ECUMENISM I
A DOCTRINAL APPROACH



ABOUT THE COLLECTED WORKS

Fr. Florovsky devoted much attention to his Collected Works.
Until shortly before his death, he had continued to supply a variety of
materials. These included suggestions for the structuring of the
volumes; changes in certain texts; new materials; updated materials;
notes; revisions; suggestions for revisions; updated bibliography; and
several outlines for a new structure to his work on the Byzantine
Fathers. Substantial time has been expended to implement his
suggestions and instructions. Some materials will be included in the
final volume, a volume which also contains an Index to the entire
Collected Works, Appendices, Notes, Errata, Bibliography, and
Miscellanea. To publish The Collected Works in English has entailed
the translation of his works from several languages, including Russian,
Bulgarian, Czech, Serbian, German and French.

NOTE FROM THE PUBLISHER ON

ECUMENISM I: A Doctrinal Approach
ECUMENISM II: A Historical Approach

The time and energy Fr. Florovsky dedicated to the Ecumenical
Movement was enormous. This is reflected in the numerous articles he
wrote on the subject. His writings on this subject span many decades
and were written in various languages. Some of his writings repeat
certain points. In these two volumes, however, most of the repetition
has been deleted; some pieces in these two volumes have been excerpted
from their original form in order to cut down on repetition. Many
articles appear for the first time in English. For Fr. Florovsky's
writings on doctrinal subjects, see his other volumes, especially
volumes I-IV and XI-XII.



ECUMENISM 1
A Doctrinal Approach

VOLUME THIRTEEN
in THE COLLECTED WORKS of

GEORGES FLOROVSKY

Emeritus Professor of Eastern Church History
Harvard University

General Editor
RicHARD S. HAUGH
Visiting Scholar
Andover Newton Theological School

Translated from Various Languages by Translators Mentioned at the
End of Each Work

BUCHERVERTRIEBSANSTALT
Postfach 461, FL — 9490 Vaduz, Europa

[Exclusive Sales Agent: Notable & Academic Books
P. O. Box 470, Belmont, MA {USA} 02178]



ECUMENISM 1
A Doctrinal Approach
ISBN 3-905238-17-9

THE COLLECTED WORKS OF GEORGES FLOROVSKY

Volume I............... Bible, Church, Tradition: An Eastern Orthodox View
Volume IL...ooiii e Christianity and Culture
Volume IIT...ooiiiiii e Creation and Redemption
Volume IV Aspects of Church History
Volume V..o Ways of Russian Theology: Part One
Volume VI.....oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, Ways of Russian Theology: Part Two
Volume VIL........oocooiiiiiiiinnt The Eastern Fathers of the Fourth Century
Volume VIII.......coooiiiiiall The Byzantine Fathers of the Fifth Century
Volume IX........... The Byzantine Fathers of the Sixth to Eighth Century
Volume X....ooooviiiiiiiineaann. The Byzantine Ascetic and Spiritual Fathers
Volume XI....oooiiiiiii Theology and Literature
Volume XII........... Philosophy: Philosophical Problems and Movements
Volume XIII.........o.oole Ecumenism I: A Doctrinal Approach
Volume XIV ..ot Ecumenism II: A Historical Approach

[Additional forthcoming volumes. The final volume contains an Index to
the entire Collected Works, Errata, Bibliography, Appendices, and
Miscellanea]

© Copyright 1989 by Biichervertriebsanstalt
All Rights Reserved
English Translation and Originals

No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in any
retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any
means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording,
or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the
publisher.

SECOND PRINTING



CONTENTS
ECUMENISM I: A DOCTRINAL APPROACH

TR MEMIOTIAM ..c.oviiiiiei ettt e ee e ee v eaeaerenans vii
PART ONE: THE DIFFICULTIES OF CHRISTIAN REUNION
Theological Tensions Among Christians.....c...ccoceieiiviiniiennnnn. 9
The Problematic of Christian Reunification: The Dangerous Path of
Dogmatic Minimalism ..........c.oiiiiiiiiiii e 14
The Need for Patience .......ccocviiiiieiiiiiiiiiv i ieieie e eeeeees 19
Ecumenical Aims and Doubts: An Address at the First Assembly of
the World Council of Churches in Amsterdam, 1948................. 22
The Tragedy of Christian Divisions ...........ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiinn. 28
PART TWO: THE "DOCTRINE" OF THE CHURCH
Schism and the Branch Theory........cccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiniinnieinenennnns 34
The Boundaries of the Church........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 36
The Eucharist and CatholiCity.......ccovieiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiinanen 46
The House of the Father...........o.ocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 58
The Church and the Communion of Saints..........cecoivvuvreieennn, 81
The Elements of the Liturgy: An Orthodox View...................... 86
Worship and Every-Day Life: An Eastern Orthodox View........... 95
PART THREE: REFORMATION THEOLOGY AND THE NEW TESTAMENT
Reflections on the Theology of the Reformation.................... 102
PART FOUR: ECUMENISM: AN EASTERN ORTHODOX PERSPECTIVE
The True ChUrch ....oviiiii i e e e e e e 134
The Quest for Christian Unity and the Orthodox Church........... 136
The Church of South India...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien s 145
Open Communion and Intercommunion...........cccceeeviiviinnniin, 149
Apostolic Tradition and Ecumenism...........cooiiiiiniiiiiinnn, 151
PART FIVE: THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ORTHODOX
The Orthodox Contribution to the Ecumenical Movement......... 160
The Testimony of the Church Universal...........c.c.ooooiveiin.n. 165
A Criticism of the Lack of Concern for Doctrine among Russian
Orthodox BelieVers ........oiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieie e 168
The Witness of the Orthodox Church......ccccccciiiiiiniiiiiinannnn, 171
To the Orthodox People: The Responsibility of the Orthodox in
PN 1415 o o7 174
"Consider Your Ways" .........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiin 180
PART SIX: REVIEWS AND CRITIQUES
A Critique of Zander's Ecumenical Thought.....................ooi 185
A Critique of the Church of God in the Theology of Henry Nelson
RT3 ¢ Y s W N 193

A Review: Zankow's Das Orthodoxe Christentum des Ostens...... 199



Acknowledgments

"Theological Tensions among Christians” originally appeared in The Christian
Leader, VvV, 132 (July, 1950). "The Problematic of Christian Reunification: The
Dangerous Path of Dogmatic Minimalism" originally appeared in Put’, XXXVii
(Paris, 1933); translated from Russian by Linda Morris. "The Need for Patience”
originally appeared in Christendom, 1I, No. 4 (1937), pp. 556-559. "Ecumenical
Aims and Doubts: An Address at the First Assembly of the World Council of
Churches in Amsterdam, 1948" originally appeared in Sobornost’, series III, No. 4
(1948), pp. 126-132. "The Tragedy of Christian Divisions" originally appeared as
"The Challenge of Disunity” in St. Viadimir's Seminary Quarterly, 111, 1/2 (1955),
pp- 31-33. "Schism and the Branch Theory" is excerpted from one of Fr.
Florovsky's articles in Russian which appeared in Put’, No. 37 (Paris, 1933);
translated from the Russian by Linda Morris. "The Boundaries of the Church" is
combined from a Russian original and an English translation which appeared in
Church Quarterly Review, CXVII (October, 1933), pp. 117-131; sections translated
from the Russian by Linda Morris. "The Eucharist and Catholicity” originally
appeared in Russian in Nedele pravoslavie, 111, 11/24 (1929); translated from the
Russian by Linda Morris. "The House of the Father" originally appeared in Russian
in Put’, VII (Paris, 1925), pp. 63-86; translated from the Russian by Linda Morris.
"The Church and the Communion of the Saints" originally appeared in Sobornost’
(1937). "The Elements of the Liturgy: An Orthodox View" from Ways of Worship
(London: SCM Press,1952, pp. 53-65. "Worship and Every-day Life: An Eastern
Orthodox View" is from Studia Liturgia, 11, No. 4 (1963). A fuller text of
"Reformation Theology and the New Testament” appeared as chapter one in volume
X of The Collected Works of Georges Florovsky as an introduction to the ascetical
and spiritual life of the Byzantine Fathers. "The True Church” and "Open
Communion and Intercommunion” are excerpted from "Confessional Loyalty in the
Ecumenical Movement” in The Student World, XLIII, No. 1 (1950), pp. 59-70. "The
Quest for Christian Unity and the Orthodox Church” is from Theology and Life IV
(August, 1961), pp. 197-208. "The Church of South India" is from Faith and Unity,
No. 36 (May, 1949), pp. 60-63. "Apostolic Tradition and Ecumenism" is excerpted
from The Unity We Seek (New York & Oxford, 1963). "The Orthodox Contribution
to the Ecumenical Movement" is excerpted from "An Orthodox Perspective on the
Amsterdam Assembly" in Irenikon, XXII, No. 1 (1949); translated from the French
by Leyla Rouhi. "The Testimony of the Church Universal" is excerpted from "The
Eastern Orthodox Church and the Ecumenical Movement” in Theology Today, VII,
No. 1 (April, 1950). "A Criticism of the Lack of Concern for Doctrine among
Russian Orthodox Believers” is excerpted from "Vessels of Clay” in St. Viadimir's
Seminary Quarterly 111, Nos. 3/4 (1955). "The Witness of the Orthodox Church"
first appeared as "The Challenge of Our Times" in St. Vladimir's Seminary Quarterly
(Fall, 1952). "To the Orthodox People: The Responsibility of the Orthodox in
America" originally appeared in the Russian Orthodox Journal, XXIII, No. 6
(October, 1949), pp. 15-18. "Consider Your Ways" first appeared in The Pulpit
XXV, No. 6 (June, 1954), pp. 5-7. "A Critique of Zander's Ecumenical Thought"
originally appeared as a review of Zander's book Vision and Action. "A Critique of
the Church of God in the Theology of Henry Nelson Wieman" first appeared in The
Empirical Theology of Henry Nelson Wieman (Library of Living Theology III;
Macmillan Co.: New York), pp. 332-339. "A Review: Zankow's Das Orthodoxe
Christentum des Ostens" appeared as a review in Put’, No. 10 (1928), pp. 127-129.



IN MEMORIAM

FR. GEORGES FLOROVSKY
1893-1979

"Preeminent Orthodox Christian Theologian, Ecumenical
Spokesman, And Authority on Russian Letters.”

[All quotations are from pages 5 and 11 of the Harvard Gazette
of October 1, 1982, written by George H. Williams, Hollis
Professor of Divinity Emeritus, Harvard Divinity School and
Edward Louis Keenan, Dean of the Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences, Harvard University and "placed upon the records" at the
Harvard Faculty of Divinity Meeting on September 16, 1982.]

"Archpriest Professor Georges Vasilyevich Florovsky (1893-1979),
preeminent theologian of Orthodoxy and historian of Christian thought,
ecumenical leader and interpreter of Russian literature . . . died in Princeton, New
Jersey in his 86th year” on August 11, 1979.

Born in Odessa in 1893, Fr. Florovsky was the beneficiary of that vibrant
Russian educational experience which flourished toward the end of the 19th century
and produced many gifted scholars. His father was rector of the Theological
Academy and dean of the Cathedral of the Transfiguration. His mother, Klaudia
Popruzhenko, was the daughter of a professor of Hebrew and Greek. Fr. Florovsky's
first scholarly work, "On Reflex Salivary Secretion,” written under one of Pavlov's
students, was published in English in 1917 in the last issue of The Bulletin of the
Imperial Academy of Sciences.

In 1920, with his parents and his brother Antonii, Fr. Florovsky left Russia
and settled first in Sophia, Bulgaria. He left behind his brother, Vasilii, a surgeon,
who died in the 1924 famine, and his sister Klaudia V. Florovsky, who became a
professor of history at the University of Odessa. In 1921 the President of
Czechoslovakia, Thomas Masaryk, invited Fr. Florovsky and his brother Antonii
to Prague. Fr. Florovsky taught the philosophy of law. Antonii later became a
professor of history at the University of Prague.

In 1922 Georges Florovsky married Xenia Ivanovna Simonova and they
resettled in Paris where he became cofounder of St. Sergius Theological Institute
and taught there as professor of patristics (1926-1948). In 1932 he was ordained a
priest and placed himself canonically under the patriarch of Constantinople.

In 1948 he came to the United States and was professor of theology at St.
Vladimir's Theological Seminary from 1948 to 1955, and dean from 1950. From
1954 to 1965 he was professor of Eastern Church History at Harvard Divinity
School and, concurrently (1962-1965) an associate of the Slavic Department and
(1955-1959) an associate professor of theology at Holy Cross Theological School.

"Although Fr. Florovsky's teaching in the Slavic Department [at Harvard
University] was only sporadic, he became a major intellectual influence in the
formation of a generation of American specialists in Russian cultural history. His
lasting importance in this area derives not from his formal teaching but from the
time and thought he gave to informal "circles” that periodically arose around him
in Cambridge among those who had read The Ways of Russian Theology [then only
in Russian], for decades a kind of "underground book” among serious graduate
students of Russian intellectual history, and had sought him out upon discovering
that he was at the Divinity School . . . During a portion of his incumbency at
Harvard . . . patristics and Ornthodox thought and institutions from antiquity into
20th century Slavdom flourished. In the Church History Department meetings he
spoke up with clarity. In the Faculty meetings he is remembered as having ener-
getically marked book catalogues on his lap for the greater glory of the Andover
Harvard Library! In 1964 Fr. Florovsky was elected a director of the Ecumenical
Institute founded by Paul VI near Jerusalem.” Active in both the National Council
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of Churches and the World Council of Churches, Fr. Florovsky was Vice President-
at-Large of the National Council of Churches from 1954 to 1957.

"After leaving Harvard, Professor Emeritus Florovsky taught from 1965 to
1972 in Slavic Studies at Princeton University, having begun lecturing there
already in 1964; and he was visiting lecturer in patristics at Princeton Theological
Seminary as early as 1962 and then again intermittently after retirement from the
University. His last teaching was in the fall semester of 1978/79 at Princeton
Theological Seminary."

"Fr. Florovsky in the course of his career was awarded honorary doctorates by
St. Andrew's University . . . Boston University, Notre Dame, Princeton University,
the University of Thessalonica, St. Vladimir's Theological Seminary, and Yale. He
was a member or honorary member of the Academy of Athens, the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences, the British Academy, and the Fellowship of St.
Alban and St. Sergius.”

Fr. Florovsky personified the cultivated, well-educated Russian of the turn of
the century. His penetrating mind grasped both the detail and depth in the
unfolding drama of the history of Christianity in both eastern and western forms.
He was theologian, church historian, patristic scholar, philosopher, Slavist, and a
writer in comparative literature. "Fr. Florovsky sustained his pleasure on reading
English novels, the source in part of his extraordinary grasp of the English
language, which, polyglot that he was, he came to prefer ~bove any other for
theological discourse and general exposition. Thus when he came to serve in
Harvard's Slavic Department, there was some disappointment that he did not lecture
in Russian, especially in his seminars on Dostoievsky, Soloviev, Tolstoi, and
others. It was as if they belonged to a kind of classical age of the Russian tongue
and civilization that, having been swept away as in a deluge, he treated as a Latin
professor would Terrence or Cicero, not presuming to give lectures in the tonalities
of an age that had vanished forever.”

Fr. Florovsky's influence on contemporary church historians and Slavists was
vast. The best contemporary multi-volume history of Christian thought pays a
special tribute to Fr. Florovsky. Jaroslav Pelikan of Yale University, in the
bibliographic section to his first volume in The Christian Tradition: A History of
the Development of Doctrine, writes under the reference to Fr. Florovsky's two
works in Russian on the Eastern Fathers: "These two works are basic to our
interpretation of trinitarian and christological dogmas" (p. 359 from The
Emergence of the Catholic Tradition: 100-600). George Huntston Williams, Hollis
Professor Emeritus of Harvard Divinity School, wrote: "Faithful priestly son of the
Russian Orthodox Church . . . , Fr. Georges Florovsky — with a career-long
involvement in the ecumenical dialogue — is today the most articulate, trenchant
and winsome exponent of Orthodox theology and piety in the scholarly world. He
is innovative and creative in the sense wholly of being ever prepared to restate the
saving truth of Scripture and Tradition in the idiom of our contemporary yearning
for the transcendent.”



PART ONE: THE DIFFICULTIES OF CHRISTIAN
REUNION

THEOLOGICAL TENSIONS AMONG CHRISTIANS

We are living in a troubled age, in a distorted world, in a "world of
tensions." If we admit the current classification of historical epochs into
"organic” and "critical," we shall have to describe our own age
emphatically as a critical one. Indeed, we find ourselves in the midst of
an inclusive and radical crisis which affects all strata and all levels of
existence. To use the phrase of Toynbee, there is a "schism in the body
social" and a "schism in the soul."” And we feel ourselves to be
desperately involved in the process of a steady disintegration of our
traditional civilization. The prospect seems to be utterly dark and
uncertain. One is persistently iempted to use an apocalyptic idiom and
to prophesy an imminent doom and decline of our historical world.

Now, since time immemorial it was usual for man when in trouble
or need to call on God, to return to religion. And religion or faith was
regarded not only as a refuge of comfort or consolation but also as a
stronghold of strength and inspiration. "Wait on the Lord; be of good
courage, and he shall strengthen thine heart; wait I say on the Lord"
(Psalms 27:14). It was from religion that people in the ages past would
normally expect an ultimate solution to all their tensions, difficulties
and internecine strife. Christianity in particular has been regarded as the
source and guardian of peace and concord — and it was indeed. "And on
earth peace.” It was a most startling announcement and possibly it has
often been misunderstood. For it was, in fact, a preface and a prelude to
a life of sorrow and affliction, to a crucified life, to the life of the
Suffering Servant, of the "Man of Sorrows." The only way to true
peace is the way of the Cross. To us it comes as a terrible blow when
we discover, to our utter disappointment that the world of religion, and
Christendom first of all, is also involved in the process of
disintegration; there is little peace and little agreement in Christendom.
No religion is commonly accepted. And Christianity itself is divided.
How can Christianity help "this world" to recover health and peace,
when it is itself involved in the same predicament of chaos and conflict?
In this disrupted world of ours one finds oneself compelled to make a
choice and take sides, i.e. to propagate the state of division.

I am supposed to speak of "theological tensions." In modern times it
has been widely believed and often suggested that it was precisely
theology that was primarily responsible for tensions and divisions in
the Church and in the wider world of religion. And possibly the same
prejudice still prevails in many quarters in our day too. It has often been
contended that "tensions” and divisions were initiated exactly at the
moment when the Church, or rather her leaders and teachers, decided or
attempted to stabilize and formulate beliefs. If only people could escape
once again into the realm of a personal religion (it was contended), all
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dissensions would have been overcome. Religion and doctrine (i.e.
precisely, theology) are usually still contrasted in our day. Men in pews
sometimes pretend that they would have been united across all historical
borders had they not been prevented by men in pulpits who impose
upon them divisive "doctrines.” An average believer is inclined to apply
the famous dictum of Goethe to the word of religion also. "All theories,
i.e. doctrines, are gray and dull, but the tree of life is ever green.” Yet
precisely at this point the major doubt arises. Berdiaev has recently
suggested that, as a matter of fact, it is exactly our actual life that is
gray and dull and hopeless, and often dirty, and only in "theory," in
theoria, i.e. in contemplation, can we recover the dimension of truth. It
is a very helpful suggestion, indeed. And, first of all, in the world of
"personal religion” (of an "immediate” religious experience) we meet
exactly a hopeless "variety of religious experience” which evades any
integration and provides no unity at all. A freedom of "personal
religion" is in fact the main divisive and disrupting factor of our
spiritual life. Unity and "agreement” can be achieved only on the level
of doctrine. Historically speaking, in the Christian Church, theology
was usually a remedy and a safeguard against an utter confusion of free
experience, an only means to overcome the vagueness of an immediate
experience. Schisms as a rule were not originated in the realm of
doctrine, although they were inevitably reflected in the teaching. A
stabilized doctrine was usually required just to prevent a further
disintegration of community and of common mind. It was not just a
sound mental and spiritual discipline (although even the discipline is
unavoidable). May I offer a parable? We are standing before the gate of a
city, of the City of God. The gate is locked. Let us suppose that one of
us had a key and another a map of the fenced city. Now with my key I
can unlock the gate and enter. However, without a map I shall be lost.
Yet no map would help us at all unless a key admits us into the city.
With all our perfect knowledge of the map we would be kept outside. In
a way, of course, a key is much more valuable than a map. But the best
solution will be, obviously, to have both. The simile is certainly very
inadequate. Doctrine is precisely a map. /t is very unfortunate, indeed, if
a map is mistaken for the thing itself. Yet it may be of enormous help
and value in the hands of a faithful pilgrim. Doctrine is not a self-
sufficient system that could replace experience but precisely a map, a
guide, a traveler's companion. There is no point in dispensing with
maps altogether, as there is no point in holding a map and staying
home.

In any case, we are already living in the age of an obvious theological
revival. Theology in our day is vindicated by that enormous appeal it
makes to the growing number of believers and seekers throughout the
world. There is no need to justify its claims. They are readily
acknowledged by a very large group in all churches. It is true that the
first outcome of this contemporary revival of sacred studies is the
growth in tension and a new type of mutual estrangement which
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unexpectedly cuts across many traditional borders. The hope of an easy
agreement is again being frustrated. Now, before we proceed any further,
let us ask ourselves one pertinent question: what do we really
contemplate in our effort to solve the alleged "tensions”? Do we really
contemplate the emergence of some uniform system of common
convictions, in which all questions would be adequately answered and
no room left for any further questioning and no room for contradiction
and disagreement? Attempts of this sort have recently been made, with a
disastrous effect; no tension was relieved, but some new and most
painful tensions were added to the modern chaos and despair. We have to
question our own intentions most earnestly: do we really mean that all
tensions should be resolved and all divergencies leveled? I am not
preaching relativity. Yet Pascal was probably right, as paradoxical and
forbidding as his suggestion may have been, when he said of
philosophers and other seekers of truth, "they sincerely believe that they
are seeking rest, and in fact they seek just agitation." Is not a religious
unrest usually just a symptom and a token of spiritual health?
Inquietum est cor nostrum. Is not our life inevitably a search? A search
after truth, indeed. But since Truth is essentially infinite, even the
discovery of absolute truth would not relieve a sincere seeker of a
further inquiry and search, with all the unrest and pain involved. Life of
the spirit is intrinsically dynamic. Is life really possible without
problems and risks, and conflicts and divergences? Philosophy begins
with a "wonder" or surprise and grows up in the atmosphere of aporias.
Religion begins with an initial "awe and trembling” and continues in
the dimension of mystery. Indeed, mystery is the very climate of
religion. The mystery of God obviously passes all knowledge and
understanding, and the ultimate truth cannot be adequately uttered in any
finite tongue. Theology itself is bound to be ultimately rather an
"apophatic theology," just a symbol of the unfathomable mystery of
God, as much as it has actually been revealed to man by God himself.
The dimension of search cannot be abolished in religion but it is
implied in the original distance or "tension" between God and man,
between the Creator and the creation, between the Savior and the
miserable sinner which man obviously is. Is not religion essentially a
"tensional relation” between God and man? There is a double "tension,"
indeed, implied in a double "situation” of man — as a creature and as a
sinner, which must be carefully distinguished. We cannot escape the
dimension of search, precisely because ultimate Truth is not a static
"world of ideas" but a Living Person, and the true knowledge of truth is
not a study of some absolute propositions and their immanent dialectics
but a personal encounter and a continuous intercourse with the Living
God. The ultimate goal of religion (and, in any case, of Christian
religion) is precisely the holy man and the holy community, i.e. the
Holy Church, and not just the holy system. Of course, we have to
distinguish the inevitable and healthy "tensions" of search,
physiological tensions, as it were, and the pathological ones, which are
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implied in our sin, which is remitted and yet not exterminated to the
full extent. In our actual practice, the healthy dialectics of search is still
dangerously contaminated by the dialectics of error. We still belong to a
fallen world: it is already redeemed, but not yet transfigured.

