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 Editor’s Note 
Every Christian has the need for a space that is spiritual, sacramental and linked strongly to apostolic Tradition that will allow him to worship the Divine Trinity in a manner that is ‘worthy and right’, according to his own sensibilities and at the geographical location where Providence has placed him. 
The role of a bishop is to proclaim true doctrine (Titus 1,9) with the aim of bringing together his flock in conformity to the precepts of the Gospel. 
Bishop Germain has been placed by God and by the will of men (insofar as he was elected by the laity who form the royal priesthood, and consecrated by Orthodox hierarchs) as Pastor of a dynamic local Orthodox church. This Church has been, and is still, the source of spiritual vigour for a great number of French and other western Orthodox Christians, Bishop Germain is in an unique situation as a Western Orthodox hierarch.  
Such a situation undoubtedly invites misunderstanding. 
To avoid ill will in the hearts of some and also, to clarify the situation for those who may be ignorant of Orthodox Tradition regarding the nature of the Church, it is necessary to recall some first principles that establish charity and to propose some traditional and prophetic responses to questions that face us today. 
These questions, for the major part include : 
1.     Does the Orthodox understanding of ecclesiology allow one to be Orthodox and Western at the same time ? 
2.     Is there a unique divine dispensation for the West ? 
3.     Does the Church of France have an authentic origin, a true apostolicity and a secure place among the other Orthodox Churches ? 
We are pleased that with the publication of this text, a fruitful dialogue has been initiated, founded on mutual respect and an increasing eagerness to discern the Divine Will. 
The Editor
FOREWORD
The ecclesiastical identity of Christians who confess the Orthodox faith in the West is a matter of grave concern. 
 Before proposing some possible means for resolving this issue, I would like to clarify the Christian paradigm that stands at the centre of this discussion. 
 Firstly, for us, the Church of Christ is catholic, that is to say, it is responsible for bringing salvation to all men, in all places and at all times after the pouring out of the Spirit at Pentecost without consideration of political realities. Salvation consists of progressively penetrating the intimate life of the Holy Trinity. It is this process of progressive sharing in the life of the Trinity that Orthodox Tradition refers to as deification.   
In order to achieve this goal, the first disciples of Christ were given the same instrument as that that was used to bring about Creation in the beginning, and which is still used in the ongoing creation of the world. The Psalmist describes it like this: ‘By the word of the Lord were the heavens formed, and by the breath of his mouth all their splendour’ (Ps 33,6).   
The Incarnate Word of God and the Holy Spirit, therefore, animate the Church and give it the power to give rebirth to its members as the children of God. The Church is therefore, hierarchical, as well as prophetic. It is hierarchical insofar as its ministry represents the hierarchy in the Divine-human nature of Christ. It is prophetic in its gifts that have their origin in the Holy Spirit and which render it capable of bringing men into a ‘free and personal’ communion before the face of God.   
The Church of Christ therefore demands of its members sacrifice in their ministry, a sacrifice that approaches the abnegation of Christ, a sacrifice that approaches the union of the Divine with the human. It also demands, at the same time, the stripping off, under the action of the Holy Spirit, all preconceived ideas regarding the organisation of the Church. One is called to imitate the Apostle Peter at Joppa when he hears the heavenly voice telling him ‘Kill and eat…that which God has made pure, you must not regard as impure’ to which he responds ‘Truly I realise that God makes no exception among people’. (Acts 10, 13-15 and 34)   
The two actions of the Word and the Spirit are reflected historically in the Episcopate (episcopal power) and in sobornost, an admirable Russian expression that signifies the communion of free people or in other words, the catholicity of the Church.   
The Church therefore does not recognise the concept of an ‘ecclesiastical career’ that supports clerical power in fixed historical forms. Neither does it support the egotistic anarchy of cultures, civilizations and nations which try to permanently establish their superiority over their neighbours. The Church, which consists of true worshippers of the Father in ‘Spirit and in truth’ is at the same time, logical and life giving, reasonable and living. It recognises neither (1) Uniatism, the fruit of a solitary and arrogant exercise of ecclesiastical power nor (2) ethnic egotism, the fruit of a temptation to universalise and over-generalise a gift given to a particular culture and place. The catholic Church frees the consciences of men and women, accepting each one as he or she is, teaching and baptising each one within the culture in which it finds them.   
 With this understanding of the Church’s constitution in mind, let us explore the issue at hand, purifying ourselves at the same time through tears of penitence, for it is our sins that have caused these divisions.  
ONE
AN INTRODUCTION TO ECCLESIOLOGY
The Church Divided   
  The Roman Empire, the universal empire where Christianity was born, has left to the Church and to its history a configuration that is similar to its own. While the two imperial capitals, Rome and Constantinople ruled a greater portion of the known world, there were in fact two distinct empires – the western, and the eastern. Destroyed in stages between the 5th and the 15th centuries, the Roman Empire survived in its political form until the beginning of the 20th century within the borders of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. In its religious form it survives until today in the Roman jurisdiction known as the Catholic Church and in the Constantinopolitan tradition commonly known as the Orthodox Church.   
  One can therefore say that there exist today a Western Church, in which Rome, its organisation and its acts take on a pre-eminent stature and an Eastern Church, in which Constantinople and the communities that it has created, presided over and influenced are preponderant. These Churches are linked in a profound manner to the ancient western and eastern territories of the Empire.   
  This distinction between an Eastern Church and a Western Church does not, however, exhaust the full expression of Christian Churches that exist today: one cannot forget the existence of Churches such as the Egyptian (Coptic), Ethiopian, Armenian, Syro-Malabar (Indian) and other such Churches. The distinction, however, makes prominent the very real division that exists between a Latin, Roman heritage of the Western Church and the Greek, Byzantine heritage of the Eastern Church. One is Western and the other eminently, Eastern.   
