, in the territories of today’s so-@al'Orthodox Diaspora”, and not only,
we are not building the local Churches of the fefwve are simply abolishing already existing
ones (see canon 28/1V)... thereby preparing Historyadcept orthodoxational ecclesial
jurisdictions at one location, just as it ultimately acceptedy tenturies agogonfessional
ecclesial jurisdictionsat a single location. In this wayWestern Christian confessiomasd
national orthodox jurisdictionsalways at one location, will be the only dividirand
separating parameters in tomorrow’s European, en globalised, society... After which we
all wonder why the European Union did not take &ranity, its principal historical
component, into account in the currently being pred constitution. Why because the
historical heir of Christianity, which once unitéidle Roman Empire, is today, as a whole
(Western Christian confessioasdnational orthodox jurisdictionsthe only dividing social

parameter on European ground and in tomorrow’sajiedd and multicultural society...

European institutions do not focus on the histérjgast, as we do, proudly, on our
glorious Christian history, but instead focus oe firesent and, above all, on the future of
European citizens and of the European continenilevat the same time Christians are all
organising themselves, in parallel, each in theinoway in order to secure their own
confessional, ritualistic or ethno-phyletic “asSetsthereby bringing about division, either
voluntarily or not. We Christians, and indeed Odbw Christians, are to blame for this
refusal to integrate ourselves, because, todaynveveryone is striving towards European
unity and integration, we, ecclesiastics foremasg experiencing a neo-confessional and
neo-ethnical resurgence, purely of post-ecclesickbgature. This resurgence is destructive
not only to ecclesial unity but also for Europeategration, since we persist in forming
national parishes and dioceses in locations wheeal land locally established Churches

already exist. Life itself brings confirmation tdat is true. For nothing is true if not revealed
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and confirmed in life. But today, in a crucial apdrhaps unique moment, our message, a
message of life and salvation of the people, préwdse untrue and vain, since it is devoid of
meaning.. This responsibility is no longer national or cesdional, as it was mostly
considered until today, but it is a solely sotexgital responsibility towards God, History and

the people of the world...

It is thus that within the orthodox “diaspora”, lmostlox ecclesiology, through a complex
approach to plurality, attempts to demonstrate thamo-jurisdictionalecclesiological unity
can be conjugated witldiversity However, after the precedent analysis, it is oogér
difficult to understand whygonfessional and ritualistic co-territorialitgf Western Christians
and the ethno-phyletic co-territoriality and multi-jurisdion of the National Orthodox
Churches constitute twin ecclesiological problemand asymmetric deviatianBoth co-
territoriality and multi-jurisdiction constitute ¢htwo principal ecclesiological problems of our
time, two coinciding problems which the Ecclesiolagf the Church of Christ is called to
confront and, if such is not too ambitious, to tespand to do so in a Christian age which is,
by definition, post-ecclesiological. Our faith is a Person, is related to Persond the
communion of personi is not aneonistic homelanchor is itlinked to the landjus sol)?° or
the blood(jus sanguini¥®. It is linked to the adventure of the salvationhoimankind. An
adventure where humankind is, after Apostle Bablman, image of Go@éndcitizen of the

Kingdom be him Jewish or Greek...

* k kx k%

In our life, today and always, we are born as Mdmysjies... we are born as Pre-
Chalcedonians... and we are called to participatethe whole ecclesial life as...
Chalcedonians, or better yet, as Post-Chalcedonia@slled to experience the dialectic
relation of the ecclesiological uhconfused and undividéd personally but also
institutionally, and, in the present casgtatutorily, “everywhere, always and by &ffr...
Otherwise, as was demonstrated by the Statutoryt€haexamined above, we shall remain
Monophysites and Pre-Chalcedonians forevermore...

29 “For here we have no lasting city...” (Hb 13, 14).

30« not by natural generation nor by human choicelnoa man's decision...” (Jn 1, 13).

3 See Gal 3, 28.

32 Cf. “Id teneamus quod ubique, quod semper, quoghatibus creditum est” (Saint Vincent of Lerins).
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