It would be presumptuous to attempt an inclusive survey of the
present theological situation in the world in a short essay. And it is not
for an individual either, be he a theologian or a minister of the Church,
to suggest ultimate solutions. But there is at least one statement which
I feel myself entitled to make, or a suggestion that imposes. The
present theological state of utter tension in the theological field is much
more promising than the theological indifference of the recent past,
with all its moralistic, aesthetical and psychological escapes. In our
days at least we realize and understand that one simply cannot escape a
truly theological search and discussion. The reason is precisely that we
have rediscovered the vital importance of doctrine for religion, i.e. that
religion is essentially doctrinal. Religion is no longer just a "pious
emotion." Teaching is its integral part or even its basis. A German
would say: Religion is not just ein Erlebnis, but exactly eine
Erfahrung. But it is no less "personal” because of that. And this
rediscovery of the proper dimension of theology is possibly the greatest
promise of our troubled age, although it does not promise any speedy or
easy reconciliation. Yet, it may help all of us to reintegrate our bits of
the distorted Christian tradition into a new synthesis, which will at the
same time be a recovery of the common mind of the Church of old.

The history of Christian doctrine has been for a long time studied and
treated as if it were just a history of errors, a history of a permanent
draft from all immediate "experience.” And let us remember how this
discipline came into existence and by whom it has been shaped. We are
still under the pressure of Baur and Harnack, even when we disavow
their authority or, by our denominational standing, are expected to do
so. Usually, we still start with their scheme, if with the purpose of
refutation. But it is a wrong start. Their approach was utterly un-
theological. Subconsciously we are still studying the history of doctrine
as a history of philosophy and therefore we are bound to miss the very
thing. For both theology and doctrine are not philosophy. It is not a
speculation on religious topics or problems but does not exclude the
theological use of reasons. But it begins, earnestly and emphatically,
with revelation — not with an innate "revelation" of the truth in the
human mind, but with a concrete Revelation in history, with a true
encounter. It is a personal datum — not because it is a private business
of human personalities but because it is a self-disclosure and challenge
of a Divine Person of the Personal God. Let us reconsider our
theological convictions and disagreements in this newly rediscovered
light, reconsider them in the dimension of an existential challenge of
God. And possibly the history of Christian doctrine, so conceived and
so executed, will provide us with a relevant map of the Promised Land.
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"Tensions" will not be immediately removed but they will recover
sense and meaning.

If I may be allowed a personal note, I would suggest that the way out
of the present confusion and into a better future i35, unexpectedly,
through the past. Divisions can be overcome only by a return to the
common mind of the early Church. There was no uniformity, but there
was a common mind.



THE PROBLEMATIC OF CHRISTIAN REUNIFICATION
The Dangerous Path of Dogmatic Minimalism

"Then if any man shall say unto you,
Lo here is Christ, or there; believe it not."
(Matthew 24:23)

The Church is one. And this unity is the very essence of the Church.
The Church is unity, unity in Christ, "the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace" (Ephesians 4:3). The Church was and is created in the
world namely for the sake of unity and union — "that all may be one"
(John 17:21). The Church is one "body" — that is, the organism and
Body of Christ. "For by one Spirit we all were baptized into one body"
(I Corinthians 12:13). And only in the Church is this authentic and real
unity and oneness possible or feasible, through the sacrament of
Christ's love, through the transforming power of the Spirit, in the
image and likeness of the Holy Trinity. This is how it is and how it
should be. But unity is not manifest or revealed in Christian history. It
remains only an unresolved problem, and its resolution oscillates back
and forth, moving towards the ultimate eschatological boundary. In
Christian empiricism there is no unity. The Christian world abides in
division — and not only in division but in dissent, in trouble and in
struggle. In Christian history we see no more unity and agreement than
in external, non-Christian history. In Christian societies, not only have
the divisions which demoralize and destroy the "natural” order of life not
been taken down or overcome — racial and national antagonisms have
also not been reconciled or extinguished (compare with the so-called
"philetism"). Moreover, in Christian doctrine itself, in the very faith in
Christ, there are grounds and bases for mutual alienation, for separation
and hostility, for unreconcilable arguments, for open animosity. The
Christian world is divided not only on issues of this world but also on
that of Christ himself. Among the Christians who are faithful to his
Name, there is no agreement on him, on his acts and his Nature. This
is a stumbling block and a temptation. The Church is one and
indivisible in its unity. But the Christian world is divided and split.
Jesus Christ is "the same yesterday, today and forever" (Hebrews 13).
But Christians diverge on the question of him, and not only think
differently but also believe differently. And they place their hope in
different things. But no, the Church is not divided, has not been divided,
did not divide. The Church is not divided and not divisible. And the very
word "Church,” in strict and precise word usage, does not have or
tolerate a plural form — unless in the figurative and untrue sense.

Nonetheless, the Christian world is in a state of dissent, conflict and
— is it not time to admit it? — collapse. Let us say that what occurred
was neither a division of the Church nor a "division of the Churches.”
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Let us more accurately speak not of disunion in the Church, but of
dissociation from the Church. But the very fact of dissent and schism
remains. And the Church cannot stop this schism and fragmentation of
itself. Centrifugal forces not only prevail in the external world, but also
penetrate into the Church itself. The Church is sorrowful and persecuted
— and persecuted not only by enemies and opponents, but no less
frequently by false brothers. "They shall put you out of the synagogues:
yea, the time cometh, that whosoever killeth you will think that he
doeth God service" (John 16:2). Herein lies the fundamental paradox of
Christian history. And there are epochs in which all the bitterness and
pain of this paradoxical schism and collapse is experienced and endured
with renewed severity. The mind is overwhelmed by this enigma of
human resistance and obstinacy. How is it possible, and what does it
mean? "It seems a mystery." How will we overcome decay and death? It
seems that we are entering — and indeed, have already entered — such
an epoch. And the need for reconciliation and unity blazes forth. The
tendency towards unity has been born and will gather strength. The idea
of Christian unity and union is becoming the theme of the era, the
theme of the time, the theme of history. The entire unnaturalness of the
divisions, the irreconcilability and the lack of love for Christ are being
laid bare in shame and alarm. But the tendency towards unity should not
stop at a vague alarm and trembling of the heart. And sentimentalism
over Christ is bewitchment and impotent self-deception. Unity in
Christ is realizable only through sobriety and spiritual vigilance. The
will to unity must mature and be tempered through penitential trials and
deeds of faith.

No one would quarrel with the idea that the Christian world should be
and become unified. One hardly needs to prove that it is befitting or
proper to unite and reunite. But from this indisputable postulate it
would be wise to draw some distinct and practical conclusions. Indeed,
the major difficulty lies elsewhere: how can the Christian world become
one? That is: what does it mean to become unified and be one in
Christ? What is the meaning of this reunification? And where are the
paths or path to unity? In history there have been more than a few, and
rather to0 many, attempts to restore Christian unity, to realize a kind of
"everlasting world," at least for Christians. But one must realize right
away: these attempts were not successful. And nothing disturbs the
course of real rapprochement and unification as much as these
unsuccessful attempts, of which at best there remain only bitter
memories and a tired lack of hope. In any case, one must first explain
and establish the sense and essence of this tragic Christian division, of
what called and calls it forth and what exactly is required to overcome it.
One must start with such a penitent and judgmental ordeal, however
burdensome and agonizing this autopsy of the Christian world may be.

The first thing that one must feel and understand from the very
beginning is that the question of division and unification cannot be
settled or decided on purely moral grounds. This is definitely not a
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question of peace or tolerance alone. Squeezing the "union problem”
into an unsuitable moral framework is misrepresenting and simplifying
it. A historian should protest first and foremost against any such hasty
and one-sided attempts at the moralization of history. The history of the
Christian divisions can likewise not be deduced from or built on the
basis of the principle of intolerance, nor the principles of pride, lust for
power, concupiscence or meanness. Of course, human passion in all its
power is "decked out" and exposed in the divisions of Christianity. But
the initial source of these Christian schisms was not moral depravity or
human weakness, but delusion. This thought may be expressed as
follows. Yes, the source of the divisions is lack of love. But first and
foremost, it is not lack of love for one's fellows, but precisely lack of
love for God — and the spiritual vision of man therefore clouds over,
and he no longer recognizes his own Heavenly Father. Indeed, only the
pure of heart, in the transparency of their hearts, see God. And not
knowing the Father, they do not know or recognize their brothers. In
other words, the source of the divisions and schisms lies primarily in
the difference of opinions about the Truth.

The division of the Christian world has a primarily dogmatic sense. It
is always division in faith, in the very experience of faith, and not only
in formula and creed. The division is therefore overcome not so much
through gentleness and brotherly love as through agreement and unity
of thought — through spiritual enlightenment, in the unity of the
Truth. It should be firmly stated: there is too little unity of love and in
love. It is fitting to love one's enemies too, and even the enemies of the
Truth — and one must love them precisely as brothers, and agonize
over their salvation and their addition to the assembly and image of
Christ. However, such a love still does not generate true unity. Real
unity of love is hardly possible without unity in and of faith.
Differences in thought are always felt to be at the foundation of
schisms, a different perception and understanding. This is why the
schism cannot be truly overcome through sentimental brotherly love
and obedience alone, but only through fundamental agreement. "Union"
(unionalnyi)y moralism itself contains its own "dogmatic" premises. It
is tacitly assumes that there were not and are not adequate reasons for
the division to occur, that the entire division is only a tragic
misunderstanding — that the differences of opinion seem irreconcilable
only because of insufficient loving attention to one another, out of not
inability but rather unwillingness to understand that despite all the
differences and dissimilarities there is sufficient unity and agreement for
what is most important. The isolation of the most "important" points
is a highly controversial premise. It is proposed to consider the
controversial point nonessential, thereby avoiding dissent. In this way,
"moralism" is always a kind of dogmatic minimalism, if not outright
"adogmatism." It is nourished on and emerges from a kind of dogmatic
insensibility, or indifference, or nearsightedness. One may say: it
emerges from the unnatural abrogation and opposition of Truth and
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Love. But only in Truth is there real and spiritual love, and not merely
soulfulness and languor.

Strictly speaking, moralism is a dogmatic fixture, a special "creed" in
which the poverty of the positive content is balanced off by the
resoluteness of the negations. And a moralist not so much raises
himself higher than the divisions as simply gets used to looking at
them from above. This is hardly evidence of brotherly love, but it does
at least demonstrate simple respect for the faith of one's fellows, which
in the minimalist interpretation is condescendingly lowered to the level
of a personal opinion or point of view, and is tolerated and accepted as
such. In such an interpretation there is not even enough sincerity.
"Moralism" is a call to unite in poverty, in impoverishment, in need —
not accord, but agreement in silence and preterition. This is equalization
in indigence, in accordance with the weakest common denominator.
This type of solution is sometimes accepted out of indifference as a
means of knowing the Truth. Often, the very possibility of commonly
meaningful judgments in dogma and even metaphysics is called into
doubt, and the dogmas themselves are accepted in moral or moralistic
symbols or postulates. Then, of course, it is not necessary to achieve
unity of thought and accord in the areas of doubt and irresolution. Less
seldom, people hide in minimalism out of fear and faithlessness, in
desperation of achieving accord in those areas where there were the most
arguments and disagreements. In a word, moralism is abstention, but
not so much in humility and asceticism as in indifference or doubt. But
can one be united in denial and doubt? Unification and communion
must be sought in richness and fullness, not in poverty. This means:
not through condescension and adaptation to the weakest, but through
ascension, through striving towards the strongest. Only one image and
example is and was given — Christ the Savior.

There are contentious issues for which the Church did not give and
does not have simple answers. However, here too skeptical ambiguity
is entirely ruled out, and the comforting "ignorabimus" is also not
appropriate. For indeed, completeness of vision was given initially in
the experience and consciousness of the Church, and only needs to be
identified. And for this identification, maximalism is needed — and thus
unity of faith, not only unity of love. But unity of faith does not yet
exhaust the unity of the Church. For Church unity is first and foremost
unity of life — that is, the unity and communion of the sacraments.
True unity can be realized only in the Truth — that is, in wholeness
and strength, not in weakness and insufficiency. In the identity of
mystical experience and life, in the wholeness of "indivisible faith,"” in
the completeness of the sacraments. Real unity can only be this unity
in the sacraments, taken in the entire fullness of their hieratical and
theurgical realism. For this is unity in the Spirit, a true "unity of the
Spirit." There is yet another flaw in "moralism."” In it, there is too
much complacency and optimism. Reconciliation seems close,
possible, and not difficult — for there is not enough gravity and
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courage in the very perception and view of the division. Moralism is
insufficiently tragic and tragedy fits badly into the boundaries of
merality, even moral tragedy, and this is by far the clearest evidence of
the restrictiveness of morality as such. Unification is possible only
through the experience and feat of resolving unresolved questions, not
through abstention or digression from them. Here there is a certain
unknown quantity which remains to be found and defined. The division
itself testifies to the presence of questions. There is a problematic of
division and schism. It is impossible to abolish it or replace it with
sentimentalism. There are real aporia to unity; it is a difficult path. The
way is hard, "a mountain road" — the way of courage and daring.



THE NEED FOR PATIENCE
(1937)

The Edinburgh Conference was above all a school of patience. It was
a great experiment in Christian charity and courage, and an adventure as
well. And "charity suffereth long."

At the conference Christendom was portrayed as utterly divided. It
may be a painful experience to recognize that fact. And yet is it not this
very pain which makes a recovery possible at all? A wound can hardly
be healed unless it is properly identified. For an effective cure, an
accurate diagnosis is necessary. One must suffer from "our unhappy
divisions"; their burden must become intolerable for us. But a real
desire for unity can emerge only from these sufferings, from this
experience of pain and failure.

The unity of the Church has been broken by various causes in past
ages. Christianity was recently described by Karl Barth as an "array of
various churches, each of which represents to the others a problem, a
critic, a rival, possibly also a disturber and an enemy" — a prospective
disturber or an actual enemy. And these isolating tendencies are still at
work. An alleged "decade of objective progress in church unity" has not
greatly improved the situation. However, the call to unity has been
sounded. The present Ecumenical Movement, in all its forms and
branches, reveals a genuine will to bring all divided Christians closer
together. The greatest inspiration comes from the missionary field, and
the voice of missionaries was often heard at the conference. The noble
initiative of missionaries is effectively corroborated by the appeal of
preachers and social workers who are very anxious to join all Christian
resources in the face of contemporary unbelief and godlessness.

Many pious expectations have been sadly contradicted by the course
of events since the Ecumenical Movement first began. Difficulties
proved to be much more profound than many then believed. The
unexpected catastrophe of the World War, of an ecumenical war indeed,
brought with it a new revelation of human sinfulness and obstinacy,
and even perversion. And now we are in the midst of ecumenical unrest,
perhaps on the eve of a new ecumenical conflict. There is certainly a
good number of those uncompromising optimists who are still
dreaming glorious dreams and utopian visions of their own. But the
common mind has changed profoundly. It is now commonly agreed that
reunion, even in the realm of "practical Christianity,” is an ultimate
goal, and a very distant one, rather than a step to be taken immediately.
It is also recognized that the greatest obstacle to further progress would
be created by hasty action. The need for reunion is now felt more than
ever, however. But the method is to be changed.
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It is perfectly clear that divided Christian bodies are still united.
Otherwise no ecumenical conference could ever be held. The Edinburgh
meeting this year was by no means an artificial gathering. And there
was an unusual spirit of friendship and sincerity pervading all the
deliberations, even the most controversial ones. A certain agreement
was reached, and it was of great importance that a common
" Affirmation of Unity" could be produced in the name of the conference,
nemine contradicente. There were some, however, who silently
abstained from voting, respecting the unanimity of the vast majority of
their brethren with whom they felt themselves unable to stand.

The scope of agreement reached is very, very small. There is only one
real agreement, an agreement to differ and not to impose uniformity
even in beliefs. And this is the crucial point of the whole movement. It
was declared from the very start that "the beginnings of unity are to be
found in the clear statement and full consideration of the things in
which we differ as well as those in which we are at one" (Initiatory
Report, Cincinnati, 1910.) And surely these differences are too evident
to be concealed. They are too often veiled and underestimated. The
Ecumenical Movement, as suggested by the late Bishop Brent, is
concerned not with controversy but with conference. It may be perfectly
true. But there are still controversies in Christianity, and they cannot
simply be stopped; they must be resolved. Strangely enough,
"controversy" now seems to be the most irenic and certainly the most
effective method of reunion.

Two general considerations would be of real help in furthering
reconciliation. In the first place, at Edinburgh as before, all differences
were deliberately recorded anonymously in the reports. Some maintain
thus and so to be true and others do not. Then there are still others. The
very meaning of these divergences is completely betrayed by this
unfortunate and conventional phrasing. It conveys the impression that
these disagreements are of a private character or are disagreements
between occasional groups. There is a very dangerous anti-historical and
anti-theological attitude behind this drafting method. The ultimate
cleavage between great historical traditions is very poorly indicated by
this deliberate use of indefinite phraseology. There is now an urgent
need to contrast the divergent traditions frankly and emphatically.

Secondly, it is a misleading procedure to take isolated and particular
points in order and to record agreements or disagreements according to
them. For a doctrinal system is not a mosaic of disconnected parts but
an organic whole, and the real meaning of any particular topic depends
completely upon the spirit of the whole. And it is certain that we differ
not on points, but on principles. The very essence of Christianity is
understood differently. Two very different conceptions of reunion have
been proposed. One emphasizes first and foremost variety. Another lays
the greatest stress on unanimity. In the first case we are asked to
visualize a new body built by our agreements, embracing all the
existing traditions and denominations — a sort of "minimum program,”
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a minimum form of reunion. In the other case, the reunited Church is
envisaged as a new reality, but is really still in its previous form! But
all existing confessions must "collapse or dissolve into union," to use
the well-turned phrase of one of the conference speakers. There are very
different conceptions of the Church behind these schemes. And this
difference is the crucial one. We do differ on essentials.

And finally, in the Ecumenical Movement there is still a very
dangerous tendency to underestimate and even disregard "intellectual
differences.” Theological professors are therefore often disqualified as a
band of people who create unnecessary complications in the whole
business. This tendency is rather out of date and is precisely what would
obstruct the progress of real reunion. We are now in the new phase of
our existence, and this phase is a theological one. For the modemn
generation, theology is not vain speculation but rather quite the
opposite. Sound theology is the only safe basis of Christian unity; it is
the only means by which to create real understanding. Missionaries,
prelates and ecclesiastical diplomats have said their word. It is now the
turn of theologians to raise their voice. It will be a voice of
discrimination.

And above all it is important to always remember that the will of
God alone can bring us peace and unity. "Except the Lord build the
house, they labor in vain that build it."



ECUMENICAL AIMS AND DOUBTS
An Address at the First Assembly of the World Council
of Chuches in Amsterdam, 1948

The ecumenical problem is the problem of schism and its healing.
Christendom is utterly divided and polarized. There is no common mind
in the Christian world. The first ecumenical task is namely that of
creating it. There is no common voice that could speak with authority
and conviction to all Christians, or on behalf of all Christians. All
ecumenical gatherings themselves are but exhibitions of Christian
disunity.

We are here together first of all to rediscover one another. I mean, to
rediscover one another as fellows and brethren in Christ. For we have
been isolated and estranged from each other for years and years. We have
to regain and rediscover a common language. We are here now as
official representatives of our respective "churches"; that is, of our
manifold and diverse traditions. This means that we are representing
divided Christendom, representing primarily our diversity and
separation. And whatever promise and importance our coming together
may have (and let us hope, will have), no ecumenical gathering can by
itself annul or even conceal our state of separation. We have to record
our dissensions before we can come to any consensus. But no
"consensus” is now possible. Let us keep in mind that we are given no
power or authority "to legislate for the churches"; that is, to go beyond
the walls of partition.

One must be bold and courageous enough to face and acknowledge
this fact, sad and uncomfortable as it indeed is. Only a frank recognition
of this grave situation can set us on the right road if we are really going
to make any advance towards a true solution to the ecumenical tension.
For there is indeed a tension. The ecumenical situation is utterly
antinomical and rather ambiguous, and the ecumenical problem is
tragic. For Christians, tragedy means no less than sin. There is
therefore no "irenical" solution. Tragedy culminates only in catastrophe
or crisis. The human tragedy has already culminated in the catastrophe
of the Cross. The human response to this Divine crisis of history must
be repentance and faith. Peace and glory come only by the Cross.

This does not mean that we have to ignore the recent ecumenical
achievements, the growing Christian cohesion or the mutual gravitation
of Christians towards one another, the growth of mutual understanding
and friendship, the readiness for discourse. But paradoxically enough, at
every step of ecumenical advance we discover new and deeper
difficulties, new differences, new and burning points of disagreement.
Again and again we have to reconsider and revise not only our policy or
tactics, but our very aims and purposes.
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The problem of Christian reconciliation is forced upon us — I mean,
upon our generation — first of all by practical considerations. Should I
say, by our disillusionment and despair? It must be acknowledged that
we are moved and embarrassed primarily by the present "disorder of
man,” by his present confusion and impasse, by the crisis and decay of
our civilization, by the threat of atomic power and total war, by the end
of an age. We find ourselves in a situation of emergency when urgent
and immediate action is required. "Our unhappy divisions" appear more
and more as an enormous impediment to any effective Christian action
in any field, both to effective Christian resistance and to any crusading
initiative. Obviously, only joint and concerted action has any chance of
success. Some kind of Christian cooperation, some coalition of
Christian forces is badly needed if we are to meet both the challenge of
"rival gospels" and the needs of the changing world as Christians. It
seems that Christians must somehow come to terms amongst
themselves in order to not compromise their cause by their quarrels and
disputes. The range and scope of this expected agreement is, however,
usually left rather vague and obscure.

Nobody would contest the weight and relevance of all these strategical
considerations. The rediscovery of the sense of Christian responsibility
for the world is indeed a true and precious ecumenical achievement.
Christianity is, of course, not merely a proclamation of certain general
principles, but fundamentally a program of daily life. Christianity must
be practiced and put into action here and now, hic et nunc; it must be
applied to any and all situations, at any point and at any time, semper
et ubique. The other-worldly character and goal of the Christian message
does not signify cold indifference to earthly needs, to the needs of
suffering and helpless man. Charity and Mercy are the marks and tests
of any genuine Christian life. Human dignity and social justice are
inevitably among the most immediate concerns of the Church. And the
Orthodox Church in particular can never forget the vigorous plea of St.
John Chrysostom for social charity and justice.

And yet, this applied Christianity is the greatest temptation in the
whole of human history, now as ever. The main feature is this: we face
the challenge of the world instead of challenging the world ourselves.
We commit ourselves to the dubious task of an occasional approval or
disapproval of the happenings and tendencies of this fleeting world. We
desperately discuss and argue whether the churches should join with
Communism or with Capitalism, or with somebody else, and which of
the existing social and political programs could be endorsed by
conditional or unconditional Christian approval. We are simply
watching the course of history, commenting, sometimes passionately,
on its failures or achievements, welcoming this or denouncing that. The
question we ask is: in this world, what is to be accepted or recognized
by Christians and what should be repudiated: in which areas can and
should Christians wholeheartedly or tactically join the sons of this
world in a common endeavor to reshape and administer the daily life of
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men; and in which areas, if any, must they refuse all cooperation and
follow their own particular way? What we miss here is the spirit of true
Christian initiative. The ultimate conflict between the Gospel and "this
world" is thereby dangerously obscured and veiled in our ecumenical
deliberations. We are testing the features of this world by worldly
measures. We are in danger of being enslaved by our own strategy.

The true Christian standard is not strategy but truth. Let us admit for
a moment that we could somehow agree on some more or less definite
and distinctive statement with regard to the urgent needs of our
particular time. Let us imagine that we could really speak with one
voice to the present political, social or international situation. In a
sense it would be a very spectacular success, a true strategical
achievement. And yet, would it have marked any real advance towards a
true ecumenical solution — I mean a solution of the real ecumenical
problem; that is, the healing of the schism? I venture to submit that in
my personal opinion it would have been rather a disastrous failure. May
I put it this way? Can true Christian unity be restored by agreement on
secular issues? Would it not have been an absurd situation if Christians
could have been at one in secular unessentials and still at variance in
essentials? An anomalous unity in dubiis and disunity in necessariis!
Would it not have proved and suggested that all doctrinal or
confessional disagreements were of no vital importance whatever? For
in this hypothetical case, Christians could behave as if they were
united. Would a man in the pew then ever ask for anything better? In
this hypothetical case, would superficial human agreement not be
mistaken for true Christian reconciliation? In any case, a common
Christian front is not yet reunited Christendom, it is not really the
reunited Church, and not the Una Sancta.

The judgment begins with the House of the Lord. It is not enough to
be moved towards ecumenical reconciliation by some sort of strategy,
be it missionary, evangelistic, social or any other, unless the Christian
conscience has already become aware of the greater challenge, by the
Divine challenge itself. We must seek unity or reunion not because it
might make us more efficient and better equipped in our historical
struggle (and in this case nobody would go far beyond what is strictly
required for a victory on the battle-field), but because unity is the
Divine imperative, the Divine purpose and design, because it belongs to
the very esse of Christianity. Christian disunity means no less than the
failure of Christians to be true Christians. In divided Christendom
nobody can be fully Christian, even if one stands in the full truth and is
sure of his complete loyalty and obedience to the truth "once delivered
unto the saints,” — for no one is permitted freedom from responsibility
for others. For everyone — and this is the privilege of Christians, at
once odious and glorious — is the keeper of his brethren. The
catholicity of the Church is never broken by human secessions, but her
universality is heavily compromised by the "unhappy divisions."
Christian provincialism — "the Protestantism of a local tradition,” to
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use the phrase of Vladimir Soloviev — is no less a failure than a
doctrinal error. And if heresy prevails, is it not chiefly because the
witness to the orthodox truth has been inadequate or sorely neglected?

Christian disunity is an open and bleeding wound on the glorious
Body of Christ. Attempts have been made to interpret the existing
differences and divergences of Christians as complementary; that is, as
isolated and exaggerated aspects of the whole which could be reconciled
simply by a wider and inclusive synthesis. It has even been claimed that
historical differentiation was a necessary preliminary stage on the road
towards this synthesis. And yet the disintegrated whole can never be
redeemed merely by an arithmetic operation. Christian disunity is not
an inevitable imperfection of a transitional stage in Christian history,
while the Church is still on her pilgrimage in this world, still in via,
and the full glory of the Divine Fatherland cannot be disclosed as the
fullness of time has not yet been completed. On the contrary, it is an
open failure and unfaithfulness. We know too well that the true unity of
Christendom really has been broken. The whole can never be
reconstructed simply by adding together the distorted particulars. Again,
many of the "traditions" are purely negative or polemical, they only
stand by opposition. In any case they cannot be summed up as they are.
They must be reshaped and remoulded to become fit for reintegration.
This means that the only way towards ecumenical synthesis is the way
of combined return and renewal, of rebirth and repentance. No unity
among Christians can be achieved before certain historical
differentiations die out. In the "reunited Church of the future,” if we
permit this rather ambiguous phrase, there is no room for those who
would still claim to be of Peter, or of Paul, or of Apollos, or of any
other, whatever modern name these new Peters or Pauls may have
assumed. Differences must be overcome, not simply overlooked. And
parity of the divergent traditions or interpretations can hardly be
admitted. Some definitive choice must be made. True synthesis
presumes a discrimination.

Saying all of this does not necessarily mean advocating any
precipitate action or imposing any ready scheme of reunion and
reconciliation. On the contrary, it is to challenge or even dismiss all
such schemes, to warn against any unseasonable or premature action.
Or indeed, it means to invite ourselves and all those for whom the
blessed name of Jesus Christ is in very truth above any other name in
the world, to invite ourselves and them to the Cross, to sorrow,
suffering and repentance. "For godly sorrow worketh repentance unto
salvation. A repentance that bringeth no regret" (/I Corinthians 7:10;
R.V.).

A true ecumenical fellowship can only be universal and all-inclusive.
But it does not mean that it should and could be an "open communion."
Certain very strict and definite terms are inevitably prescibed and
presupposed. We have accepted a basis for conference and cooperation:
the belief in Christ as God and Savior. One may doubt, however,
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whether the phrase is apt and definite enough. It is, possibly, for
practical cooperation. But again, this practical cooperation should by no
means be identified with the ultimate ecumenical aim and goal. We
have to make a clear distinction between the ultimate goal of the
Ecumenical Movement and its immediate objective. Any confusion in
this matter would be disastrous, and would lead us into either utopian
deceptions or humanitarian trivialities. The ultimate goal — the true
restoration of Christian unity in faith and charity — is indeed beyond
human planning and human reach, and it is perhaps even on the other
side of all historical horizons. The ultimate unity can come only from
above, as a free gift of Almighty God. Our immediate objective is
much more limited: to do away with our prejudices and our
shortsightedness, to come closer together in understanding the true
meaning of the existing dissensions and their real roots and causes. This
ecumenical scrutiny will perhaps bring little consolation, and indeed
will bring rather tragic unrest. But the way to salvation is inevitably a
narrow path.

Frankly speaking, the World Council of Churches is formed exactly
for cooperation only, for conference and consultation. I am referring to
the Constitution (paragraph III, Functions, point 4), and this is, I
believe, the real point: "to promote the growth of ecumenical
consciousness in the members of all churches." And at this point we
have to ask ourselves at least the following two questions.

First, is it enough to rediscover the "lowest common denominator” of
all the denominations (of course, within the framework that has already
been accepted) and to take it as the proof or token of unity. To be frank,
this would have proved to be too much, nimium probat, and would
therefore have proved nothing at all, nihil probat. There is indeed such a
denominator, and a very real one, says the Creed. Does it, however,
bring us much beyond our present stage of disunity? Just because we
can recite it together even now while we are still separated (and let us
not forget that some of our brethren are doing so, but with reluctance or
regret), it proves to be an inadequate basis for true reconciliation. For
we are permitted to interpret it as we may decide. But surely the Creed,
as well as the Scripture itself, to use the phrase of St. Hilary, est non
in legendo, sed in intelligendo. That is, what is essential is the
meaning, and not the letter itself. Or, again, it is not enough to agree
on the "historical episcopate” while defending a unified doctrinal
interpretation. Words and institutions do not work ex opere operato.

In short, we must seek deep theological consensus. It is the only
guarantee of a sound awakening of ecumenical consciousness. Only on
such a level will our cooperation in practical matters also be a genuine
common action of Christians as Christians. It is not enough to register
the existing agreements, to acknowledge the existing unity. The unity
we are seeking is precisely that unity which does not exist, historically
or empirically speaking. In any case, ecumenical does not and should
not mean either pan-Protestant or non-Roman, or anything of the sort.
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No true ecumenical cooperation, no true Christian fellowship, and
obviously no Christian Reunion can be achieved unless Rome can be
included. I do not mean the present Rome, but the truth and heritage for
which Rome stood and still stands, in spite of all that should be said
against "Romanism.” The ultimate integration of Christendom is to be
truly total and universal. Everything else is inevitably only partial and
provisional, fundamentally inadequate and incomplete, and perhaps even
misleading. No sentimental fraternization will ever help. But let us not
be confounded. We can go much further than we have already admitted.
Thorough theological quest would enable us to acquire a broader vision
and overcome our unnecessary historical fears. We have cherished our
local traditions too much. Let us restore our catholic sense. Doctrinal
precision will help, not hinder, true unity.

And secondly — it is but another aspect of the same point — the real
strength of the Christian position is in its "otherness." For indeed,
Christianity is not "of this world" and is not merely one of the
elements of the worldly fabric. It is a world in itself. This is precisely
what we consistently fail to perceive and to maintain. We are hampered
by our fear of being detached from current life. But in truth, the strength
of Christianity is rooted in its opposition to everything Christless. No
secular allies would ever help the Christian cause, whatever name they
may bear. As Christians we have but one Heavenly ally, Our Lord
Jesus Christ, to whom all power has been given in Heaven and on
earth, even in this perplexed and rebellious world of ours. For this very
reason, Christians can and should never admit any other authority, even
in secular affairs. Christ is the Lord and Master of history, not only of
our souls. Again this gives ultimate priority to the theological issue.
For our practical disagreements inevitably bring us back io the diversity
of our interpretations of the Divine message and the Divine solution of
our human tragedy and fall.

Let us remember these glorious verses of Newman:

The night is dark, and I am far from home,
Lead Thou me on.

Keep Thou my feet! I do not ask to see
The distant scene: one step enough for me.

Let us hope and believe that we shall be permitted here and now by the
Love of God, by the Grace of Our Lord Jesus Christ and by the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, to take one sure step towards a true
healing of the Christian schism.



THE TRAGEDY OF CHRISTIAN DIVISIONS

No Christian can ignore the fact of Christian divisions. No one can
deny the need of a Christian reintegration. There is but One Church, as
there is but One Lord, Christ Jesus, and the only hope of Life Eternal,
in him and through him. Yet, Christians are divided. The Christian
World is in schism. Christendom is split into antagonistic camps. In
fact, Christians dwell in their several separated "worlds," which are for
them the only real spheres of thought and action, and it is only with
strain and even reluctance that they go occasionally beyond the borders.
The problem of communication between the "divided Christians” is a
real problem, utterly complex and involved. The "divided Christians"
seem not to have common terms of reference, and probably there is no
common "universe of discourse.” There is no "common mind" among
the Christians. In fact, there is a diversity of minds. And every
"ecumenical conversation” is more or less a controversy. There is no
common "Christian language,” which could be conscientiously and
spontaneously used by all. Even the use of Scriptural language in
ecumenical dialogue proves too often to be ambiguous and unreal. And
there is, in many quarters, a strong resistance to the use of this
allegedly archaic idiom, which, as it is sometimes contended, fails to
convey any precise meaning to the "modern man." Christians of
different persuasions meet each other very often rather as foreigners and
strangers. The years of the modern Ecumenical Movement may have
improved this situation, but not to any considerable extent. For, in any
case, the Movement itself was confined rather to an advanced minority
in the Churches. Again, the Movement has not seldom been conceived
precisely as an alliance of the non-Roman Churches, to the exclusion of
one of the largest sections of the divided Christendom. In fact, churches
are still divided.

The topic for discussion at the Evanston Assembly is: Our Unity in
Christ and Our Disunity as Churches. What is the exact meaning of the
phrase? Christians are said to be one in Christ, and yet to be divided as
“churches.” In fact, the phrase may mean a number of different things.

First of all it may mean, that Christians are united by Christ, in his
Redeeming love, from which no human being is excluded, as Christ
died for all men and for the whole humanity. Christ Jesus is the Lord of
all, of the whole creation, and his Lordship includes both heaven and
earth. This is, of course, the plain teaching of the New Testament. Yet,
and this is also plainly emphasized in the Apostolic message, man can
miss the day of his visitation, and God's redemptive purpose can be
obstructed or frustrated by human obstinacy and blindness, by human
failure to respond. The will of God is not yet done on earth as it is in
heaven.
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Secondly, the phrase may suggest that Christians are actually at one
in their common allegiance to the same Lord. Surely, this link of
common allegiance is a very real link, and one should add, a
supernatural link, as no man can confess Jesus to be the Lord, except
by the Holy Spirit. We must gratefully acknowledge this "bond of
peace,” this community in hope and allegiance, which alone makes our
ecumenical fellowship of search posible at all. Still, this very
allegiance is so variously and divergently interpreted and understood by
the "divided Christians" as not to provide a sufficient ground for our
unity "as churches.” Even when Christians are willing and ready "to
stay together," in charity and love, they may find themselves in an
inextricable predicament of a conscientious disagreement. In spite of
their common allegiance and brotherly affection, in spite of that
common ground which all Christians do possess in Christ's Gospel and
in the Apostolic Preaching, they may be unable to join, sincerely and
with conviction, in a common profession of faith.

Thirdly, and perhaps this was, in fact, the intended meaning of the
phrase, it may be contended that "our disunity as churches” is just an
expression of our inability to manifest and embody that greater and
deeper unity or "oneness in Christ," which had already been achieved or
rather granted. In other words, the phrase may contend that there is
already a kind of an ultimate Unity achieved among the Christians
across the existing denominational or institutional barriers, and that this
Unity is the only true reality, whereas the disunity of "churches”
belongs exclusively to the imperfect level of human affairs. Such an
interpretation does, obviously, imply a very particular conception of the
Church, and it is at this point that no agreement between the divided
Christians exists or is available at the present — or rather it is at this
very point that the tension between the different trends or sections of
the divided Christendom is the sharpest.

When Christians of different traditions meet in an "ecumenical
setting,” as they met, e.g., at Amsterdam in 1948, they always have to
face the fact of their conscientious disagreement on many points, in
spite of their earnest desire "to stay together," i.e. to recover unity. The
greatest achievement of the modern Ecumenical Movement was
probably in the courage to acknowledge that there was a major
disagreement, our deepest difference (to use the Amsterdam phrasing,)
which simply cannot be exorcised by any appeal to charity or
toleration. We must take this existing tension or divergence within
Christendom with utter seriousness. We should be frank and outspoken
with each other: there is difference, there is disagreement.

Now, it is precisely at this point an objection may be raised, as it had
been often raised: Is this "disagreement” truly valid? Is it not rather an
illusion of self-complacent man? Is it not just an obstinate resolve to
continue in obsolete walks of an out-lived past? In fact, it has been
suggested more than once that all Christian divisons are now, as they
probably always have been, just human misunderstandings, conditioned
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ultimately by a lack of charity and comprehension, by a narrowness of
mind and heart, by certain inherited and inveterate prejudices, by rivalry
and pride. It is some times contended that, after all, there is no real
reason for Christians to stay divided, and all alleged reasons are,
ultimately, irrelevant. This is to say that Christians simply stubbornly
refuse to recognize and acknowledge that they are actually at one in all
the essentials, that they deliberately exaggerate the points of divergence.
It is obviously true that human obstinacy and frailty had their heavy
share in the tragedy of Christian disruption. In certain instances,
Christian divisions were motivated manily by human passions. Yet, it
would be a sore travesty of Christian history, if we ignore that in many
other instances divisions were inspired by a faithful allegiance to the
Truth, as men could apprehend it, or else by a conscientious resistance
to what had been sincerely conceived as a dangerous error, even if this
apprehension might have been, some times, exaggerated. In any case,
an unqualified pleading for "unity,” pure and simple, cannot appeal to
those who find themselves separated from each other by the claims of
Christian conscience and by the loyalty to the faith "which had been
once delivered unto the saints." It is simply unfair to trace all divisions
and disagreements back to various "non-theological factors," as they are
usually styled now, or to certain social sources, as weighty and
hypnotizing they might have been in certain cases. The very sting of
Christian tragedy is in the fact that, in the concrete setting of history,
many divisions had been imposed, as it were, precisely by the loyalty
to Christ and by a sincere zeal for the true faith. It is precisely in the
name of the true Apostolicity of the teaching and of the true Holiness
of life that many Christian groups or churches persist in their mutual
separation even now, even when they have rekindled the spirit of charity
and willingly assumed the burdens of each other. Tragically enough, in
many situations "separation” or "schism” seem to be the demand of
Christian loyalty and conscience. In our ecumenical conversation we
have reached a stage at which it is becoming increasingly difficult to
speak with a common voice, or to make agreed statements, or to engage
in a united action. All would agree that the Church's Unity is God's
will and purpose, and all are aware of the impending duty to recover the
lost unity. But, at this very point, the deepest difference of convictions
reappears. All would agree that the Church of Christ simply cannot be
divided, as Christ himself is never divided. But what is then the
ultimate meaning of the Christian Division, because there is division?
For many Christians the present state of disruption, i.e. our disunity
as churches, depends primarily upon the spirit of divisiveness, in which
pretexts for a continuing separation are invented or discovered in things
which should not prevent a communio in sacris, even if it is still
impossible to exhibit a perfect agreement in doctrine. There is Unity,
they would urge, and it must be manifested at once, and all should meet
at the Lord's Table. For many Christians, in fact, by whatever name
they may be described, all existing schisms are to such an extent and in
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such a sense inside of the Una Sancta, that they can be overruled just by
an increase in charity, or else by certain adjustments in policy,
including possibly even a restoration of a "historical episcopate.”

But there are many others, who are strongly convinced that the
tragedy of Christian disruption goes much deeper and had affected the
very basis of the Divine Institution. And surely, the question of
numbers and percentage is absolutely out of place in the realm of
Christian freedom and committment of faith. They would contend that
it is not only a lack of togetherness or the spirit of divisiveness, but
above all some definite structural losses or distortions in the process of
the Christian disintegration that constitute at the present the main
predicament of the divided Christendom. Without any lack of charity,
and with an earnest and brotherly affection for them with whom they are
conscientiously compelled to disagree, those who are committed to the
"High" or "Catholic" conception of the Church would insist that first of
all these structural losses should be recovered or healed, and that, unless
this had been done, any manifestation of the alleged "Oneness in
Christ" is bound to be unreal and insincere. For them, of the "High"
traditon, separation went to such a depth of Christian existence that
they cannot, to use the Toronto phrase, regard many of the existing
groups and denominations as "churches,” in any proper or full sense of
the word. They would not impose their own convictions upon those
who are unable to share them, but they are compelled, in an ultimate
obedience to the will of God, as they read it in the Scripture and in the
graceful experience of the Church, to state their own convictions and to
abstain from any action, be it an "action of faith," in which they cannot
join, without betraying their deepest loyalty.

When the different groups of Christians are separated by their
loyalties to the Truth, i.e. when they interpret divergently the ultimate
loyalty to Christ, it would be both unfair and unwise to ask each other
to make concessions and to disregard disagreement for the sake of an
immediate unity. It would be, moreover, a sign of unhealthy
impatience. Charity should never be set against the Truth. Obviously,
it would be unreal to ask the "Catholics" not to regard the Apostolic
Succession and the Ministerial Priesthood as being of the esse of the
Church, or to suggest that they should not regard any doctrinal
interpretation of Sacraments, including that of the Holy Eucharist, as
binding. It would be equally unfair to ask the "Protestants” to abandon
their distinctive teachings, such as, the doctrine of the Justification by
Faith, or, the exclusive practice of the "Believer's baptism,” or to
expect that they would accept doctrines or instituions, which they
conscientiously regard as erroneous. To do this, and to try, in the name
of an abstract "unity" or "oneness," to make on the common behalf any
statement which, in fact, can be but a "party-statement,” to whichever
"party" the preference may be given, would mean either to indulge in
dreams, as glorious as they may seem to be, or to attempt a disguised
conversion. It may be painful to acknowledge the cruciality of our



32 Ecumenism I: A Doctrinal Approach

deepest difference. But this pain is rather the pangs of growth. It must
be plainly acknowledged that the present "schism" or "disunity as
churches” is not only a stigma of sin, but also a witness to a deep
disagreement about the Truth.

It can be objected at this point that all that had just been said
amounts to a recognition that the Ecumenical Movement had reached a
dead-end, and that no further discussion can be profitable and cannot lead
anywhere. In fact, it only means that some new ways should be
discovered, if only we earnestly believe that Unity is God's will and not
just a human project. The tension, which had been described at
Amsterdam as "our deepest difference,” belongs to the very heart of the
ecumenical problem. It is this tension that gives the true ecumenicity
to the ecumenical quest. The main presupposition of any true
ecumenical encounter is the mutual confidence and respect. The "divided
Christians" must trust and respect each other's sincerity, each other's
convictions. The first appeal of the Faith and Order Movement was
addressed to "all Christian Communions throughout the world." It may
make the task much easier if certain communions drop from the scene,
but then the ecumenicity of the purpose will be seriously threatened. By
its very nature, the Ecumenical endeavor is a paradoxical venture. It is,
as it were, an attempt to redirect the course of Christian history, to
redirect it towards unity, after the centuries of schisms and splits. This
cannot be an easy task.

And this brings us to the final point. Perhaps, we can describe all
ecumenical efforts of the last decades as an Ecumenism in space. The
first task of the Faith and Order Conferences in the past was to discover
and register the manifold "agreements" and disagreements between the
various communions and denominations throughout the world. The
balance was rather disheartening and confusing. The next step was to
discover the "deepest difference." It seems that this Ecumenism in space
must be now supplemented by an Ecumenism in time. No agreement
which fails to do justice to the age-long process of Christian thinking
and devotion can have a lasting value. The time itself must be redeemed
and reintegrated. "Others have labored, and you have entered into their
labors.” It is but fair to say that we have not yet entered deeply enough
into the labors of the preceding generations, of our fathers and
forefathers in God. We are too much imprisoned in our own age. But all
Christian convictions are subject to an ultimate test by paradosis, by
tradition. It is in the process of our common return to that Tradition,
which had been continuous, even in the midst of conflicts and splits, if
often in a disguised and obscure manner, that we, the "divided
Christians,” will meet each other on a safer ground than ever before.
This Tradition is the Holy Church herself, in which the Lord is ever
present.

Of course, at the end, in the ultimate consummation, everything
historical will be superseded by what no eye had ever seen and no
imagination could ever have perceived. Yet, the Historical, i.e. that
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which has been done by men in history, in time and on this earth, has
its own status in the story of Salvation. The final judgment on history,
even on the history of Christendom, belongs solely to the Savior-
Judge, to Whom all power had been given, and Who is coming to
"shake the earth,” and "to judge the quick and the dead.” Yet, the Church
on earth, i.e. in history, had been given authority to bind and to lose. It
had been established as a "Pillar and Foundation of the Truth." The full
knowledge and understanding, the vision, is reserved for the Day of
Judgement. But, at least, a knowledge of direction is available for the
Church already is her earthly Pilgrimage. To recover this sense of
direction is the first task of the Ecumenical Movement at the present.
The goal is distant, and the path is narrow. Yet, a sure and infallible
guide is given to all who search with humility and devotion — the
Comforter, the Spirit of Truth. He will lead the faithful into the
Fulness of Truth.



ART TWO: THE "DOCTRINE" OF THE CHURCH
SCHISM AND THE BRANCH THEORY

The basic difficulty of doctrine on Christian reunification is that of
the limits or boundaries of the Church. This is the entire problematic of
St. Cyprian of Carthage. [See the following article for an analysis of
the inadequacy of St. Cyprian’s thought]. The basic idea of St. Cyprian
may be expressed as follows: the canonical boundary of the Church is
inherently charismatic, so that any "schism" is a complete falling away
from the Church. It is a departure from that holy land, from that holy
and sacred City where the holy source pulses, the source of holy water,
the mystical Jordan. This is why the schismatics have only "impure
water," used for the further profanation of what is evil rather than for its
ablution. Immediately beyond the canonical boundary, the world
without grace, the natural world, begins. The practical conclusions of
St. Cyprian were never accepted by the Church, and Church regulations
on the reunification of schismatics and heretics tacitly suggest that the
Spirit breathes even in the sons of the opposition. The recognition of
"schismatic" sacraments cannot be explained by "economy" alone —
here there can be no ambiguous "pragmatism,” no "as if." Nonetheless,
however, the reasoning of St. Cyprian can hardly be considered to have
been refuted. Of course, its premises must be narrowed and made more
precise. But the very consistency of thought remains undisturbed. And
in his polemic with the Donatists, St. Augustine was essentially not
that different from St. Cyprian. This is why there is unresolved tension
between dogma and practice in this case — tension, not contradiction.
The Church testifies that the sacraments are performed among
schismatics and even heretics — even if it is not salvific, as St.
Augustine explains, but they are at least performed in the Holy Spirit,
which therefore remains alive even in schism. But this does not explain
how it is possible. It is not so enigmatic that there is the hope of
salvation "outside the Church," extra Ecclesiam — to such an extent is
the very fact of the unity of the abiding, Life-giving Spirit present in
the schism.

This is the basic antinomy in Church doctrine. And it is not suitable
to misinterpret this antinomic and paradoxical fact in the spirit and
sense of the well-known "branch theory of the Church." This would be
an altogether exceptional extrapolation. The "branch theory of the
Church” sees the schism of the Christian world too optimistically and
happily. There are no "branches” with equal rights. It is truer to say:
sick branches do not immediately wither away. Herein lies the basic
fact. Canonical isolation, the loss of "ecumenism" — that is, of
Catholic wholeness — the dulling and obscuring of dogmatic
consciousness, even outright delusion — all of this human falseness
and error still does not stop or obstruct the circulation of the Spirit.
Nonetheless, this is no longer a canonical fact, and cannot be considered
when building a "normal” structure for the Church. This is the fact of a
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supra-canonical exception, thus far unknown in history. Khomiakov
expressed this best of all: "Since the Church is earthly and visible and
there is still no completion and perfection of the entire Church, which
the Lord decreed shall exist until the final judgment of all of creation, it
creates and knows only within its limits, not judging the remainder of
mankind (in the words of Paul to the Corinthians), and only recognizes
as lost — that is, as not belonging to her — those who left her of their
own accord. The remainder of mankind, either outside of the Church or
connected to her with knots which God will not allow her to unravel,
She concedes to the judgment of the great day" (The Church Is One,
§2).

Yes, there are invisible knots which cannot be severed by retreats and
division and schism. But it is even less suitable to calm and comfort
oneself about this invisible bond, to slight this merciful gift of unity.
But one must try to accomplish, discover and execute this unity in the
completeness of the Church, which triumphs in the Spirit and in truth
on the earth and in historical testimony. From this point of view, every
real "common cause” is more important than a direct posing of the
question of reunification. For the very reality of unity and faithfulness,
even if only to a slight extent, is most important of all. In this regard,
doctrinal and theological collaboration and mutual ties are undoubtedly a
real act of "union," since at least in striving towards the truth of Christ,
solidarity is attained. The question of reunification is most expediently
posed namely as a question of truth — seek the Truth, and it will not
only liberate but unite, for Truth is one and is unity. For reunification
in Christian empiricism, things must change — or to put it differently,
they must be transformed. Reunification cannot be thought out like the
union of today's empirical realities. And in the idea of unification there
is more accuracy and clarity than in the idea of simple combination.
Here it remains unclear who is uniting. And unification tends towards
the Truth. Reunification is possible only in the Spirit and in strength,
in inspiration and holiness. Therefore it will hardly come during
theological conferences, at the meetings of hierarchs, hardly in
Lausanne or Stockholm. And if reunification is fated to occur in
history, then in any case this will be already in the eschatological
twilight and on the eve of the Second Coming (Parousia), for this will
already be a forewarning and anticipation of our fates from the other
world. Here much is unclear, and will be explained to all in prayerful
vigil and ordeal. This does not weaken the decisiveness of the
commandment: "Let us go forth therefore unto him without the camp,
bearing his reproach. For here we have no abiding City, but rather we
seek the coming one" (Hebrews 13: 3).

Translated from the Russian by
Linda Morris



THE BOUNDARIES OF THE CHURCH

It is very difficult to give an exact and firm definition of a "sect” or
"schism" (I distinguish the "theological definition" from the simple
canonical description"), since a sect in the Church is always something
contradictory and unnatural, a paradox and an enigma. For the Church is
unity and the whole of her being is in this unity and union, of Christ
and in Christ. "For by one Spirit were we all baptized into one Body" (/
Corinthians 12:13), and the prototype of this unity is the
consubstantial Trinity. The measure of this unity is catholicity or
communality (sobornost), when the impenetrability of personal
consciousness is softened and even removed in complete unity of
thought and soul and the multitude of them that believe are of one heart
and soul (cf. Acts 4:32). A sect on the other hand is separation,
solitariness, the loss and denial of communality. The sectarian spirit is
the direct opposite of the spirit of the Church.

The question of the nature and meaning of divisions and sects in the
Church was put in all its sharpness as early as the ancient baptismal
disputes of the third century. At that time St. Cyprian of Carthage
developed with fearless consistency a doctrine of a complete absence of
grace in every sect precisely as a sect. The whole meaning and the
whole logical stress of his reasoning lay in the conviction that the
sacraments are established in the Church. That is to say, they are
effected and can be effected only in the Church, in communion and in
communality. Therefore every violation of communality and unity in
itself leads immediately beyond the last barrier into some decisive
outside. To St. Cyprian every schism was a departure out of the
Church, out of that sanctified and holy land, where alone rises the
baptismal spring, the waters of salvation, quia una est aqua in ecclesia
sancta (St. Cyprian, Epist. 1xxi, 2). The teaching of St. Cyprian on the
gracelessness of sects is related to his teaching on unity and
communality. This is not the place or the moment to recollect and
relate St. Cyprian's deductions and proofs. Each of us remembers and
knows them, is bound to know them, is bound to remember them.
They have not lost their force to this day. The historical influence of
St. Cyprian was continuous and powerful. Strictly speaking, the
theological premises of St. Cyprian's teaching have never been
disproved. Even St. Augustine was not so very far from St. Cyprian.
He argued with the Donatists, not with St. Cyprian himself, and he did
not confute St. Cyprian; indeed, his argument was more about practical
measures and conclusions. In his reasoning about the unity of the
Church, about the unity of love, as the necessary and decisive condition
of the saving power of the sacraments, St. Augustine really only
repeats St. Cyprian in new words.
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But the practical conclusions of St. Cyprian have not been accepted
and supported by the consciousness of the Church. And one asks how
this was possible, if his premises have been neither disputed nor set
aside. There is no need to enter into the details' of the Church's
canonical relations with sectarians and heretics. It is sufficient to state
that there are occasions when by the very form of her activity the
Church brings one to understand that the sacraments of sectarians and
even of heretics are valid, that the sacraments can be celebrated outside
the strict canonical limits of the Church. The Church customarily
receives adherents from sects and even from heresies not by way of
baptism, obviously meaning or supposing that they have already been
actually baptized in their sects and heresies. In many cases the Church
receives adherents even without chrism and sometimes even clerics in
their existing orders, which must all the more be understood and
explained as recognizing the validity or reality of the corresponding rites
performed over them "outside the Church." But, if sacraments are
performed, it can only be by virtue of the Holy Spirit. Canonical rules
establish or reveal a certain mystical paradox. In the form of her activity
the Church bears witness to the extension of her mystical territory even
beyond the canonical threshold; the "outside world" does not begin
immediately. St. Cyprian was right: the sacraments are accomplished
only in the Church. But he defined this ir hastily and too narrowly.
Must we not come rather to the opposite conclusion? Where the
sacraments are accomplished, there is the Church. St. Cyprian started
from the silent supposition that the canonical and charismatic limits of
the Church invariably coincide. And it is this uproven identification
that has not been confirmed by the communal consciousness. As a
mystical organism, as the sacramental Body of Christ, the Church
cannot be adequately described in canonical terms or categories alone. It
is impossible to state or discern the true limits of the Church simply
by canonical signs or marks. Very often the canonical boundary also
determines the charismatic boundary; what is bound on earth is bound
by an indissoluble knot in heaven. But not always. Still more often,
not immediately. In her sacramental, mysterious existence the Church
surpasses canonical measurements. For that reason a canonical cleavage
does not immediately signify mystical impoverishment and desolation.
All that St. Cyprian said about the unity of the Church and the
sacraments can be and must be accepted. But it is not necessary, as he
did, to draw the final boundary around the body of the Church by
canonical points alone.

This raises a general questioning and doubt. Are these canonical rules
and acts subject to theological generalization? Is it possible to impute
to them theological or dogmatic motives and grounds? Or do they rather
represent only pastoral discretion and forbearance? Must we not
understand the canonical mode of action rather as a forbearing silence
concerning gracelessness than as a recognition of the reality or validity
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of schismatic rites? Is it then quite prudent to cite or introduce canonical
facts into a theological argument?

This objection is connected to the theory of what is called
"economy."! In general ecclesiastical usage olkovoulia is a term of very
many meanings. In its broadest sense "economy” embraces and signifies
the whole work of salvation (cf. Colossians 1:25; Ephesians 1:10; 3, 2,
9). The Vulgate usually translates it by dispensatio.? In canonical
language "economy” has not become a technical term. It is rather a
descriptive word, a kind of general characteristic; olkovoula is opposed
to drplPera as a kind of relaxation of church discipline, an exemption
or exception from the "strict rule (ius strictum) or from the general rule.
The governing motive of "economy" is precisely "philanthropy,”
pastoral discretion, a pedagogical calculation — the deduction is always
from working utility. "Economy" is a pedagogical rather than a
canonical principle; it is the pastoral corrective of the canonical
consciousness. "Economy” can be and should be employed by each
individual pastor in his parish, still more by a bishop or council of
bishops. For "economy” is pastorship and pastorship is "economy." In
this is the whole strength and vitality of the "economical" principle —
and also its limitation. Not every question can be put and answered in
the form of "economy."

One must ask, therefore, whether it is possible to put the question
concerning sectarians and heretics as a question only of "economy."
Certainly, in so far as it is a question of winning lost souls for
Catholic truth, of the way to bring them "to the reason of truth,” every
course of action must be "economical,” that is, pastoral,
compassionate, loving. The pastor must leave the ninety and nine and
seek the lost sheep. But for that reason the greater is the need for
complete sincerity and directness. Not only is this unequivocal
accuracy, strictness and clarity; in fact, dkplBeia, is required in the
sphere of dogma. How otherwise can unity of mind be obtained?
Accuracy and clarity are before all things necessary in mystical
diagnosis, and precisely for this reason, the question of the rites of
sectarians and heretics must be put and decided in the form of the
strictest dkpl{Beta. For here there is not so much a quaestio iuris as a
quaestio facti. Further, it is a question of mystical fact, of sacramental
reality. It is not a matter of "recognition” so much as of diagnosis; it is
necessary to identify and to discern.

Least of all is "economy"” in this question compatible with the radical
standpoint of St. Cyprian. If beyond the canonical limits of the Church
the wilderness without grace begins immediately, if in general
schismatics have not been baptized and still abide in the darkness before
baptism, perfect clarity, strictness and insistence are still more
indispensable in the acts and judgments of the Church. Here no
"forbearance" is appropriate or even possible; no concessions are
permissible. Is it in fact conceivable that the Church should receive
these or those sectarians or heretics into her own body not by way of
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baptism simply in order thereby to make their decisive step easy? At all
events this would be a very rash and dangerous complaisance. Rather, it
would be a connivance with human weakness, self-love and lack of
faith, a connivance all the more dangerous in that it creates every
appearance of recognition by the Church that schismatic sacraments and
rites are valid, and that, not only in the reception of schismatics or
people from outside, but in the consciousness of the majority in the
Church and even of the leaders of the Church. Moreover, this mode of
action is applied because it creates this appearance. If in fact the Church
were fully convinced that in the sects and heresies baptism is not
accomplished, to what end would she reunite schismatics without
baptism? Surely not simply in order to save them from false shame in
the open confession that they have not been baptized. Can such a
motive be considered honorable, convincing and of good repute? Can it
benefit the newcomers to reunite them through ambiguity and
suppression? To the just doubt whether it would be impossible by
analogy to unite to the Church without baptism Jews and Moslems "by
economy," Metropolitan Antony replied with complete candor: "Ah,
but all such neophytes and even those baptized in the name of
Montanus and Priscilla themselves would not claim to enter the Church
without immersion and the utterance of the words, 'In the name of the
Father,' etc. Such a claim could only be advanced through a confused
understanding of the Church's grace by those sectarians and schismatics
whose baptism, worship and hierarchical system differ in little
externally from those of the Church. It would be very insulting to them
on their turning to the Church to have to sit on the same seat with
heathens and Jews. For that reason the Church, indulging their
weakness, has not performed over them the external act of baptism but
has given them this grace in the second sacrament” (Faith and Reason,
1916, 8-9, pp. 887-8). I transcribe this utterance in sorrowful
perplexity. Common sense would draw precisely the opposite
conclusion from Metropolitan Antony's argument. In order to lead weak
and unreasoning "neophytes" to the "clear understanding of the Church's
grace" which they lack, it would be all the more necessary and
appropriate to perform over them the external act of baptism, instead of
giving them and many others by a feigned accommodation to their
"susceptibilities” not only an excuse but a ground to continue deceiving
themselves with the equivocal fact that their "baptism, worship and
hierarchical system differ in little externally from those of the Church."
One may ask who gave the Church this right not merely to change, but
simply to abolish the external act of baptism, performing it in such
cases only mentally, by implication or intention — at the celebration
of the "second sacrament” — over the unbaptized. Admittedly, in
special and exceptional cases the "external act,” the "form," may be
indeed abolished; such is the martyr's baptism in blood or even the so-
called baptisma flaminis. But that is admissible only in casu
necessitatis. Moreover, there can hardly be any analogy here with the
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systematic connivance in another's sensitivity and self-deception. If
"economy" is pastoral discretion conducive to the advantage and
salvation of human souls, then in such a case one could only speak of
"economy inside-ocut." It would be a deliberate retrogression into
equivocation and obscurity, and for the sake of external success, since
the internal enchurchment of "neophytes” cannot occur with such a
concealment. It is scarcely possible to impute to the Church such a
perverse and crafty intention. And, in any case, the practical result of
this "economy" must be considered utterly unexpected. In the Church
herself, the conviction has arisen among the majority that sacraments
are peiformed even among schismatics, that even in the sects there is a
valid, although forbidden, hierarchy. The true intention of the Church in
her acts and rules appears to be too difficult to discern and discriminate.
From this side the "economical” explanation of these rules cannot be
regarded as plausible.

The "economical" explanation raises even greater difficulties in regard
to its general theological premises. One can scarcely ascribe to the
Church the power and the right, as it were, to convert the has-not-been
into the has-been, "to change the meaningless into the valid,” as
Professor Diovuniotis expresses it (Church Quarterly Review No. 231,
p. 97), "in order of economy.” This would give a particular sharpness to
the question whether it is possible to receive schismatic clergy "in their
existing orders.” In the Russian Church adherents from Roman
Catholicism or from the Nestorians, etc. are received into communion
"through recantation of heresy," that is, in the sacrament of penitence.
Clergy are given absolution by a bishop and thereby the inhibition
lying on a schismatic cleric is removed. One asks whether it is
conceivable that in this delivery and absolution from sin there is also
accomplished and acquired silently — and even secretly — baptism,
confirmation, ordination as deacon or priest, sometimes consecration,
and that without any "form” or clear and distinctive "external act,”
which might enable us to notice and consider precisely what sacraments
are being performed. Here is a double equivocation, from the standpoint
of motive and from the standpoint of the fact itself. Can one, in short,
celebrate a sacrament by virtue of "intention" alone, without visible
act? Of course not. Not because to the "form" belongs some self-
sufficient or "magical” action, but precisely because in the celebration
of a sacrament the "external act" and the pouring-forth of grace are in
substance indivisible and inseparable. Certainly, the Church is the store
of grace and to her is given power to preserve and teach these gifts of
grace. The Church is 6 Tautoiiyos TAs xdpitos, as the Greek
theologians say. But the power of the Church does not extend to the
very foundations of Christian existence. It is impossible to think that
the Church has the right "in the order of economy" to admit to the
priestly function without ordination the professed clergy of schismatic
confessions, even of those that have not preserved the "apostolic
succession," remedying not only defects but just complete gracelessness
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only in the order of power, intention and recognition, and that
unspoken. In such an interpretation the Church's whole sacramental
system in general appears too soft and elastic. Neither was Khomiakov
sufficiently careful, when in defending the new Greek practice of
receiving reunited Latins through baptism he wrote to Palmer that

all sacraments are completed only in the bosom of the true
Church and it matters not whether they be completed in one
form or another. Reconciliation (with the Church) renovates the
sacraments or completes them, giving a full and orthodox
meaning to the rite that was before either insufficient or
heterodox, and the repetition of the preceding sacraments is
virtually contained in the rite or fact of reconciliation.
Therefore, the visible repetition of Baptism or Confirmation,
though unnecessary, cannot be considered as erroneous, and
establishes only a ritual difference without any difference of
opinion. (Russia and the English Church, ch. 6, p. 62.)

Here the hought divides. The "repetition” of a sacrament is not only
superfluous but impermissible. If there was not a sacrament but there
was previously performed an imperfect, heretical rite, then the
sacrament must be accomplished for the first time, and moreover, with
complete sincerity and clarity. In any case the Catholic sacraments are
not merely rites and it is not possible to treat the "external” aspect of
sacramental celebration with such disciplinary relativism. The
"economical” interpretation of the canons might be convincing and
probable only in the presence of direct and perfectly clear proofs,
whereas it is customarily supported by indirect data and most of all by
indirect intentions and conclusions. The "economical” interpretation is
not the teaching of the Church. It is only a private "theological
opinion," very recent and very controversial, having arisen in a period
of theological confusion and decadence in a hasty endeavor to dissociate
oneself as sharply as possible from Roman theology.

Roman theology admits and acknowledges that schismatics have a
valid hierarchy and that in a sense even "apostolic succession" is
retained, so that under certain conditions the sacraments can be and
actually are accomplished among schismatics and even among heretics.
The basic premises of this sacramental theology have already been
established with sufficient definition by St. Augustine and the Orthodox
theologian has every reason to take into account the theology of St.
Augustine in his dcoctrinal synthesis. The first thing to attract attention
in St. Augustine's work is the organic relation between the question of
the validity of sacraments and the general doctrine concerning the
Church. The validity of the sacraments celebrated by schismatics
signifies for St. Augustine the continuance of their links witk the
Church. He directly affirms that in the sacraments of sectarians the
Church is active; some she engenders of herself, others she engenders
outside, of her maid-servant, ard schismatic baptism is valid for this
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very reason, that it is performed by the Church (see St. Augustine, De
bapt. 1, 15, 23). What is valid in the sects is that in them which is
from the Church, which in their hands remains as the portion and the
sacred core of the Church, through which they are with the Church. /n
quibusdam rebus nobiscum sunt. The unity of the Church is based on a
twofold bond — the "unity of the Spirit" and the "union of peace" (cf.
Ephesians 4:3). In sects and divisions the "union of peace" is broken
and torn apart, but in the sacraments the "unity of the Spirit" is not
terminated. This is the unique paradox of sectarian existence; the sect
remains united with the Church in the grace of the sacraments and this
becomes a condemnation once love and communal mutuality have
withered. To this is connected St. Augustine's second basic distinction,
the distinction between the "validity" or "actuality,” the reality, of the
sacraments and their "efficacy.” The sacraments of schismatics are valid,
that is, they genuinely are sacraments. But they are not efficacious
(non-efficacia) because of the schism or division itself. For in sects and
divisions love withers and without love salvation is impossible. In
salvation there are two sides: the objective action of grace and the
subjective effort of fidelity. The Holy and sanctifying Spirit still
breathes in the sects, but in the stubornness and powerlessness of
schism healing is not accomplished. It is untrue to say that in
schismatic rites nothing generally is accomplished, for, if they must be
considered only empty acts and words, deprived of grace, by the same
token they are not only empty but also converted into a profanation, a
sinister counterfeit. If the rites of schismatics are not sacraments, they
are a blasphemous caricature. In that case neither "economical”
suppression of facts nor "economical” glossing of sin is possible. The
sacramental rite cannot be only a rite, empty but innocent. The
sacrament is accomplished in reality. But it is impossible to say also
that in the sects the sacraments are of avail. The sacraments are not
"magical” acts; indeed the Eucharist may also be taken "unto judgment
and condemnation." But this does not refute the reality or "validity" of
the Eucharist itself. The same may be said of baptism; baptismal grace
must be renewed in unceasing effort and service, otherwise it becomes
"inefficacious.” From this point of view St. Gregory of Nyssa attacked
with great energy the practice of postponing baptism to the hour of
death or to advanced years, in order to avoid pollution of the baptismal
robes. He transfers the emphasis. Baptism is not only the end of sinful
existence but rather the beginning of everything. Baptismal grace is not
only remission of sins but a gift or surety of effort. The name is entered
in the army list but the honor of the soldier is in his service, not in his
calling alone. What does baptism mean without spiritual deeds? This is
what St. Augustine meant to say in his distinction between "character”
and "grace." In any case, a "sign" or "seal" remains on every person
who receives baptism, even if he falls away and departs, and each will
be tried concerning this "sign" or surety on the Day of Judgment. The
baptized are distinguished from the unbaptized, even when baptismal
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grace has not flowered in their works and deeds, even when they have
corrupted and wasted their whole life. That is the ineffaceable
consequence of the Divine touch. This clear distinction beween the two
inseparable factors of sacramental existence, Divine grace and human
love, are characteristic of the whole sacramental theology of St.
Augustine. But the sacrament is accomplished by grace and not by love.
Yet man is saved in freedom and not in compulsion, and for that reason
grace somehow does not burn with a life-giving flame outside
Catholicity and love.

One thing remains obscure. How does the activity of the Spirit
continue beyond the canonical border of the Church? What is the
validity of sacraments without communion, of stolen sacraments,
sacraments in the hands of usurpers? Recent Roman theology answers
that question by the doctrine of the validity of sacraments ex opere
operato, as distinct from validity ex opere operantis (sc. ministri). In
St. Augustine this distinction does not exist. But he understood the
validity of the sacraments outside canonical unity in the same sense. In
fact opus operatum preeminantly signifies the independence of the
sacrament from the personal action of the minister. The Church
performs the sacrament and through her Christ, the High Priest,
performs it. The sacraments are performed by the prayer and activity of
the Church, ex opere orantis et operantis ecclesiae. In such a sense must
the doctrine of validity ex opere operato be accepted? For St. Augustine
it was not so important that the sacraments of schismatics are
"unlawful" or "illicit" (illicita); much more important was the fact that
the schism is a dissipation of love. But the love of God overlaps and
surmounts the failure of love in man. In the sects themselves and even
among heretics the Church continues to perform her saving and
sanctifying work. It may not follow, perhaps, that we should say, the
schismatics are still in the Church; at all events this would not be very
precise. It would be more accurate to say that the Church continues to
work in the schisms in expectation of the mysterious hour when the
stubborn heart will be melted in the warmth of "preparatory grace,"
when the will and thirst for communality and unity will burst into
flame and burn. The "validity" of the sacraments among schismatics is
the mysterious guarantee of their return to Catholic plenitude and unity.

The sacramental theology of St. Augustine was generally not well
known by the Eastern Church in antiquity. It also was not received by
Byzantine theology, but not because they saw or suspected something
alien or superfluous in it. In general, St. Augustine was not very well
known in the East. In modern times the doctrine of the sacraments has
been not infrequently expounded in the Orthodox East and in Russia on
a Roman model and there is still no creative appropriation of St.
Augustine's conception. Contemporary Orthodox theology must
express and explain the traditional canonical practice of the Church in
relation to heretics and schismatics on the basis of those general
premises which have been established by St. Augustine.
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It is necessary to hold firmly in mind that in asserting the "validity"
of the sacraments and of the hierarchy itself in the sects, St. Augustine
in no way relaxed or removed the boundary dividing sect and
Catholicity. This is not so much a canonical as a spiritual boundary,
communal love in the Church or separatism and alienation in the
schisms. This for Augustine was the boundary of salvation, since,
indeed, grace operates but does not save outside communality. (It is
appropriate to note that here too St. Augustine closely follows St.
Cyprian who asserted that except in the Church even martyrdom for
Christ does not avail.) For this reason despite all the "reality” and
"validity"of the schismatic hierarchy it is impossible to speak in a strict
sense of the retention of "apostolic succession” beyond the limits of
canonical communality. This question has been investigated with
exhaustive fullness and great insight in the remarkable article of the late
C. G. Turner, "The Apostolic Succession" in Essays on the Early
History of the Church and the Ministry, edited by H. B. Swete (1918).
And from this it indubitably follows that the so-called "branch theory of
the Church" cannot be accepted. This theory depicts the cleavage of the
Christian world too complacently and comfortably. The onlooker
perhaps will not immediately discern the "schismatic" branches from
the "Catholic" trunk. In its substance, however, "schism" is not only a
branch. It is also the will for schism. It is the mysterious and even
enigmatic sphere beyond the canonical limits of the Church, where the
sacraments still are celebrated, where hearts as often flame and burn in
faith, in love, in works. It is necessary to admit this, but it is also
necessary to remember that the limit is real, that there is no union.
Khomiakov, it seems, was speaking of this when he said: "inasmuch as
the earthly and visible Church is not the fullness and completeness of
the whole Church which the Lord had appointed to appear at the final
judgment of all creation, she acts and knows only within her own
limits; and (according to the words of Paul the Apostle to the
Corinthians, I Corinthians 5:12) does not judge the rest of mankind,
and only looks upon those as excluded, that is to say, not belonging to
her, who have excluded themselves. The rest of mankind, whether alien
from the Church, or united to her by ties which God had not willed to
reveal to her, she leaves to the judgment of the great day" (Russia and
the English Church, ch. 23, p. 194). In the same sense Metropolitan
Filaret of Moscow decided to speak of churches "not purely true.”

Mark you, I do not presume to call false any church, believing
that Jesus is the Christ. The Christian Church can only be
either purely true, confessing the true and saving Divine
teaching without the false admixtures and pernicious opinions
of men, or not purely true, mixing with the true and saving
teaching of faith in Christ the false and pernicious opinions of
men. [Metropolitan Filaret then concluded.] You expect now
that I should give judgment concerning the other half of present
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Christianity, but I just simply look upon them; in part I see
how the head and Lord of the Church heals the many deep
wounds of the old serpent in all the parts and limbs of this
body, applying now gentle, now strong remedies, even fire and
iron, in order to soften hardness, to draw out poison, to clean
the wounds, to separate out malignant growths, to restore spirit
and life in the half-dead and numbed structures. In such wise I
attest my faith that in the end the power of God patently will
triumph over human weakness, good over evil, unity over
division, life over death. (Conversation between the Seeker and
the Believer concerning the Orthodoxy of the Eastern Greco-
Russian Church, Moscow, 1833, pp. 27-9, 135))

This is only a beginning, a general characteristic; not everything in it
is clearly and fully said. But the question is correctly posed. There are
many bonds still not broken, whereby the schisms are held together in a
certain unity. Our whole attention and our whole will must be gathered
together and directed to removing the stubornness of dissention. "We
seek not conquest,” says St. Gregory of Nazianzus, "but the return of
brethren, the separation from whom is tearing us."3

IThe doctrine of ecclesiastical "economy"” is particularly developed in Greek
theology. I mention only: Xp. Avdpovroos, Aoyuarikry Ttijs ’Opbobdfov
'Avarolikiis 'ExxcAnolas, ev AB. 1907, ged 306 x7A; K. 1. AwoBowotiis, Td
Muoriipta Ths 'Avatoliciis 'Opbobétov ExxAnotias, év AB. 1913, ged 162 «TA;
eiusdem, "The Principle of Economy,” Church Quarterly Review, No. 231, April
1933; cf. F. Gavin, Some Aspects of Contemporary Greek Orthodox Thought, pp.
292ff.; 1. Spacil, S.J., Doctrina Theologiae Orientis separati de sacramento
baptismi, Orentalia Christ, VI, 4, Rome 1926. In Russian theology few have held
such a point of view. Cf. the correspondence of Metropolitan Antony with R.
Gardiner in the Journal Faith and Reason, 1915, 4, 17; 1916, 8-9, 12; and
particularly the article of A. Ilarion, "The Unity of the Church and the World
Conference of Christianity," Theological Messenger, Jan. 1917; also J. A.
Douglas, "The Relations of the Anglican Church with the Eastern Orthodox,”
London 1921, op. S1ff.; "The Orthodox Principle of Economy and its Exercise,”
Christian East, X111, 3-7, 1932; and Economic Intercommunion in the Report of
the Committee to consider the findings of the Lausanne Conference, 1930.

2Cf. A. d'Ales, "Le mot olxovoula dans la langue théologique de St. Ireénée,"” Revue
des études grecques, XXXII, 1919, pp. 1-9.

3See also the collection of essays Christian Reunion, The Oecumenical Problem in
the Orthodox Consciousness, Paris, 1933, and particularly the essay by Rev. Fr.
Sergius Bulgakov, "At Jacob's Well, Concerning the Real Unity of the Divided
Church in Faith, Prayer and Sacraments,” See also my article, "The Problems of
Christian Renion,” in the journal Put, No. 37, Feb. 1933. (Both in Russian).



THE EUCHARIST AND CATHOLICITY

Let no one grieve at his poverty, for the
universal Kingdom hath been revealed.
St. John Chrysostom's Easter Sermon

The Holy Eucharist is enacted in memory of Christ. And foremost, in
memory of the Last Supper, when the Lord himself established and first
performed the most Holy Sacrament of the New Covenant with his
disciples and gave the commandment: "Do this in remembrance of Me."
But this is not only a remembrance. One remembers the quondam and
the past, remembers what happened at one time and what no longer is.
But the Last Supper was not just performed once, but is mysteriously
continuing in our time, continuing until he comes again. In stepping
up to the Eucharistic cup, we confess this each time: "Receive me
today, O Son of God, as a partaker of Thy Mystic Feast." It continues,
it is not repeated. For the sacrifice is one, the offering is one, the High
Priest, Christ, the Offerer and the Offered, is one. "And today the same
Christ is at hand," writes St. John Chrysostom. "He who prepared that
supper,” he continues, "is the Same who now prepares this one." And
he adds: "The supper by which the sacrament was established is no
more complete than each one following it, because the One performing
and serving it is he, even as it was then."

This is how the mystery of catholicity is revealed, the mystery of the
Church. The apostle mysteriously spoke of the Church as the
"completeness” or "fulfillment" of Christ — ifris éoriv 16 odua
avtol, 10 mAljpwua TOoD TAd mWdvTa €év mwdow mAnpouuévov
(Ephesians 1:23). And St. John Chrysostom explained that
"completeness” means fulfillment — the Church is a kind of
fulfillment of Christ, Who is precisely the Head of the Body. And this
means: the Head will be fulfilled only when a perfect body is made."
The Body of Christ, the Church, exists, performs, in time. In a similar
way, each Eucharist is a kind of fulfillment of the Last Supper, its
realization and discovery in the world and in time. Each Eucharistic
service is a complete reflection of the single great Eucharist performed
by our Savior on the eve of his voluntary sufferings at the Last Supper.
As St. John Chrysostom says, each Eucharist is a whole sacrifice: "We
offer it today, we offer that which was then offered and never weakens."
Always and everywhere, Christ is one, "complete there and complete
here."

And the Everlasting Pontiff, the Savior, "unceasingly performs for us
this service,” writes the penetrating Byzantine liturgist Nikolas
Kabasilas. Not in such a way that he comes down to earth and
incarnates or occupies the consecrated Gifts — "not in such a way that
the ascended Body descends from heaven.” In his Ascension Christ,
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sitting "at the right hand" of the Father, is not separated from the earth
and "unceasingly abides" in his Church. As St. John Chrysostom
writes, "Christ not only left his Body to us, but ascended with it." In
the sense of an awesome and mystical Eucharistic offering by the
mysterious action of the Holy Spirit, sent into the world by the Son
from the Father, the ever-pure Body of Christ is fulfilled.” And here is
the mystery. The sacrifice is not repeated, the stabbing is not repeated.
The sacrifice, writes Kabasilas about the Eucharist, "is performed not
through the stabbing of the Lamb as at that time, but through the
offering of bread in place of the slaughtered lamb." The offered
Eucharist is consecrated by the strength of the prayerful appeal of the
Church through the descent of the Holy Spirit. It is exempted from the
decaying cycle of nature by the power of grace. The Pure Eucharist is
accepted onto the celestial altar and becomes the true flesh and blood of
Christ. And through this the various manifestations of the Logos of
God are perceived in unity. This is the body of the God-Man, born of a
Virgin, who suffered, was resurrected, ascended into heaven, and was
glorified. This is Christ himself in two distinct natures.

"He said in the beginning: let the earth bring forth vegetation,"
explains St. John of Damascus. "And even hitherto, the irrigation of
rain bringing forth its vegetation, is stimulated and strengthened by
divine command. So that here too God said: This is My Body, and this
is My Blood; do this in remembrance of Me." And because of his all-
powerful command it is so, until he returns. And this command
provides the rain for this new agriculture; it is the overshadowing power
of the Holy Spirit."

This "new agriculture,” in the daring expression of St. John of
Damascus, is a kind of cosmic mystery, the consecration of nature — a
conception and a forewarning of the approaching great renewal, when
God will be all in all. This is the beginning of a new heaven and a new
earth. In the Holy Eucharist, the earth is becoming heaven even today:
for "it is now possible to see on earth the body of the King of the
Heavens," St. John Chrysostom notes. Nonetheless, this is not a self-
contained, physical, natural miracle, not only the transformation of
substance. For the Eucharistic miracle is performed for man, and
performed through the human nature of the Logos Incarnate. The
Eucharist is the "foe of death,” the healing for immortality —
dapuaxov dbayacias — in the words of St. Ignatius of Antioch, the
"Healing of Life, the "healing of the corruptible.”" This is incorruptible
and immortal food for man. The Eucharist is performed in order to
consume. It is first and foremost a supper. And in bodily taking the
Eucharist, we most truly unite with Christ, with Christ the God-Man.
For the flesh of the Lord, animated and alive, through the unity of the
various manifestations of the Logos Incarnate, already divine, is the
"body of the true Lord of all,” in the words of St. John Chrysostom.
Through the power of the unchangeable and indivisible unity of two
natures in the person of the God-Man, through the Eucharist, "through
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the infusion of flesh and blood," as St. John of Damascus expresses it,
"we become parts of the Divinity of Christ." And for a creature of body
and spirit, as man was created, there is no other way or means for union
with God, as the Lord himself revealed: "Except ye eat the flesh of the
Son of Man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you" — éav urn
¢dynte Ty odpka ToU vioD ToD dvfpdmov kal mwinTe avTob
10 alua, otk é&yere lwiv év éavrols (John 6:53).

While creating his Church, in mysterious forewarning of his salvific
sufferings, the Lord establishes at the Last Supper the most Holy
Sacrament of the New Covenant, and reveals to his disciples that this is
a sacrament of unity and love. Of love the Savior teaches and exhorts
the apostles on that very night. And he speaks of love as the uniting
power. He speaks of himself as a New and Second Adam. As the New
Adam, the Lord is the Way for man, and in him and through him man
comes to the Father. And the mysterious House of the Father, in which
there are many rooms, is the Lord himself, in whose Body, in the
Church, through the power of grace, those who believe in him are
united with him and amongst themselves in mysterious unity. And they
are united through the sacrament of the Flesh and Blood — in his own
words: "He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, dwelleth in
Me, and I in him" — 6 Tpdywy pov 1w odpxa kal mlvwv pov
76 alua év éuol uéver xdyo év adrd (John 6:56). Apostolic
doctrine on the Church, as well on the Body of Christ, give primarily
liturgical experience, and express Eucharistic activity: "For we being
many are one bread, and one body: for we all partake of that one bread”
— 81 €ls dptos, év odua ol moMol éouev, ol ydp mdvres
éik ToD évds dprov peréyxouev. [1 Corinthians 10:17]. St. John
Chrysostom explains: "We are that very body. For what is bread: the
Body of Christ. . . . What do partakers of communion become: the
Body of Christ. . . . Not many bodies, but one body."

In the Holy Eucharist believers become the Body of Christ. And
therefore the Eucharist is the sacrament of the Church, the sacrament of
meeting,” the "sacrament of participation” — uvorenpiov owdéews,
unvoThpiov yolvwvias. Eucharistic participation is not only spiritual
or moral unity, not only unity of experience, will, and feeling. It is a
real and ontological unity, the realization of a single organic life in
Christ. The very form of the Body points to the organic continuity of
life. In believers, according to the strength and measure of their unity
with Christ, a single life of the God-Man opens in sacramental
participation, in the unity of the life-giving Spirit. The ancient fathers
did not hesitate to speak of "natural” and "physical" union; they
realistically explained the evangelical image of the Grapevine. St. Cyril
called the Jerusalem partakers of the Eucharistic Supper "one-bodied and
one-blooded in Christ." In its One Body, St. Cyril of Alexandria writes
that by means of sacramental blessing, Christ makes believers truly
one-bodied with him and amongst themselves "so that we meet and mix
in unity with God and amongst ourselves in a unique personality,
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although each is separated from the others by the way of spirits and
bodies." "For this reason, he united himself with us and opened his
Body in ours," writes St. John Chrysostom, "so that we constitute
something real, like a body united with the head. And this is the sign of
the most powerful love. . .. I came to desire to be the highest brother.
For your sakes, I became flesh and blood. And this flesh and blood,
through which I became of one blood with you, I now offer back to
you." The Eucharist removes man's impenetrability and discrimination.
Believers become of one body in Christ, and thereby — of one body in
each other. A new, Catholic humanity is created — the Christian
family. "All are really Christ, like one body made up of many
members,” writes Simeon.

The Eucharist is a Catholic sacrament, a sacrament of peace and love,
and therefore unity — mysterium pacis et unitatis nostrae, in the words
of St. Augustine. This is the vespers of Love, when the Lord revealed
and showed to the disciples the "most perfect way" of perfect love in the
image of his love: "that ye love one another; as I have loved you, that
ye also love one another" — fva dyamdre dAArjAovs, kabds
Aydmoa vYuds lva kal Juels dyamdre dAAridovs (John 13:34).
Moreover, based on the model of the love of the Trinity: " As the Father
hath loved me, so have I loved you: continue ye in my love" — xafus
hydmnoév pe 6 matiip, kdyw Vuds rnydmnoa: pelvate év Th
dydmn 10 éuf) (John 15:9). The Lord added the commandment of love
to the mystery of the unity of the Trinity. For this mystery is love,
"and this name is more fitting for God than any other name," remarks
St. Gregory the Theologian. Concluding his farewell discussion with
the Pontifical Prayer, our Savior prays for the union and unity of
believers in him: "that they all may be one; as Thou, Father, art in Me,
and I in Thee, that they also may be in us; that the world may believe
that Thou hast sent me. . . . I in them, and Thou in me, that they may
be perfected into one, that the world may know that Thou hast sent me,
and hast loved them, as Thou hast loved Me" — {va wndvres €v
dow, kabos ob, mdTep, év éuol kdyw év ool, lva xal avTol
év nuiv dow, va 6 kboupos motely 81t o¥ ue dméoretlas. .
.. éyd év avrols kal ov év éuol, lva dow TeTeAetwuévol
els €v, lva ywdoky O xdouos 8Tt oU ue dnéoTetdas kal
Hydmnoas avrovs kafus éué nydmoas (John 17: 21; 23). For
us, separated and detached, this union and unity in the image of the
Trinity, Consubstantial and Indivisible, is possible only in Christ, in
his love, in the unity of his Body, in the sharing of his cup. In the
unity of the Catholic Church, the consubstantiality of the Trinity is
mysteriously reflected; and through the consubstantiality of the Trinity
and the penetration of Divine Life with a multitude of believers, one
soul and one heart is rendered one — To? &8¢ mwArjfovs TEV
moTevodvrwy fv kapbla kal Yuxny pla (Acts 4:32). And the
Church realizes this unity and catholicity primarily in the sacrament of
the Eucharist. One may say that the Church is the image of the Holy
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Trinity in creation. The revelation of the Trinity is therefore connected
with the very establishment of the Church. In Eucharistic participation
is the fulfillment and pinnacle of Church unity.

The sacrament of the Eucharist is first and foremost a communal and
catholic prayer. Publica et communis oratia, writes St. Cyprian of
Carthage, "and when we pray, we pray not for one but for the entire
people because we, the entire people, are one." We pray for the entire
people, and the entire people pray. This is seen in the exterior form of
the prayer: "Prayers of thanksgiving for common concerns as well,”
remarks St. John Chrysostom. They are offered by the priest
performing the sacrament, but he offers them on behalf of the entire
people, of the Church, of the assembly of believers. From the Church,
from the entire churchgoing population, he brings the sacred offering.
And he prays not from himself but from the people, just as the Gifts on
the altar are brought by the people. "Again we offer to Thee this
reasonable [Aoywk7jv] and bloodless service, and we ask and pray and
supplicate: send down Thy Holy Spirit upon us and upon these Gifts
here presented." And the people strengthen this mystical, sacramental
prayer and supplicate through their assent: "We hymn Thee, we Bless
Thee, we give thanks unto Thee, O Lord, and we entreat Thee, O our
God." This is not passive assent, not prayerful accompaniment; this is
testimony of the indivisible unity of spirit and identity in prayer. The
Church speaks through the voice of the priest. But only a priest dares to
offer a prayer on behalf of the people because only he, through divine
grace, is empowered with the right and boldness to speak for all. He has
and receives this right and this gift not from the people but from the
Holy Spirit, through the succession of Church authority. But he
receives it for the sake of the people, as a sort of coryphaeus of the
Church choir; he has it as a gift of service, as one of the gifts in the
multiplicity of Church gifts.

The prayerful "we" signifies not only the plural. But first and
foremost it signifies the spiritual unity of the Church at hand, the
indivisible catholicity of prayerful participation. In one of the
Eucharistic prayers the Church asserts: "Do Thou therefore, O Master,
administer these Offerings to all of us for good, according to the special
need of each of us." For the prayer of believers should be a
"symphonic” prayer, it should be brought with a "single voice and
single heart” and not in such a way that it is made up of single, separate
prayers. But precisely so each prayer is freed from personal restrictions
and ceases to be only personal, and instead transcends and becomes
communal and Catholic. That is, so that each person prays not in and
of himself, but precisely as a member of the Church, sensing and being
conscious of himself as a member of the Church body. This is possible
in peace and love. A prayer of offering with the call for love and the
prayer for the holy kiss is therefore anticipated in the Church. We will
love one another. And along with it, of course, not feeble and fickle,
purely human love, but that new love about which the Savior taught,
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the love of Christ and in Christ, and love for the sake of Christ. Not
natural inclination, but the power of grace, poured into our hearts by
the Holy Spirit (Romans 5:5). In the Church love is transformed, it
receives ontological completeness and reality. It therefore becomes
possible to "love one's neighbor as oneself.” Loving this way is
possible only in Christ, who opens the believer's gaze in each
neighbor, in "one of these little ones,” and only by the power of the
sacrificial love of Christ. This love does not tolerate restrictions and
limits, it cannot and does not want to be closed in, does not want to be
lonely. Any and all personal good ceases to be desired and sweet. And
this is the likeness of Christ's love, which excludes no one from its
fullness. St. John Chrysostom speaks of this in powerful words,
explaining the Lord's Prayer. Thy will be done on Earth as it is in
Heaven! This means: "as in Heaven, we say, there is not one sinner, so
on the earth let there be none; but in everyone, we say, implant Your
fear and make all people angels, although they may be our enemies and
foes.” With such love must one come to the awesome sacrament of the
Eucharist. "For the cleansing sacrifice common for the entire world is
offered up," St. John Chrysostom remarks. And the universal kingdom
is revealed, is opened.

There is a Catholic sweep and boldness in the liturgical prayer.
"Further, we offer to Thee this reasonable [Aoyixrjv] service for the
World, for the Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church." The liturgical
petitions encompass the entire world as having already received God's
blessing. In prayer the Church strives for the named enumeration of its
entire membership, renowned and infirm, living and dead. And in this
naming of all for whom churchgoers should and can pray, the
beginnings of the personality are consecrated and affirmed. The
Eucharistic naming of the living and dead signifies the affirmation of
each individual in the common and Catholic body of the Church. "And
give them a place and repose in Thy Kingdom," in the expression of the
ancient Alexandrian liturgy. And we ask God to fill in the weakness and
gaps in our memory: "and those whom we did not mention out of
ignorance or forgetfulness, or out of the multitude of names, recall
them Yourself, Lord, know the age and name of each, knowing each
from the womb of the mother." And through the general prayer for "all
Christian souls” and for all who died in the hope of resurrection in
everlasting life we testify and strengthen our will for the all-
encompassing, incomparable prayer. Moreover, the Eucharistic prayer
encompasses with loving attention the entire fullness and complexity of
life's situations and fortunes, the entire complexity of earth's fate. God's
blessing and kindness are called on for one's entire life, for everything is
encompassed and enveloped by Christ's love: "be all for everyone, know
each, his petition, his house and his needs.” All of life is contemplated
in Christ. And the Church prays: "Remember, Lord, those who brought
Thee these gifts, and those about whom and through whom and for
whom these gifts were brought. Remember, Lord, the doers of good in
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Your Holy Church and those who remember the poor. . . . Remember,
Lord, those in the deserts, and mountains, and caves, and canyons of the
earth. . . . Remember, Lord, the pious and reverent rulers. . . .
Remember all authority and power. . . .Remember the people before
Thee and those not present for excusable reasons, and have mercy on
them and us through your great goodness: fill their store houses with
goodness, preserve their marriages in peace and unity of thought, raise
the young, lengthen youth, comfort the meek, gather the dissipated,
find the lost, free those tortured by unclean spirits. Accompany those
who sail, travel with those who travel, support the widows, defend the
orphans, free the imprisoned, heal the sick. Remember, God, those in
trial, exile, and in the mines, and in all kinds of grief and need and
catastrophe and all those in need of Thy great mercy; those who love
and those who hate us, and those who command us. We pray for the
unworthy. Remember, O Lord our God, all Thy people and pour Thy
rich mercy on all." This prayer is offered upon the consecration of the
Gifts, before the face of Christ himself. And this prayer of love for the
dead or sick is performed as a petition for unity of thought and peace,
peace for the whole world: "End the discord of the churches, stop the
confusion of the peoples, destroy the uprising of heresies with the
power of the Holy Spirit. Accept us all in Thy Kingdom, and having
displayed us as sons of light and sons of the day, give us Thy peace and
love. . . . Allow us to celebrate and glorify with a common voice and
common heart Thy all-honored and great Name." Thus does the entire
people pray, and one prays for them.

This is not only unity of prayer. In the Eucharist the fullness of the
Church invisibly but truly reveals itself. Each liturgy is performed in
connection with the entire Church and somehow on its behalf, not only
on behalf of the people at hand. And this is done by the authority vested
in the priest to perform the sacraments, an authority the priest has from
apostolic succession, from the apostles themselves, from the entire
Church, and from Christ himself. For each "little Church" is not only a
part, but also a microcosm of the whole Church, inseparable from its
unity and completeness. The entire Church therefore attends and
participates in every liturgy, mystically, mysteriously, but truly.
Liturgical sacramental participation is a kind of restorative Epiphany.
And in it we contemplate the God-Man Christ, as the Founder and Head
of the Church, and with him the entire Church. In the Eucharistic
prayer, the Church contemplates and recognizes itself as the common
and whole Body of Christ. The exterior sign of the contemplated unity
are the particles, placed during the proskomidia into the sacred paten
around the sacred Lamb, particles prepared for consecration. "In this
divine way and activity of the sacred proskomidia," explains Simeon
Solunskii, "to a certain extent we see Christ himself and contemplate
his entire united Church. In contemplating the totality, we see him, the
true light, everlasting life. . . . For he himself attends here, represented
as the midsection of the bread. The region on the right side represents
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his Mother, and that on the left, the saints and angels. And on the
bottom is represented the pious assembly of all who believe in him.
Here is the great mystery. . . . God among people and God among
theosized persons who have received deification from the truth, through
God's substance, through him who became incarnate for our sakes. Here
is the future kingdom and the revelation of everlasting life."

This is not only an image, not only sacred symbolism. The liturgical
prayer for the dead and the sick has sacramental power. It is therefore
performed only for believers, members of the Church (although the
Church prays also for "outsiders," for those who left the Church and
those who are not searching for God, but not in the sacred Offering).
For Simeon Solunskii continues, "a particle, offered for someone,
laying close to the divine bread at the time that it is in the divine rites
and is placed into the Body of Christ, itself immediately becomes a part
of the consecration. And upon being placed in the chalice, it unites with
the blood. Grace is therefore sent down into the soul for which it is
offered. Here a kind of meditative joining is effected. And if a person is
pious, or if he is sinful but repentant, then he invisibly accepts the
Holy Spirit with his soul." In this manner, in the Eucharistic prayer for
the dead or the sick, the ontological infusion of the believers in Christ
is strengthened. This is not a magical action; this is the action of the
saving grace of the Cross, accepted and assimilated by each according to
his purity and worthiness. For there can also be communion of the
Holy Sacraments in censure. Only the love of man earns the love of a
lenient God. And Christ gives himself not only to those who
physically join his Body and Blood from the hands of the priesthood.
Through the sacrament of the Eucharist he gives himself to those who
are absent as well, "as only he himself knows." This is a spiritual or
"meditative” joining. For the sense of joining in union with the God-
Man through his Body is not only physical union but also union of the
soul and spirit. In reverse, any union with Christ is a kind of joining,
and therefore a touching, of his pure and glorified Body. " Any peace of
soul and any reward for virtue, great and small," says Kabasilas, "is
nothing but the bread and the cup with which the living and dead
partake in communion as equals, each in the manner pertinent to
themselves.” Thus the boundaries of death are erased in the Eucharist,
the boundary of mortal separation — the deceased are united with the
living in Eucharistic unity, in the unity of the supper of Christ. The
Eucharistic prayer for the sick or dead is not only a remembrance but a
vision, a contemplation of apostolic participation in Christ. Therefore
the prayer is offered for all. "With the sacred sacrifice everyone together,
angels and saints, united with Christ and consecrated in him and
through him, unite with us,” writes Simeon Solunskii. And each time,
contemplating the Eucharistic service, we contemplate and experience
this perfect unity and pray on behalf of all of mankind, which has been
summoned or saved. We pray as the Church prays; the entire Church

prays.
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The Eucharist is a kind of ontological revelation about Christ and
about the Church, about Christ in the Church. "The sacraments signify
and are the Church,” Kabasilas writes, "since you are the body of
Christ, and members in particular" (I Corinthians 12:27). And he
continues: "The Church indicates the Sacraments not as symbols but as
the heart indicates limbs or members, and as the roots are to the
branches of a tree. In the words of the Lord, as the grapevine is to the
branches. For here there is identicality not only of names, and identity
of not image but cause. If one could see the Church of Christ in the
same way, as it is united with Christ and participates in his Body, then
they would see it namely as the Body of the Lord. For, through this
blood, believers are already living their life in Christ, a life which is
truly united with that Head and equipped with that Body."

The Eucharist is sooner a hymn than a prayer, and this is precisely
the meaning of its name — thanksgiving. Of course, this is Golgotha,
and on the throne is the slaughtered Lamb, the broken Body and the
shed Blood. But Golgotha is a sacrament of joy not fear, a sacrament of
love and glory. Now is the Son of Man glorified — EArjAvBer 1) dipa
lva Sofacfi 6 vios Tob dvBpdmov (John 12:23). And if out of
unworthiness we are anxious before the Cross, then it is trepidation
from reverence, astonishment before the untold fullness of Divine love.
For the "beginning, middle, and end of Christ's Cross is all God's
love,” as Metropolitan Filaret wrote. This is why through the Cross
there is joy for the entire world. And in our sins we are anxious, but
rejoice and hymn his praises and offer up a triumphant song, a song of
praise and thanks "for everything we know and for that which we do not
know, for the visible and the invisible good deeds, which are performed
for us." In all liturgical sacramental activity, in all prayers, there is a
triumphant and thankful tone. This is entry into the Kingdom of Glory.
We contemplate and remember not only Golgotha, but "all that
happened for our sakes — the cross, the tomb, the resurrection after
three days, the ascension into heaven, the sitting at the right hand of
God the Father, and also the second and glorious return." We
contemplate not only the crucified and suffering Christ, but also Christ
resurrected and coming into universal glory — the Master of Life, the
Conqueror of Death. The Eucharist is the banner of victory, the banner
of salvation, salvation from decomposition, the victory over death. This
sacrament is a conciliation of love, not sorrow or amnesty, and not
judgment. Christ suffered, but was resurrected. And through his death,
he destroyed death. He was resurrected after voluntary suffering, after his
voluntary passion, and on the glorious Body of the Lord remained the
"wounds of the nails,” which St. Thomas touched. His death became for
us a resurrection. We are thankful and rejoice in this. "We give thanks
to Thee for this service, which Thou hast deemed worthy to accept from
our hands." For through this awesome service we unite with Christ and
accept his life and his victory of the cross.
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In the words of Kabasilas, "introduction to the mysteries is as to a
kind of 'body of history', a "united image of the united kingdom of the
Savior." The Eucharist is the image of all that is Divine. Grateful
remembrance therefore encompasses the entire fullness of creation, the
entire fullness of the deeds of Divine Wisdom and Love. Liturgical
contemplation is filled with cosmic pathos, for in Christ, in the
Incarnation of the Logos and the Resurrection of the God-Man, the
everlasting will of God for the world is fulfilled and completed.

In the Incarnation of the Logos the consecration of matter was
performed, and we bring elements of matter, from grains and fruits of
the vine, for Eucharistic consecration. In it the image and likeness of
God is restored in man, and we contemplate in pious men and saints the
promised, hoped for "deification” of man as something accomplished,
and we are joyful and grateful for it. In the saints the Church
contemplates its fulfillment, it sees the Kingdom of God come to
fruition. And it is joyful about them, as the greatest of the gifts of God
to man. There are its members, who through their good deeds merited
the peace of Christ and the joyful rising of their Lord. "We are all one
body, although some members are more radiant than others," St. John
Chrysostom remarks. It is especially the Church which remembers the
Mother of God, "the source of that divinity of sacrifice” — of
humankind. In the Eucharist we take communion of the Body borne of
her — and in a certain sense, of her body as well. And through this we
mysteriously become her sons and she, the Mother of the Church and
the Mother of Christ, becomes the head of the Church. "This word is
true,” St. Simeon the New Theologian audaciously writes, for the Body
of the Lord is the body of the Mother of God." In the Incarnation of the
Logos, the earthly, human world united with the celestial, angelic
world. In the liturgy we pray and glorify in song together with heavenly
powers, "for the Cherubim gather in secret,” the human choir together
with the angelic assembly. We offer and repeat unceasingly the song of
the Seraphim, "because through Christ the Church of angels and man
was made one,” Simeon Solunskii explains. Angelic powers serve
earthly sacramental activity, "desire to penetrate the sacraments of the
Church.” Thus in the Eucharist all forms of essence are assembled and
intersect: cosmic, human, seraphimic. In it the world is revealed as a
genuine cosmos, single and united, assembled and universal. Thought
reaches back to the beginning of the world and follows its destiny.
"Thou hast brought us from nothingness into being, and when we fell
away didst raise us up again, and Thou ceaseth not until Thou hast done
everything to bring us to Heaven, and confer on us Thy Kingdom to
come,” the Church prays. And in Christ, the way for everyone "to the
completeness of the Kingdom" is revealed.

In the Eucharist beginning and end are united, as well as evangelical
memory and apocalyptic prophecy — the Eucharist unites the entirety
and totality of the New Testament. In the Apocalypse there is much
liturgical content — the Vespers of the Lamb. And in liturgical rank,
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the colors of the future age already burn. This begins the transformation
of the world, its beginning resurrection in eternal life; and in reverse,
one may say that the universal Eucharist will be the Resurrection of
life, the supper, the food, the ingestion of life. "Because the Lord named
with enjoyment the saints in the future age by means of the supper,”
Kabasilas explains, "in order to show that there is nothing greater than
this meal.” "And Jesus, the most perfect sacrifice,” writes Simeon
Solunskii, "will be among all his saints, and will be peace and unity
for all, both the High Priest and he who is acted upon in the Holy
Sacrament, uniting all and united with all." In the Eucharist the
fulfillment or completeness of the Church is anticipated, that perfect
unity of man for which we hope and wait in the life of the future age,
although then it will not be belittled and restricted by an ill-willed
opposition of creatures. The Eucharist is the anticipation and basis of
resurrection, according to the promise of the Savior: "Whosoever eateth
my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath eternal life; and I will raise him
up at the last day" — 6 7pdywv pov Ty odpka kal wlvwy pov
70 alpa é&yer (wnv aldviov, kdyd dvaocmijow avTov TH
éoxdtn T1juépa (John 6:54). This is the hope and pledge of
resurrection, "the engagement of future life and the future kingdom." In
the Eucharist we touch the transformed world, go into heaven, touch the
future life." "Those who join this blood," writes St. John Chrysostom,
"stand together with the angels, archangels and celestial powers, dressed
in the royal clothes of Christ and having spiritual weapons. But with
this I still have not said the greatest thing, for they will be clothed and
adorned in the King himself." This happens within the empirical world,
in history; and moreover, this is the end and abolition of history, the
victory over dividing and fleeing time. According to the explanation of
St. Maximos, everything in the liturgy is an image of the future age
and signifies the "end of this world." With particular force and audacity
Kabasilas spoke of this. "The bread of life is itself alive, and thanks to
it, those to whom it is served are alive. . . . When Christ pours himself
into us and unites with us, he changes and transforms us into himself,
just like a small drop of water poured into a boundless sea of myrrh. . .
When Christ leads us to the supper and lets us partake of his body, he
completely changes the sacrament and transforms it into his own
essence. And the finger, having assumed a kingly appearance, is no
longer a finger but the body of the King, more blessed than which it is
impossible to imagine." The best gains a foothold over the weakest,
and the divine takes possession of human and, as St. Paul says about
the resurrection: that mortality might be swallowed up by life." I/
Corinthians 5:4). This is the last mystery. It is impossible to reach
further, it is impossible to add more.

And with even greater power do we feel the boundary between the
transformed and the non-transformed, between the holy and the worldly,
the sharp conflict between the quiet of the great sacrament and the
discord of the surrounding world. In the Church the tranquility of eternal
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love reigns. And around the Church the worldly ocean rages. The
Church still remains but an island in the created everyday world. This is
a shining, radiant island; and over it the Divine Sun of Love, sol
salutis, shines and burns. But the world remains without love and
outside of love; and it seemingly does not want and or accept true love.
And in the Christian soul a bitter dichotomy opens up. In liturgical
experience there is a pathos of silence, a thirst for quiet, and for
contemplation in solitude. We now lay aside all earthly cares. And in
this secret there is immutable truth. The way to the Eucharistic cup
leads through severe tests of oneself, through locking oneself up with
one's conscience in the face of God. And piety strives to protect holy
things from the cares of this world — "for I will not speak of the
Mystery to Thine enemies.” As on the peak of Transfiguration, in
liturgical experience there is so much Divine light that one does not
want to return, does not want to go back to the cares of the world. In
addition, love does not tolerate inactivity. And the pathos of unity and
uniiion, gathered together in liturgical vigil, cannot help entering into
actions. Acts of love are a continuation of divine service, of service and
praise to God — Love. Therefore, from the Eucharist the way opens to
everyday action, to the seaching of the world for the world — "Preserve
the fullness of Thy Church, grant peace to Thy world." With the
petition "in the world" we leave the church, as we should go in peace
into the world, with the will that the entire world would become God's
world, the shining fulfillment of ihe all-blessed will of all-powerful
God. And serving the world becomes the task of the partakers of the
Cup of Peace. The discord of the world cannot but alarm and break the
Christian heart — and especially the discord of the world over Christ,
the decay of the Christian world, and the division in the Eucharistic
supper. In this discord and division there is a grievous mystery, a
mystery of human betrayal and opposition. This is a frightful mystery,
for it tears asunder nothing other than the tunic of the Lord, his Body.
Only love will conquer this dissension, the love of Christ, acting in us
through the Spirit of peace. It is true that no matter how much we do
for the "union of all," it always turns out to be too little. And the way
to the Church is scattered in many paths, and it ends beyond the
boundaries of the historical horizon, in the vespers of the kingdom of
the future age. The wandering will end when the King will come and
initiate the celebration.

Until then, the prayer of the Church for fulfillment will sound
melancholy, as it has sounded right from the start. "As this bread, at
one time scattered on the hills, was collected and became one, gather
Thy Church from the ends of the earth into Thy Kingdom!"

Thy Kingdom come! Thy Will be done, on Earth as it is in Heaven!

Translated from the Russian by
Linda Morris



THE HOUSE OF THE FATHER

In the teachings about the Church "a great pious mystery" is revealed
to the believer's consciousness in all its unexplored fullness. The
Church relates to Christ on earth, and is the objective result of his
redemptive feat, the image of his dwelling in grace in the world, "every
single day, until the end of time."” It is in the Church that the divine
oikonomia culminates and is fulfilled. It is to the Church that the Holy
Spirit descended in the "terrible and inscrutable mysterious act” of
Pentecost; and it is in the Church, as "the house of God," that the
salvation, sanctification and "deification” of creation have been
accomplished, and continue by the strength, action and grace of the All-
Holy Spirit. The Church is the single "door of life,” as St. Irenaeus of
Lyons wrote, and moreover — is a rich "treasure house" of everything
relating to truth. And that is why only in the Church, from the Church
and through the Church is the real path of Christian knowledge and
piety revealed. For Christianity is not a teaching which could have been
apprehended through external teaching, but life, which must essentially
be gained, which can be received only through real birth from the source
of life. It is insufficient to know Christianity, "to have a Christian
image of thought"; it is necessary to be a Christian, to live "in Christ,"
and this is possible only through life in the Church. Christianity is
experience. And all Christian dogma by its origin is namely Church
dogma, the description of Church experience, the witness of the Church
about the "guarantee of faith" entrusted to it. Only through this
charismatic Church confirmation of the definition of faith do the forces
and significance take on fullness, receiving them from the Church not
as from power and authority but as the voice of the Holy Spirit and the
Lord himself, "never becoming remote, but existing continuously.”
"Allow the Holy Spirit to us,” this solemn prayer of the regulations of
the councils raises all the testimony of the Church to its real "life-
bearing source." Not only mystically but also historically, the Church
is the single source of Christian life and Christian teaching. For
Christianity appeared to the world only in the aspect of the Church. On
the other hand, even by its content, Christian theology in the final
account is reduced namely to teachings about the Church, as the eternal
New Testament, as the "Body of Christ"; and any harm to the teachings
about the Church, any destruction of the fullness of Church self-
consciousness inevitably drags behind it dogmatic and theological
imprecision, error and distortion. This is why, in essence, there cannot
be particular, individual, complete dogmatic teachings about the
Church, set forth in generally accessible dogmatic formulations. For the
Church is the focus of all Christianity and is known only from within,
through experience and the accomplishment of a life of grace — not in
individual dogmatic definitions but in the entire fullness of the doctrine
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of the faith. And, as one contemporary Russian theologian correctly
noted, "there is no understanding of churchness, but there is the Church
herself, and for any living member of the Church, Church life is the
most definite and tangible thing he knows."

Christianity is not exhausted by teachings or morals, nor by the
totality of theoretical knowledge, nor the canon of moral prescriptions
and rules; and they are not central to it. Christianity is the Church. It is
in the Church that the teachings, the "Divine dogma," is contained and
delivered, and the "rule of the faith," the rules and regulations of piety
are suggested. But the Church itself is something immeasurably greater.
Chrisianity is not only teachings about salvation but salvation itself,
the once and for all perfect Godmanhood; "and it is his death, and not
his teachings and not the severe life of human beings that compose the
means of reconciliation,” in the clear and firm expression of the
Russian theologian, Filaret, Archbishop of Chernigov. In the Orthodox
consciousness, Christ is above all the Savior, not only the "teacher of
blessings" and not only the Prophet but above all — the King and High
Priest, the "King of the World and Savior of our souls.” And salvation
is based not so much on the heralding of the heavenly Kingdom so
much as in the Godmanhood image of the Lord himself and in his
deeds, in his "saving passion” and "life-creating Cross," in his death and
resurrection. For "if Christ has not risen, then our faith would be vain."
Christianity is Eternal Life, having been revealed to the world and
human beings in the inscrutable Incarnation of the Son of God, and
having been revealed to the faithful through the holy Sacraments by the
grace of the Holy Spirit. "For life appeared, and we saw and we witness
and proclaim to you this eternal life which the Father possessed and
which appeared to us." As the remarkable Russian ascetic of the recent
past, Bishop Feofan (the Hermit) said: "in the consciousness of the
Christian first is seen the Figure of Christ the Lord, Son of God
Incarnate, and behind the curtain of his flesh is seen the Trihypostatic
God." In the Orthodox consciousness the Lord Jesus Christ above all is
the Son of God, the Logos Incarnate, "One of the Holy Trinity," the
Lamb of God, having taken on the sins of the world. And Orthodox
faith is totally inseparable from the Image of Godmanhood, impossible
outside of a living contact with him through the sacraments of the
Church.

Given the totality of symbolic expressions, the entirety of the life of
prayer, the liturgical life, and the Creed, the Orthodox Church confirms
the mystery of Godmanhood in the spirit and meaning of the
Chalcedonian dogma. It professes the mysterious unmixed "fullness of
Divinity" and the fullness of humanity in the entire earthly life of the
Saviour, in his mysterious birth from the Ever-Virgin Mary by the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, in his temptations, humiliation and
sufferings — "even until death, and death on the Cross," in his
resurrection and "in the heavens with the Divine Ascension of his pure
flesh.” All these are real and historical events, having been
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accomplished in this world, and in this way having enlightened this
world. "The Logos became flesh, and dwelt among us" — this was
accomplished in Judaic Bethlehem in the days of King Herod. And this
historical event stands as the focus of the Christian faith. The Christian
faith is essentially historical, historically concrete, for it takes its
essence namely from historical events. Apostolic preaching was
historical in character — from the very day of Pentecost, when the
Apostle Peter testified, as a witness, about the completed salvation,
about the wonders, miracles, and signs which God did through Christ,
about his sufferings, Resurrecton, and Ascension, and about the descent
of the Holy Spirit. In the apostolic preaching the empirical experience
grew together with mystical experience, for in the empirical itself, in
the invisibility of the creation, appeared the supra-empirical, the Divine
— the mystery of Godmanhood. And this mystery is contained in and
manifested by the Holy Church, the "Church of the Living God, the
Pillar and Confirmation of Truth". The entire Christian faith is the
clarification and revelation of the mystery of the Hypostatic
Godmanhood; and only in connection with this event — "the Son of
God is the Son of the Virgin"— is the essence and nature of the Church
understood as the real "Body of Christ.” It is namely this image of the
Apostle Paul which is the most precise and fundamental definition of
the Holy Church, making possible all other and later definitions.

The Savior testified about himself that he "conquered the world.” And
his victory, his redemptive achievement is included in the fact that he
created his Church, the beginning of the "new creation." Beginning
with the holy apostles, ancient Christians called themselves the "people
of God,” a new nation, the "chosen people,” "a holy people.” And in
truth the Holy Church is the "House of God," the City of God, "of
which the artist and builder is God," the "Kingdom of God," "the New
Jerusalem from above." Already in the name itself — ekklesia — the
idea of the Church is contained and is carried on, as a City or Kingdom
of God. Ekklesia is like a never-dispersing national convocation of new
people born in grace, the "summoned" citizens of the heavenly
Jerusalem. And it is namely this concept which is disclosed even now
by the Orthodox Church, when before Holy Baptism it demands from
the "enlightened" to confess faith in Christ," "as King and God"; and in
baptismal prayers it prays for them, "and they will honor the higher
calling and be numbered among the first born written in the heavens.”
In holy baptism man leaves "this guilty world," leaves "hostile work"
as if entering or being released from the natural order of things, from
the order of "flesh and blood," and passes to the order of grace — and,
according to the mysterious and solemn words of the Apostle Paul,
"approaches Mt. Zion and the city of the Living God, the Heavenly
Jerusalem, and the host of angels, and the solemn council, and Church
of the First Born, written in the heavens, and the Courts of all — God,
and the souls of the righteous, having achieved perfection." The entire
meaning and strength of the sacrament of Holy Baptism is that the
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baptized enters into the one Church, "the one Church of angels and
men," taking root and growing into the one Body of Christ," and
becomes a "fellow citizen of the saints and friends of God," for "we are
all one Spirit baptized in one body." Holy Baptism is like a mysterious
initiation into the Church, as into the kingdom of grace. Therefore, the
Holy Church prays for the baptized: "Write him in Your book of life;
unite him to the flock of Your legacy and make him a sheep of the holy
flock of Your Christ, Your honored Church, son and heir of Your
Kingdom. Plant his planting of truth within Your holy apostolic
Church.” The Church is the new people in grace, not coinciding with
any natural or earthly people, neither with the Hellenes nor with Jews,
nor with barbarians and with Scythians, tertium genus — a people
having been formed according to another principle entirely — not
through the necessity of natural birth, but through the "mystery of
water," through the mysterious union with Christ in the "mysterious
font," "through freedom, deed and gift of adoption by God." And in this
is included the basis of all those features of the Church which we
confess in words of the Creed — the unity, sanctity, catholicism and
apostolic origin — all these definitions are not only connected but quite
inseparable from each other.

We confirm the very act of faith "in One, Holy, Catholic and
Apostolic Church” by its "other-worldly" nature, its being not from
this world: for "faith is the exposure of invisible things." And by this,
among the objects of faith we put the Church as a reality along with
the Lord God himself; we witness the divinity and sanctity of the
Church. We believe in the Church and can only believe in it, because it
is the "Body of Christ"—"the fullness of the Fulfilling of everybody in
everything." "On the basis of God's Word," wrote the famous Russian
theologian, Filaret, Metropolitan of Moscow, "I imagine the Universal
Church as a "single" great "body." Jesus Christ is for him like the
"heart" or principle of "life," the "Head" or ruling wisdom. There is
known to him only the full measure and inner composition of this
body. We know the various parts of it and the external image as it is
extended in time and space. In this visible "image" or "visible Church"
is found the "invisible Body of Christ" or the "invisible Church." "The
Church, glorious and indigent in vileness or vice, but "with all glory
within" and which, therefore, I do not see clearly and distinctly, but in
which, following the Creed, I 'believe in'. Disclosing the invisible, the
visible Church frequently reveals the purity of the invisible, so that
everyone could find it and unite with it, and partly conceals its glory."
Calling the Church the "Body of Christ" connects its existence with the
mystery of the Incarnation; and the living and immutable basis of the
visibility of the Church is namely in the mystery: "The Logos became
flesh." The teachings about the Church as visible and invisible at one
and the same time, about the greatness and historically given, and
sacred, i.e. divine, is a direct continuation and revelation of the
Christological dogma in the spirit and meaning of the Chalcedonian
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dogma. Only in the Church and from the depths of Church experience is
the Chalcedonian dogma understood in its unexpressed fullness —
otherwise it breaks down into a series of contradictions not subject to
any rational unity. And in turn, only through the Chalcedonian dogma
is it possible to recognize the Godmanhood nature of the Church. In the
Church, as the body of Christ, two natures are also combined, and they
are combined precisely as "unfused, unchanging, indivisible,
inseparable.” "The quality and essence of each nature is preserved. And
in the Church divine grace and visible images of its manifestation are
only discernible but not divisible. The Church, in the existence of the
unity of these two natures, gives them not only in symbolic but
namely in essential and real indissoluble unity, and, therefore, the
visible itself loses the accidental nature typical of creation, is
transformed by grace and becomes not only sacred but also holy. The
Church has a human, creative essence, has historical flesh, for the
Church is the transformed world, and in this development of creation in
grace is included the entire meaning and genuine content of history, of
existence in time. The Church is the beginning of the universal
charismatic transformation of creation, replaced by the mysterious
image of the Burning Bush. But the Church has also a divine essence,
for in it dwells in real flesh the Lord himself, Jesus Christ, and the
never diminishing divine grace and the gifts of the life-giving Spirit act
within it and are communicated in it. "Light already shines in the
darkness, and in the night and in the day, and in our hearts and in our
minds,"” says St. Simeon the New Theologian — "and illuminates us
inextinguishably, indestructibly, unchangedly, unconcealedly — speaks,
acts, lives, invigorates, and makes a light of those who are illuminated
by him." There is no break between God and creation. The world, this
sad life full of vanity, temptations and suffering, was not left behind by
God. And namely "in helplessness,” in the vanity and languor of
empirical existence, is the force of God accomplished. Growing and
being transformed by the strength of the vivifying Spirit, the "visible"
historical Church becomes and will become the Eternal House of the
Glory of the Lord. "You — are our kin in the flesh, and we — Yours,
by Your Divinity," exclaimed St. Simeon in prayer, "for having taken
on flesh, You gave us the divine Spirit, and we all together became one
house of David according to Your flesh and in kinship to You. Having
become united, we will become a single house, i.e. we all are kin, we
all are Your brothers. And how awesome the miracle and how one
might shudder when one ponders this and weighs the fact that You will
dwell among us now and forever and will make each a dwelling and will
dwell in everyone, and You Yourself will appear as a dwelling for
everyone, and we will dwell within You." And, in truth, "awe-inspiring
is this place: not this, but the House of God, and these heavenly gates."

The Church is a theophany, the mysterious manifestation of God, and
the concealed strength of God becomes clear and tangible under the
visible images of saints and salutory mysteries. The Holy Sacraments
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are not only symbolic acts or recollections, but genuine mysteries,
images of a real and unchanging presence of God, "tools which
necessarily act by grace on those moving toward him." The Orthodox
Church decisively denies as "alien to Christian teaching," the opinion
that "if not used, that which is sanctified in the sacraments by
sanctification remains a mere thing." (Epistle to the Eastern Patriarchs.)
Therefore, neither the matter (material) of the sacrament nor the form of
the sanctifying words are in any way inseparable, for according to the
will of God it is namely such matter that is sanctified, and namely in
such a way. In addition, having become a sacred object, the thing
sanctified by prayer does not change its physical form and image;
invisible grace is communicated always through physical means, under
a specific, external aspect. For, "since we are dual, composed of soul
and body, and our soul is not bared, but seems to be covered with a
curtain,” writes St. John of Damascus, "then for us it is impossible,
apart from corporeal means, to achieve the conceptual. Since man has
body and soul, then, therefore, Christ also took on body and soul. That
is the reason for the dual baptism: by water and spirit; and communion,
and prayer and the singing of hymns — all are dual, corporeal and
spiritual — like the lamps and incense.” And "our entire service is a
handmade sacred object, leading us through matter to God." The created
and final remains created and final, but through sanctification
inscrutably it unites with Divine grace, becomes a "vessel of grace."
And now, again not separating [them], it is necessary strictly to
distinguish the sanctified object and the sanctifying grace: between them
there always remains a difference in nature, difference in essence, but
this does not prevent the full reality of the Divine presence — through
union and communion. In all the sacraments forming the real core of
Church life, God is present in creation, really and effectively — by the
special presence of grace, distinct from the providential presence
everywhere. "The special presence of God, which is mysterious, is
reverentially known and perceived by the faithful, and is manifested
sometimes in special signs." The Orthodox Church speaks with great
eloquence about this, in numerous rituals: the founding and
sanctification of the churches, the holy ikons and sacred objects, holy
water, myrrh, annointing oil, etc. They all merge into a great, single
ritual of theology, a sanctification of the world. Any docetism or
phenomenism is totally alien to the consciousness of the Church.
Creation is real, and has not been eliminated; what stands ahead of it is
not a passing over, not a falling into nonbeing, but a "changing," being
transformed, uniting with God. "Human essence is changing and false;
and only the Divine essence is non-false and unchanging,” writes St.
Simeon the New Theologian. "But the Christian, being made a
communicant of the divine essence in Jesus Christ our Lord through
acceptance of the grace of the Holy Spirit, is transformed and changed
by his force into a God-resembling state.” Through all of Church life
passes a vivid and strained feeling of the beneficial closeness of God,
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not a burning and not a destructive closeness, but a healing and
fortifying creation, through the elimination of corruption and sin. This
sanctification of the visible and physical world in the consciousness of
the Church is definitely connected again with the Incarnation of the
Divine Logos. "I will not bow down to matter,” St. John of Damascus
audaciously exclaimed, "but I will bow down to the matter of the
Trinity, having become matter for my sake, and dwelling in matter, and
through matter accomplishing my salvation; and I will not stop
respecting matter, through which my salvation has been accomplished.”
Through the Incarnation of the Son of God "our essence was glorified
and passed into noncorruption,” writes that same holy father: "we
essentially were sanctified from the time when God the Logos became
flesh, resembling us in everything except sin and, without fusing,
joined with our nature and immutably deified the flesh through the
nonmerging interpenetration of that same Divinity and that same flesh.
We essentially were adopted and were made heirs to God from the time
of the birth of the Water and the Spirit." And through Christ "the
essence arose from the lowly of the earth higher than any authority and
in him mounted the Father's Throne." In the words of St. John
Chrysostom, the Lord "raised the Church to a great height and set It on
the very same Throne because where the head is, there is the body; there
is no break between the head and the body, and if the connection
between them had been interrupted, then it would not have been a body
or a head." That is namely why the Holy Church is the "Body of
Christ,” and in It — by grace — "the fullness of the Divine" is present
bodily. But the created essence remains created. The fruit of redemption
and the Resurrection of the Savior is included not in the elimination of
the essence, but in the victory over corruption and death. Divinity
became accessible. And the Church is holy and is an eternal sign of this
victory and an indestructible "receptacle of Divine action.” It is namely
the Church in the direct and proper sense that is "God bearing." And
that is why it is holy, for it is "the House of God," "the Dwelling of
God." God lives in the Church, is present by grace in the holy
churches, sends down his heavenly blessing, communicated in the holy
sacraments and imagined in the faithful, and glorifies them. In the
sacraments, the faithful, in the words of St. Gregory of Nyssa, become
not only "spectators” but also "communicants” of Divine Energy —
become with God "soul in soul,” "unite and grow together with the
Spirit Comforter, through inexpressible communion with him," as St.
Macarius the Egyptian said. " Attainment of the Holy Spirit," according
to the patristic words, is the essence and task of Christian
accomplishment. And, therefore, in the Church, through grace and
communion, as if for the second time the invisible God becomes
visible — of course, not for the unseeing eyes of natural understanding,
but for the enlightened believing gaze. Indeed, in the Godmanhood of
Christ the children of his age did not see and did not recognize the Son
of God, did not accept and did not understand the mystery of the
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Incarnation. For those living in the Church even now, "the awe-
inspiring and glorified sacrament is viewed as energizing,” the
sacrament of salvation, sanctification and transformation of the world.
"Oh, wondrous miracle, seen twice, by double eyes, corporeal and
spiritual”"— St. Simeon the New Theologian exclaims. The sacrament
of the Holy Eucharist historically was a concentration of ancient
Christian piety, and mystically was always a vivid focus of the
Church's life. The fullness of the presence of God here achieves the
greatest force. According to the unchanging creed of the Orthodox faith,
precisely expressed by St. John Chrysostom, in the Holy Eucharist "we
are transformed in body in no way differently from that body which rose
higher, to which angels bow — it is namely this body of which we
partake." The unity of the Church is mysteriously grounded in the
sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, for everyone receives communion of
the One Body. And in every Eucharist there is present the entire Christ,
"the Lamb of God is broken and distributed; brcken but not sundered,
always fed upon but never consumed but sanctifying those who
partake." Every Eucharistic sacrifice is a "complete" sacrifice. "We
constantly bring one and the same Lamb, and not one today, another
tomorrow, but always one and the same," says St. John Chrysostom.
"Thus, this sacrifice is one. Although it is brought in many places, can
there be many Christs? No, one Christ is everywhere, and here it is
full, and there it is full. His Body is one. And it can be brought in
many places — one body, and not many bodies, just like one sacrifice."
There is a direct and self-evident connection between the full life of the
Church, the precision of Christological dogma and the dogma about the
Holy Eucharist, for these are the supplementary aspects of a single
dogma, about a single fact of Godmanhood. It is also necessary to
follow exactly the Chalcedonian definition of faith in the confession of
the faith in the perfect reality and immutability of the presence of
Christ the Savior in the Holy Eucharist. "We believe," speaking in the
words of the Epistle to the Eastern Patriarchs, "that in this religious rite
our Lord Jesus Christ is present, not symbolically, not figuratively, not
only by inspiration, as was said by several of the Fathers about
baptism, and not through permeation of the bread, so that the Divine
Word essentially entered into the bread designated for the Eucharist —
but really and truly, so that by sanctification of the bread and wine, the
bread is transformed into the most pure body of the Lord, which was
born in Bethlehem from the Virgin, christened in the Jordan, suffered,
was buried, was resurrected, ascended, sits at the right of God the
Father, and appears in heaven; and the wine is turned into the real blood
of the Lord, which, during his suffering on the cross, poured out for the
life of the world." Every time that the Divine Liturgy is accomplished,
the mysterious unity of the Church is realized and revealed, and through
acceptance of the holy Mysteries really and actually, and not only
symbolically or intellectually, the faithful merge into one single and
catholic body.
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The Church is one in its nature of Godmanhood, and by its nature it
is the universal Church. One and the same, the identical Church is
visible and invisible — visible as a "well-organized composition of
helpless and strong members," as a "society of persons,” and invisible
as the grace of the Holy Spirit, reviving every believing soul and being
revealed in particular grandeur in the Divine saints, in the "friends of
Christ"; and it is namely the grace of God that is "actually the object of
faith in the Church.” But the grace of God is manifest and acts in the
sacraments, not so that every time gifts of the Holy Spirit descend
especially and anew from above, but through communion from a single
treasurehouse, once and for all given in the Descent of the Holy Spirit
into the Church. The Sending-down of the Comforter was a singular
and unrepeatable act, and since that time the Holy Spirit "dwells within
the world": "everywhere fulfilling all." Therefore, only through the
apostolic succession of the laying on of hands, through a God-
established clerical hierarchy, the gifts of the Holy Spirit were
communicated and are communicated until now to the faithful. Only
through the sacraments accomplished by the hand of the pastor, set in
order of apostolic succession, are those again coming to God numbered
among the mysterious Body of Christ. Apostolic succession,
"succession of the clerical hierarchy,"” is preserved and continued in the
archbishopry and parish, and is the only door to the Church, the only
basis of a community of life in grace. Only through communion with
the once and for all given source of life can man be revived. In the
apostolic succession of consecration is included the single basis of the
unity of the Church, proceeding from the unity of grace, the single
body, for the Spirit is one. The One Church is the apostolic Church,
and only the apostolic Church can be one and universal, as only it can
be sacred — for only onto the apostles did "the Holy Spirit descend in
flaming tongues," and through them "into a union of everyone
summoned." Thus the canonical structure of the Church, "visible" and
"historic," receives mystical meaning and a charismatic basis. Through
the Church hierarchy, through servants of the sacraments and spiritual
fathers, every believer is accepted into the universal body of the
Godmanhood of the Church, communes with Its treasure house of
beneficial gifts. And the "spiritual family," the brotherhood of the holy
temple” being united around its pastor, hierchically unified with the
archbishopry of the Church, with the "entire bishopry,” is the real cell
or unit of the body of the Church. In the bishop, who is the image of
the Heavenly Bishop, of Christ, a multitude of such families unite.
Thus the many-in-one earthly body of the Church is formed. The
universal Church empirically and historically is and lives in the
multitude of co-subjects of local Churches. This is defined not only by
historical, temporal, and temporary conditions. According to the image
of Christ, every bishop "is betrothed" directly to his flock, is
inseverably connected with it by a charismatic bond. Only through this
bond is there realized for each son of the Church his contact with the
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entire Church. That is why any canonical wilfulness and disobedience is
so strictly and severely examined by the Church consciousness.
Destroying empirical canonical ties, the Christian in this way harms
his ties of grace and sacrament with the entire body of the Church, and
is torn away from it. Once wilfully torn away from the concrete body,
it is difficult wilfully to be grafted onto the Church "in general." The
unity of the Church, the unity of the Church hierarchy, the unity of
grace, the unity of the Spirit — all these are connected inseparably from
each other. Deviation from the legal Church hierarchy is a deviation
from the Holy Spirit, from Christ himself.

The unity of spirit is the real basis of the catholic nature of the
Church. And that is why the Holy Church is, nevertheless, a Universal
Church. The universal character of the Church is not an external,
quantitative, spatial or geographical property, and certainly does not
depend on spreading the faithful everywhere. The universality of the
Church is the result, but not the basis of its catholicism — the Church
embraces and can embrace the faithful of any nation and any place
because it is a catholic church. Spatial "universality” is a productive and
empirical sign, lacking in the first days of Christianity, and not
absolutely necessary. Indeed, at the end, when the mystery of deviation
is revealed, burning down to a "small flock," the Church will not stop
being Universal, just as it was Universal even when the Christian
communities, like rare islands, were scattered in the dense sea of
disbelief and opposition. "If the city or province falls away from the
Universal church,” notes Metropolitan Filaret, "The universal Church
always remains a whole, uncorrupted body." The Church has a catholic
nature. Therefore, the universal Church appears not only in the totality
of all its members, or all the locations of the Church, but indeed in any
local Church, in any temple, for the Lord himself is present
everywhere, and the heavenly forces serve him. And if one seeks
external definitions, then the universal character of the Church is
expressed much more by the sign of universal temporality, to the extent
that the faithful of all periods equally belong to the body of Christ —
some are called in the first hour; some at the eleventh. As St. John
Chrysostom said, the Church is a single body, for to It belong all the
faithful, "living, having lived and who will live," and also "pleasing
God until the coming of Christ,” for they have prophesied about him,
they await him and probably knew him, and "without doubt, revered
him." The entire liturgical sacrament is based on this mystical-
metaphysical essential-identity and unity. In him "the heavenly forces
invisibly serve us;" they accompany the liturgicizing priest: "create
with our entrance the entrance of holy angels, serving us and serving
Your joy" (prayer on entrance in the liturgy). And the "spirits of the
righteous having died," and the righteous, "having achieved love" on
earth, and martyrs, sufferering well with honor and crowned,” and
confessors, and all "holy persons” having died, we, sinners and
unworthy — all compose a single body, belong to a single Church and
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merge into one in the prayer of grace by the one Throne of the Lord of
Glory. "What is the Church if not the cathedral of all the saints?" asked
a bishop of the fourth century. "From the beginning of the ages the
patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and the prophets and apostles and
martyrs and other righteous people who were, are and will be, composed
a single body. And I will say more. The angels and rulers and heavenly
authorities join together in that same single church.”

The experience of this universal and temporal unity has been revealed
and fortified in every liturgical Church custom. And it can be said that
in the Church time is mysteriously overcome. And it is as if that
apocalyptic moment is anticipated, when "there will be no time." The
touch of grace seems to have stopped time, the alternation and change
of minutes, removes showing favor from the order of sequence and in a
certain mysterious "simultaneity" overcomes the separateness of
different times. This is a certain mysterious image of eternity, under
which only we can understand and imagine eternity, eternal life. And in
this approximate image we can comprehend how people of different
generations really become living contemporaries in grace. The Church
is a living image of eternity, and in Church experience this beneficial
"simultaneity of different times" is truly given and is realized in its
fullness. Eternal life is being revealed in contact with the Eternal King,
Christ. The Church is the eternal kingdom, for it has an Eternal King.
In the Church, dwelling now in historical wandering, time is already
weak. The Church, as the Body of Christ, is the mysterious predecessor
of the universal Resurrection. For Christ, the God-Man, is the "life,
resurrection and peace” of his deceased slaves. Earthly death, the
separation of the soul from the body, does not destroy the tie of the
faithful with the Church, does not bring it beyond its borders and
composition, does not distinguish it from its fellow members in
Christ. In memorial prayers and in the funeral ceremony we pray
"Christ, immortal King and our God" "commit” the souls of the dead
"in holy dwellings," in the bosom of Abraham, "and here the righteous
will find peace.” " And therefore with special feeling in these parting and
farewell prayers we call upon the Holy Theotokos, angelic powers, holy
martyrs and all saints as our heavenly fellow citizens according to the
Church.” In the funeral ceremony the universal and all-temporal self-
consciousness of the Church is revealed with exceptional strength. The
prayer for the dead is a very necessary moment of faith in the Church,
as the Body of Christ. Achieving the true contact with Christ himself
in the salvatory sacraments, the faithful cannot be separated from him
even in death: "Blessed are the righteous dying for the Lord — their
soul is established in blessing.” The Church harkens with reverence to
those signs and testimonies of grace which attest and almost engrave
the earthly achievement of the dead. Reverence and prayerful
summoning of the saints, and above all — the Theotokos, "Beneficial,"
"Heavenly Queen,"— is closely connected with the full Christological
creed, and by this with the fullness of Church self-consciousness. Holy
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saints, said St. John of Damascus, "resembled God." "God is revered;"
they "became treasure houses and pure dwellings of God;" they "are in
themselves the Venerated by essence.” "I call them Gods, kings and
lords not by essence but because they reigned and ruled over passions
and preserved unharmed the likeness to the image of God, by which
they were created, and also because they by their own free disposition
united with God, accepted him in the dwelling of their heart and,
joining him, became by grace that which he himself is in essence. That
is why the death of saints are celebrated and churches erected to them
and ikons painted." "For the saints even in life were filled with the
Holy Spirit; when they died, the grace of the Holy Spirit always was
co-present with the souls and with their bodies in the tombs, and with
their holy ikons — not in essence, but by grace and activity. The saints
are alive and with daring stand before God; the saints are not dead — the
death of saints is more like a dream than death," for they dwell in the
"hand of God," i.e. in life and in light. And "after the One Who is life
itself and the Source of Life was lamented for dead, we already do not
call dead those who have passed on in the hope of resurrection and with
belief in it." To the saints are given "permission to intercede for the
world," according to the testimony of the fathers of the Seventh
Ecumenical Council. And not only for the sake of gaining aid and
intercession does the Holy Church teach every believer to summon by
prayer the illustrious saints, but also because in this summoning,
through prayerful contact, the Church self-consciousness, its catholic
self-consciousness deepens. In prayerful address to the saints there is
expressed the measure of Christian love, Christian living sympathy of
unanimity, the strength of Church unity. On the other hand, doubt or
insensitivity of the representative of grace and the petitioning of saints
witnessed before God testifies not only to the impoverishment of love
and the weakening of fraternal, collective ties and strength, but also to
the impoverishment of the fullness of faith in the eternal significance
and strength of the Incarnation and Resurrection. Besides our address and
summoning, the saints intercede for the world; one might say that the
entire existence of the saints beyond the grave is one incessant prayer,
one constant intercession, for, according to the apostolic expression,
love is the "totality of perfection.” One of the most mysterious insights
of the Orthodox church is the insight of the "Intercession of the Holy
Theotokos," her constant prayerful intercession in the midst of the
saints to God for the world. "The Virgin Today stands in Church and
invisibly prays for them to God; angels from the hierarchy bow,
apostles with the prophets rejoice: for our sake does the Theotokos,
Herald of God, pray." Teaching us the prayerful summons of the saints,
the Church summons us to listen and feel this voice of love. The great
Eastern ascetic, St. Isaac the Syrian, with incomparable daring testified
about that all-embracing prayer which crowns the Christian feat. This
deed receives fullness and completion according to his words — in
purity, and purity is "a heart showing mercy to any created nature.”
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"And what is a forgiving heart? — and he said: "The burning of the
heart for all creation, people, birds, animals, demons and all of creation.
And from recalling them and contemplation of them his eyes shed tears.
From the great and powerful sympathy enveloping the heart and from
great self-control his heart is moved, and he cannot bear hearing or
seeing harm or the least sorrow occurring in creation. And as result, he
says a prayer about this and about the mute and about enemies of Truth,
and about those harming him —always with tears in his eyes, so that
they be preserved and so that they be shown mercy; he prays equally
about the nature belonging to those groveling — from his great pity,
aroused in his heart immeasurably in likeness with God" (Sermon 48,
in Russian translation). And if on earth the ascetic's prayer is so ardent,
then its burns even more there "in the embrace of the Father,” in the
bosom of Divine Love. Multiple and varied was this prayerful
intercession of the saints, but only the fullness of Church self-
consciousness allows one to perceive and undestand it. The Church does
not essentially know solitary and isolated prayer, for it is not typical for
the Christian to feel himself solitary and isolated. He is saved only in
the collectivity of the Church. Of course, every prayer is a personal deed
and is raised from the depths of one's personal heart; but the real
strength of prayer is taken on namely in unanimous love. Every
personal prayerful deed is defined and must be defined by collective self-
consciousness, unanimity of love, embracing even those whose name is
known only to God. And the crown of the prayer is that flaring up of
love which was expressed in the prayer of Moses: "Forgive them their
sins. And, if not, then remove me also from Your book in which You
have written me down.” The culmination of prayer is the Eucharistic
prayer. And here the entire Church is joined together, here the sacrifice
is brought and a prayer is raised "about everyone and for everything,"
here there "is mentioned" the entire Church, visible and invisible —
incorporeal forces and the Holy Theotokos, and all the saints. The
ancient Church custom and rule preserved until now, arms the churches
in sacred power. This very entrance of the Lord of Glory is frequently
depicted in ikon style on the walls of the Holy Altar — not in terms of
symbolism, but namely in pointing to the invisible, in what actually
has been accomplished. In general the entire ikonic mural of the Church
speaks about the mysterious unity of the Church, about the co-presence
of the saints. "We depict Christ, the King and Lord, without leaving
out his army," says St. John of Damascus. "The army of the Lord are
the saints."

The Church is the unity of the life in grace, and in this is the basis of
the unity and immutability of Church faith. "Having accepted this
teaching and this faith,” writes St. Irenaeus of Lyons about the
apostolic preaching, "the Church, although dispersed throughout the
entire world, carefully preserves them, as if dwelling in one house;
however, it believes this, as if having one soul and one heart;
accordingly it preaches this, teaches and conveys it, as if it had one



The House of the Father 71

mouth. For although the languages are different in the world, the
strength of tradition is one and the same. . . And one must not seek
truth from others but must learn it from the Church, into which, as a
rich man into a treasure house, the apostles with abundance put
everything that relates to the Truth, so that everyone desiring to, can
take from it the nourishment of life. It is this which is the door of life.
And one must love that which proceeds from the Church, and accept
from it the tradition of truth." It is a question here not only of external,
historical, and formal succession and transmission, a question not only
of the legacy and community of faith and teaching, but above all — of
the fullness, unity, and continuity of the life of grace, of the unity of
spirit-bearing experience. St. Irenaeus compares faith with the breath of
life, which was entrusted to the Church "so that all members, having
accepted it, will be revived, and in which there is included contact with
Christ." Therefore, "where the Church is, that is where the Divine
Spirit is also, and where the Divine Spirit is, there is the Church and
all grace." Sacred tradition is based in and receives meaning from this
unity of a life in grace, and it is comprehensible only as it is tightly
and inseparably linked with the succession of the priesthood, as with
the charisma and "service of the sacraments.” In this sense the
priesthood is a necessary support of theology. The "annointing of
truth," charisma veritatis is connected with the priesthood. According to
the fathers of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, "the essence of our
hierarchy is composed of God-transmitted words, i.e. the true knowledge
of Divine Scriptures.” With categorical specificity the Orthodox Church
confesses that "without the bishop, the Church is not a Church, nor is
a Christian a Christian; they cannot be called one. The bishop, as the
apostolic successor, by the laying on of hands and by the calling of the
Holy Spirit, received the power given by God by succession to loose
and bind. The bishop is the living image of God on earth, and by the
holy-operative power of the Holy Spirit is an abundant source of all
sacraments of the universal Church, by which salvation is acquired. The
bishop is as necessary for the Church as breathing is for man, and the
sun for the world." (Epistle to the Eastern Patriarchs).

As the unity of the life of grace, the Church is mystically more
primary than the Gospels, than the Holy Scriptures in general; just as
historically the Church is more primary than the written Gospels, more
primary than the New Testament canon which was only established by
and within the Church. It is not the Church which is confirmed in the
Gospel, but the Gospel is shown favor and is witnessed in the Church,
and by this testimony is confirmed in its divine and spiritual
genuineness. The entire New Testament is the voice of the Church,
written for Christians, addressed to the enlightened. Outside of the
Church there are simply no Holy Scriptures as the Word of God. For
"no one can speak of the Lord Jesus, except through the Holy Spirit."
The Holy Scriptures are the basis and main part of the Church tradition,
therefore, this is precisely what is inseparable from Church life. "We
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believe, according to what has been expressed in the Epistle of the
Eastern Patriaichs, that the divine and Sacred Scriptures are inspired by
God; that is why we must believe it implicitly, and, moieover, not
somehow in itself but precisely as explained and handed down by the
catholic Church. To the extent that the source of both is one and the
same Holy Spirit, whether it be taught from the Scriptures or from the
Universal Church is all the same.” Faithfulness to tradition is not
faithfulness *o antiquity or external authority, but an immutable and
living tie with the fullness of Church life. Tradition is not something
external, accessible from the side; it is not only historical testimony.
The Church is the living carrier of tradition, only from inside and
within the Church, for a person living in the Church tradition is
completely realized and self-verified. Tradition is the image and
manifestation of the Holy Spirit dwelling in the Church, its continual
herald and revelation. Tradition is the life itself of the Church and
therefore, the religious fullness of Church life, and the indestructible
faithfulness to patristic traditions are inseparably connected. Reference
to tradition is reference to eternal and universal Church consciousness
and suggests communion with this consciousness. Tradition is the
image of the universal and all-temporal nature of the Church; for living
members of the Church body it is not an historical authority, but an
eternal and immutable, all-present beneficial voice of God. Faith is
founded not by example or testament from the past, but by the grace of
the Holy Spirit testifying always, even now, eternally, forever and ever.
Accepting the Church teachings, we "follow" tradition namely as "God-
spoken ieaching.” As Khomiakov so successfully put it, "not a person
and not a multitude of persons in the Church preserve the tradition and
write, but the Spirit of God, living in the totality of the Church.”
"Agreement with the past” is already secondary, aroitrary, though a very
necessary result of the unity of spirit-bearing experience in the entire
course of Church history. For always and immutably "one and the same
Christ" is revealed in the communion of the sacraments, and one and
the same Divine grace illuminates the believing soul. Both
understanding and acceptance of the tradition is closely connected with
the faith and the physicality of the immutable beneficial presence of the
Lord in the Church. "Whoever speaks,” taught the remarkable Orthodox
ascetic and contemplator, St. Simeon the New Theologian:

that now there are o people who would love God and would be
considered worthy to accept the Holy Spirit and be baptized
from him, i.e. be reborn by the grace of the Holy Spirit and
become Sons of God, with consciousness, experience,
participation and insight — that one debases the entire
Incarnate oikonomia of the Lord and God and our Savior Jesus
Christ, and clearly denies the renewal of the Image of God. I
think that such a vain person says: vainly the Holy Gospel has
now been proclaimed, vainly are the works of our Holy Fathers
read or even written. Is it not evident that those speaking thus
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lock up the heavens, which Christ the Lord opened for us by his
descent to earth, and they bar the ascent to heaven, which
renewed for us that same Christ the Lord.

Denial of the significance of tradition is in essence a denial of the
Church as the Body of Christ, is insensitivity, denigration and
nonacceptance of the Gifts of the Holy Spirit. Behind the denial of holy
tradition seems to stand the thought that the faithful have been
abandoned by Christ and must again seek him; and by this the adoption
of the redemptive act of Christ yields to the will of subjective chance
and whim. On the contrary, the acceptance of Church traditicn is
nothing other than faith in the continual presence of the Lord in the
world, the perception and confirmation of the continuance of a
sanctifying life in grace. Always and immutably, according to the belief
of the Orthodox Church — "the Church teaches the Holy Spirit through
the holy fathers and teaches of the Cattolic Church. The Church learns
from the life-giving Spirit, but in no other way than through the
mediation of the holy fathers and teacherz. The Catholic Church cannot
sin or err and express falsehood instead of truth: for the Holy Spirit,
always acting through the faithfully serving fathers and teachers of the
Church, preserves it from any error.” (Epistle to the Eastern Patriorchs).
The more deeply that the faithful grows into the fullness of the Church,
the broader and more loving his Church experience becomes, and the
more distinct and tangible the spiritual tradition becomes for him.

Dogmatic truth is contained in the Church and, therefore, living in
the Church it is given, and not set. No matter how immeasurably far
present knowledge is "partial” from the promised knowledge "face to
face," now, as always, full and complete truth is revealed in Church
experience, Truth one and immutable — for Christ himself has been
revealed. The full truth — and there is only one unalloyed truth — was
revealed in the resolutions on dogma at the Ecumenical Councils; and
nothing falls away from the dogmas of the Oithodox faith, nothing
changes, and there are no new definitions changing the meaning of old;
nothing is added. There cannot be any dogmatic development, for
dogmas are not theoretical axioms from which gradually and
subsequently there unfold some kind of "theorems of the faiih."
Dogmas are "God given" testimony of the human spirit about what has
been seen and experienced, about the sending down and revelation in the
catholic experience of faith, about the mysteries of eternal life revealed
by the Holy Spirit. They all in strict clarity are revealed in the catholic
experience of faith, in the real touching of "things invisible"; therefore
in the Church it is impossible to doub: and "allow" other dogmas — in
other dogmas another life would have been revealed and concealed,
another experience, touching something else. Reflected and imprinted in
dogmatic definitions of the faith is "life in Christ," the dwelling of the
Lord in the faithful. According to the words of the Savior, eternai life
consists in the perfect knowledge of God — and although not to all, but
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only to the pure heart is the Lord visible, but is visible always —
without difference in time and period — identical, although varied. In
the Church no "new discoveries” are possible, and any expectation of
"new prophecies” and new "testaments” once and for all have been
repudiated and condemned by the Church. There cannot be any new
revelations in Christianity except the Second Coming, when history
will end and "there will be no time,” when the Last Judgment will be
accomplished and the Kingdom of Glory will be revealed. Through the
Incarnation and Resurrection of the Son of God everything "has been
accomplished." After the Ascension of the Lord, the Holy Spirit dwells
in the world and is continually revealed in the saints of God. This
glorification, enriching the world by grace, does not change the nature
of the historical life which remains completely uniform over the entire
duration, from Pentecost to the "Great Day of Judgment." There was no
dogmatic development even in the past. Dogmatic controversies in the
ancient church were not carried on concerning the content of faith. In
face of the teachings outside of the Church, the philosophical pastors
and teachers of the Church, led by the Holy Spirit, searched and minted
the "God-appropriate” expressions for integral and identical experience
still not consolidated in verbal garments; "dogma was composed by the
word of reason, for fishermen earlier expounded simple words, in reason
by strength of the Spirit.” In this direct fullness and self-verified
experienced knowledge of God is included in the basis and support of
that daring definitiveness with which the Apostle Paul anathematized
those who would not teach what he had proclaimed. For the Gospel of
the kingdom preserved by the Church is not a human proclamation, and
taken not from human beings —"but through the revelation of Jesus
Christ," and in it is contained "perfect understanding, knowledge of the
Mystery of God and of the Father and Christ.” Faith is experience, and
therefore with daring we confirm — "this is true faith." Dogmatic
apodictism is essentially characteristic of faith, "for the Son of God,
Jesus Christ, was not "yes" and "no," but in him was "yes," as the
Apostle Paul has said. Of course, with great care and fear of God one
must take into account the weakness of our understanding, the
incommensurability of our utterances in face of the inscrutable
Mystery. With the greatest of care one must read the gnostic
temptations of "proven faith” and distinguish the historical from the
immutable, distinguish God-inspired dogma fortified by charismatic
testimony and by the approval of the Ecumenical Councils from
theological opinions, even those of the holy fathers. And here we
encounter another understanding of dogmatic development, exactly
reverse to what has been pointed out. Under the possibility of dogmatic
development sometimes is understood the possibility of further
consolidation of the once and for all experience given by grace in a
generally significant definition and formula, the possibility of new
obligatory and infallible formulas on still unresolved questions of
dogma — in other words, the possiblity of a logical crystallization of
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Church experience, but still within the limits of anticipation of an
apparently full and adequate expression of the mystery of piety in an
unchanging theological system. Of course, one need not deny or even
only call into question the possiblity of a new Ecumenical Council
which, inspired by the Holy Spirit, would define and express with new
God-given expressions of the immutable faith and, like the seven
Ecumenical Councils of the past, by their testimony, would delimit the
Orthodox faith from false and deceptive conjectures and opinions. And,
in addition, there is a certain refined temptation already in this very need
for further definitions and restrictions by which the living Church
experience is schematized and subject to the danger of turning into
logical theologizing about the faith. According to the correct remarks of
one Orthodox theologian, a heretic is one who not only really and
directly opposes the dogmatic teaching but also who appropriates to
himself obligatory and dogmatic meaning without having knowledge of
it. For the erring Christian consciousness, what is characteristic is
precisely this striving for a logical exhaustion of faith, as if striving for
a substitution of the living communication with God by religious and
philosophical speculations about the Divine, of life — by teaching.
Error and heresy are always born from a certain waning of Church
fullness; an extinguishing Church self-consciousness is the result of
egotistical self-assurance and isolation. And in the final account any
separation from the Church, any schism is — in rudimentary form —
already a heresy, a heresy against the dogma about the Church; history
testifies that in the associations breaking away, sooner or later, but
quite inevitably, dogma undergoes profound distortion and perversion,
and in the final account may completely fall apart. For as St. Cyprian
of Carthage said so vehemently: "Anyone separating from the Church
associates himself with an illegal wife."

The knowledge of the Church is not exausted by dogmatic definitions
of the faith — Church experience is broader and fuller than definitions.
Divine Revelation, witnessed and expressed by the Holy Scriptures,
certainly has not been fully revealed and clarified. It lives in the Church,
only guarded and protected by symbols, creeds and definitions of the
faith. The personal experience of the sons of the Church, which namely
makes possible the blessed existence of "theological opnions,"” is not
concealed by dogmatic creed. Within the limits of Church experience
there are many mysterious truths. Freedom remains for the believing
consciousness of these truths — freedom limited and guided only by a
categorical renunciation of paths and opinions deliberately falsely
defined. Freedom also remains in the revelation and understanding of
those truths which are testified to by infallible experience and the voice
of the Church. Of course, there is no place here for subjective,
speculative, arbitrariness. Theologizing in its roots must be intuitive,
defined as the experience of faith, vision, and not as a self-satisfying
dialectic movement of inert abstract concepts. For in general, dogmas of
faith are the truths of experience, the truths of life, and they can and
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only to the pure heart is the Lord visible, but is visible always —
without difference in time and period — identical, although varied. In
the Church no "new discoveries" are possible, and any expectation of
"new prophecies” and new "testaments” once and for all have been
repudiated and condemned by the Church. There cannot be any new
revelations in Christianity except the Second Coming, when history
will end and "there will be no time," when the Last Judgment will be
accomplished and the Kingdom of Glory will be revealed. Through the
Incarnation and Resurrection of the Son of God everything "has been
accomplished.” After the Ascension of the Lord, the Holy Spirit dwells
in the world and is continually revealed in the saints of God. This
glorification, enriching the world by grace, does not change the nature
of the historical life which remains completely uniform over the entire
duration, from Pentecost to the "Great Day of Judgment." There was no
dogmatic development even in the past. Dogmatic controversies in the
ancient church were not carried on concerning the content of faith. In
face of the teachings outside of the Church, the philosophical pastors
and teachers of the Church, led by the Holy Spirit, searched and minted
the "God-appropriate” expressions for integral and identical experience
still not consolidated in verbal garments; "dogma was composed by the
word of reason, for fishermen earlier expounded simple words, in reason
by strength of the Spirit." In this direct fullness and self-verified
experienced knowledge of God is included in the basis and support of
that daring definitiveness with which the Apostle Paul anathematized
those who would not teach what he had proclaimed. For the Gospel of
the kingdom preserved by the Church is not a human proclamation, and
taken not from human beings —"but through the revelation of Jesus
Christ," and in it is contained "perfect understanding, knowledge of the
Mystery of God and of the Father and Christ.” Faith is experience, and
therefore with daring we confirm — "this is true faith." Dogmatic
apodictism is essentially characteristic of faith, "for the Son of God,
Jesus Christ, was not "yes" and "no," but in him was "yes," as the
Apostle Paul has said. Of course, with great care and fear of God one
must take into account the weakness of our understanding, the
incommensurability of our utterances in face of the inscrutable
Mystery. With the greatest of care one must read the gnostic
temptations of "proven faith” and distinguish the historical from the
immutable, distinguish God-inspired dogma fortified by charismatic
testimony and by the approval of the Ecumenical Councils from
theological opinions, even those of the holy fathers. And here we
encounter another understanding of dogmatic development, exactly
reverse to what has been pointed out. Under the possibility of dogmatic
development sometimes is understood the possibility of further
consolidation of the once and for all experience given by grace in a
generally significant definition and formula, the possibility of new
obligatory and infallible formulas on still unresolved questions of
dogma — in other words, the possiblity of a logical crystallization of
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Church experience, but still within the limits of anticipation of an
apparently full and adequate expression of the mystery of piety in an
unchanging theological system. Of course, one need not deny or even
only call into question the possiblity of a new Ecumenical Council
which, inspired by the Holy Spirit, would define and express with new
God-given expressions of the immutable faith and, like the seven
Ecumenical Councils of the past, by their testimony, would delimit the
Orthodox faith from false and deceptive conjectures and opinions. And,
in addition, there is a certain refined temptation already in this very need
for further definitions and restrictions by which the living Church
experience is schematized and subject to the danger of turning into
logical theologizing about the faith. According to the correct remarks of
one Orthodox theologian, a heretic is one who not only really and
directly opposes the dogmatic teaching but also who appropriates to
himself obligatory and dogmatic meaning without having knowledge of
it. For the erring Christian consciousness, what is characteristic is
precisely this striving for a logical exhaustion of faith, as if striving for
a substitution of the living communication with God by religious and
philosophical speculations about the Divine, of life — by teaching.
Error and heresy are always born from a certain waning of Church
fullness; an extinguishing Church self-consciousness is the result of
egotistical self-assurance and isolation. And in the final account any
separation from the Church, any schism is — in rudimentary form —
already a heresy, a heresy against the dogma about the Church; history
testifies that in the associations breaking away, sooner or later, but
quite inevitably, dogma undergoes profound distortion and perversion,
and in the final account may completely fall apart. For as St. Cyprian
of Carthage said so vehemently: "Anyone separating from the Church
associates himself with an illegal wife."

The knowledge of the Church is not exausted by dogmatic definitions
of the faith — Church experience is broader and fuller than definitions.
Divine Revelation, witnessed and expressed by the Holy Scriptures,
certainly has not been fully revealed and clarified. It /ives in the Church,
only guarded and protected by symbols, creeds and definitions of the
faith. The personal experience of the sons of the Church, which namely
makes possible the blessed existence of "theological opnions," is not
concealed by dogmatic creed. Within the limits of Church experience
there are many mysterious truths. Freedom remains for the believing
consciousness of these truths — freedom limited and guided only by a
categorical renunciation of paths and opinions deliberately falsely
defined. Freedom also remains in the revelation and understanding of
those truths which are testified to by infallible experience and the voice
of the Church. Of course, there is no place here for subjective,
speculative, arbitrariness. Theologizing in its roots must be intuitive,
defined as the experience of faith, vision, and not as a self-satisfying
dialectic movement of inert abstract concepts. For in general, dogmas of
faith are the truths of experience, the truths of life, and they can and
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must be revealed not through logical synthesis or analysis, but only
through spiritual life, through the presence of testified dogmatic
definitions of experience. At the basis of Orthodox "theological
opinions" and judgments there must lie not a [logical] conclusion but
direct vision, contemplation. It is accessible only through the feat of
prayer, through the spiritual development of the believing personality,
through living communion with the eternal experience of the Church.
"What is contained in these words," said St. Simeon the New
Theologian, "must not be called thoughts, but contemplation of the
true essence: for we are speaking about what is gained through
contemplation. That is why what has been said must be called narration
about what has been contemplated, and not what has been thought. For
it has been ascertained that our words are not about essence and
phenomena but are about what has already taken place.” Theologizing is
defined and guided by tradition, witnessed and expressed by the wise
fathers and teachers of the Church, whom in recognizing as "saintly
figures," the Church declares reliable witnesses about the firm pledge of
faith entrusted to the Church. However, the patristic "theologumena"
are also not equivalent to Church dogma in the strict sense, and do not
have statutory force equal to it. Their meaning and significance is in the
experience of grace, which they reveal and which surpasses them. In its
clarification the holy fathers frequently take different positions among
themselves, which in no way shakes and destroys the unity and identity
of their faith, consciousness, and experience. In this variety there is no
contradiction to the apodictic existence of faith. In the words of St.
Irenaeus of Lyons, "since faith is one and the same, then the one who
can say a lot about it does not add anything, and the one who says little
— does not diminish it. More or less knowledge of some understanding
consists not in a change of the content itself, but in carefully tracing
the thought of what has been said in parables and in agreeing with the
content of the faith.” "Theological opinion” is advanced judgment about
the unspoken fullness of life being revealed in the experience of
prayerful communion in the Church. Even their contradictory nature,
their antinomic conflict beween themselves, testifies only to the
inexpressibility, to the logical incommensurability of the mystery of
faith, comprehended in the experience of faith — and, along with this a
certain prematureness of their legal and dogmatic revelation and
expression. It is not accidental that the catholic consciousness of the
Church abstained from consolidation and conciliation of the
theologumena, being limited only by the cutting off of the tempting
paths of blessing. It is not accidental, for example, that the knowledge
of the Church about the final fate of the world and man was not
invested in dogmatic armor, although the historic conditions of the
ancient Church also apparently gave sufficient cause for this — but
only direct false doctrine and error were denounced, renounced, and
repudiated. Much that is seen clearly and contained in Church
consciousness is not confirmed directly. It is necessary to view this as
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testimony about the fact that according to the apostolic word, now we
will always know only partially, and that there is much concealed until
the "bright and clear day" of the Lord Jesus, the future glory. According
to the explanation of St. Maximos the Confessor, in this world, man
also, having achieved the greatest "perfection according to activity and
contemplation,” has only a certain part of the knowledge of the
prophecy and testament of the Holy Spirit, and not the fullness of the
rest,” and only "some time, at the end of time, he will enter into that
state of perfection, which he has merited, will begin to contemplate the
distinctive Truth, face to face" and receive in measure accessible to him
"all the fullness of grace.” In the Church fullness of knowledge and
understanding is given, but it will be absorbed and revealed in part, and
therefore, it is necessary to oppose not different epochs of Church
history but the entire earthly wandering of the Church as a whole and
that inexpressible state of glory according to the Second Coming, in
which "there has not apppeared what will be." The partial and
inexpressible nature of present knowledge does not destroy its
originality, and St. Basil the Great clarified it with an analogy: "if the
eyes are turned to knowledge of the visible, then it does not follow
from this that everything visible is subject to view; the heavenly vault
cannot be viewed for one moment . . . the same thing can be said about
God." The Church treasury of total truth is revealed to each in the
measure of his spiritual growth. And, in general, perhaps it is
permissible to connect the concealed nature of the fullness of Church
Creed with the dynamic essence of the Church, as the Redemption
being accomplished, as a living process of salvation, sanctification, and
transformation of the world. It is not accidental that what was not
consolidated in definitions of the faith was namely those truths which
relate either to the actual formation of a "new creation” or to its final
fate, i.e. to the fact that it has still not culminated and has not been
completed in time, that it still "is seen as being affected” and that,
therefore, it is the formation of a creation not yet fully known. And in
the already revealed dogma of the faith there remains hidden that which
is directed in them toward a future age. The Holy Church did not
express categorical judgment about the image of the action and dwelling
of the Holy Spirit in the world nor about the fate after death of the
righteous and sinners, nor about much else which still remains to be
accomplished. It testified only about the fact that either eternal being is
not at all connected with oikonomia in time (the dogma of the
Trinitarian Unity of God), or has already been clearly and basically
revealed (the dogma about the Image of the Savior). And in
Christological dogma what was consolidated was mainly what is
connected with what has occurred in time past (the Incarnation, the
reality of suffering, the Crucifixion and Resurrection, the Ascension) or
what from the future has been revealed by the Savior himself (the
Second Coming, the general resurrection, etc.). The Church testifies
about many things not so much dogmatically as liturgically —
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including the circle of great annual holidays — the days of Ascension
and Transfiguration, the Dormition of the Theotokos, and the
Exaltation of the Living Cross. It testifies about much that has not
been designated completely and dogmatically, and which is connected
with the realization of the world which is in the process of being
realized, but has not yet been realized. The mystery of the Ascension of
the Lord can be completely revealed only in the Second Coming — "by
his image you will see him in the heavens." For only then and through
the general resurrection will appear the fullness of the restoration of
created corruption into noncorruption. And related to this is the secret of
the Transfiguration of the Lord, easily revealed in the catholic
testimony about the light of Tabor. And there is dogmatically revealed
about the Theotokos only that which has been fortified by the name of
the "Mother of God" and "Virgin" and the liturgical celebration of her
Dormition reveals more. Many things are irrefutably given only in
anticipation. And Christological knowledge of fullness and finality is
achieved only when the deed of Christ will be fulfilled, "when he will
hand ovei the Kingdom to God and the Father." The mystery of
Godmanhood is being fulfilled, acts in the world, and, therefore, is still
unknown to developing humanity. This mysterious dogmatic
inexpressibility uniquely testifies about the mystical reality of time —
of that historical time in which the sanctifying grace of God operates,
in which mysteriously the Church of Christ lives and develops
unchanged, but growing, to the extent that "everyone will come to
unity of faith and knowledge of the Son of God, to perfect man, in
measure of the complete growth of Christ,” when, according to the
apostle, "everyone from small to great will know the Lord," and "every
knee of the heavenly, earthly and the underworld will bend before the
name of Jesus," and "the kingdom of the world will become the
Kingdom of Our Lord and his Christ." On the contrary, in the need to
fetter all the fullness of Church experience and hope into an infallible
system of final dogmatic definitions, there is expressed a certain
historical docetism, a derogation of the reality of time, a derogation of
the mystery of the Church, derogation of the future Coming in glory —
one might say, a bad remnant of time, in which the real "deification” of
creation and development in grace is replaced by the logical unfolding of
timeless and abstract logical concepts. Not everything visible and
proclaimed in the Church is professed dogmatically, although
everything is given in the growing experience of the Church which is
being realized, immutably and inseparably dwelling with its Head,
Christ. Our hope leads us beyond the limits of history, as the
oppressive change and sequence of natural births and deaths — to
Resurrection. The Scripture has not yet been realized and fulfilled, and
not what has been but what is hoped for, according to promise, will be
revealed in the "last days."

In historical wanderin