  From our contemporary perspective, it seems that whatever is linked to the ancient, western territories of the Roman Empire must necessarily be ‘western’ and whatever lies within the ambit of the eastern territories of the same empire must be necessarily ‘eastern’.  Could this perhaps mean that above all, the Roman Catholic Church is ‘western’ and the Orthodox Church, ‘eastern’?   
  To accept this would mean that one would have to assign both Churches to a territory (something that both Churches, above all the first, do not want) and to posit a position of equality between the Catholic West and the Orthodox East. From this point, universality would become the possession of the Roman Christians and orthodoxy of faith, that of the Byzantines! One would then have succeeded in divi-ding up the one heritage of the primitive Christian Church between the western and eastern Christians – to some would go Catholicism, and to the others, Orthodoxy!   
  Not to accept this division, however, would place doubts on the catholicity of the Eastern Church and orthodoxy of the Western Church. Perhaps this could lead to the following solution – Catholicism becomes orthodox and Orthodoxy becomes Catholic, without any attention being paid to the particular characteristics of each Church.   
  Leaving aside the terms ‘catholic’ and ‘orthodox’ for the moment, let us try to situate as precisely as possible the significance of the words  ‘western’ and ‘eastern’ within the context of the Church of Christ. Is it possible that these words are in the process of disappearing from the ecclesiastical vocabulary before the force and significance borne by the words, ‘orthodox’ and ‘catholic’? The question that we are finally left with is the following one : does ecclesiology allow us to call ourselves ‘Orthodox and eastern’ and ‘Orthodox and western’ in the contemporary Orthodox Church ?   
Unity in Diversity
  The representatives of all the Orthodox Churches meet with regularity to discuss the ecclesiastical future of what is commonly called the Diaspora. This diaspora includes Western Europe and North and South America (above all, North America as it contains the most number of Orthodox faithful and where the distribution of Orthodox Christians based on national origin is to, say the least, chaotic).   
  We address ourselves here primarily to these representatives. We are well aware of their love for their Churches and their feeling for their country. Our aim is to help them hear the voice of the Christian West and that of the Westerners who belong to the Orthodox faith by presenting certain principles and ideas that Orthodox Christians of eastern nationalities living in the West are either unaware of, or have chosen to ignore. These ideas and principles, we believe, will help to further clarify the ongoing debates and introduce in these discussions charity towards the Christian West.   
The principles are as follows :   
i.                     The Orthodox Church is the true Church of Christ in its very essence. It is the Church of the entire world, of all peoples whether of North or South, of East or West. 
ii.                   The Orthodox Church is not solely Eastern. Each people and nation have their individual right within the context of the Orthodox ecclesiology. Their own right to autocephaly within Canon Law, the canonical right to their own individual customs, rites and liturgical language. United in dogmas and in canonical principles, the Churches otherwise truly represent, and are of, the people of the locality in which they find themselves
[1]. 
iii.                  The local Churches were born of divine will as much as the universal Church, which in turn, is the Jerusalem to come (Rev 21:24). The communion of the local Churches forms the universal Church. The local Churches are all founded on the words of the Lord – ‘Go, teach all nations, baptising them in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit’. (Mt 29: 19-20)   
The appearance in history of these Churches were therefore neither due to chance nor a system nor a result of the conquest of the globe, but by the will of the Divine Will, which by the Holy Spirit, determines nations, their numbers and destiny.   
iv.                 Just as the Word made himself flesh so that flesh may become the Word, thus, too the Christian mission requires the sacrifice of its members who have to become ‘Jews with the Jews and Greeks with the Greeks’ (1 Cor 9:20-21) with the aim of bringing a portion of these nations and people to Christ. This formed the beginning of the local Church of a particular nation.
v.                   Respecting the principle of individual identity, each local Church should enter freely in communion with the other local Churches. In this way, it will avoid a form of egotism that serves only to isolate it leading to a loss of vitality. Also this entering into communion with the rest of the Universal Church helps form a true Catholicity which itself is the icon of the Holy Trinity.   
  To conclude the presentation of these principles, let us recall the firm position taken by the confraternity of St Photius
[2]
 :
   
 We are opposed to and we condemn every effort to   
-         limit the Orthodox Church 
-         to divide the Churches one from the other 
-         to submit one Church to the authority of a much more powerful Church.   
 We confess unity in diversity and liberty in the Name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.
   
These five principles precede any historical backgrounds and will always accompany history. They are foundational and cannot be confused with contemporary ecumenism. They may, on the contrary, serve as a point of reference for ecumenical efforts. Their use, in history, has always been synonymous with apostolic action that goes before the face of men wherever it finds them and lifts them up gradually, together with their works, to the status of laity. Laity, contrary to the meaning that has been given to it at present, and especially in France, refers to Christians who march forward within the Church, progressing thus to the Kingdom of Heaven. The Christian leaves, without renouncing them, his father and his mother, his country, his culture, his civilisation and his thought, in order to receive Divine thoughts and life divine, which leaves him in effect, a creature in a state of disequilibrium. Whatever may be his role within the Church, he is no longer simply a member of a nation. Neither is he yet fully a member of the Kingdom of Heaven. 
    
TWO
History, the Church and the Churches
A Synoptic View   
  To better understand the birth and the life of the Churches in the history of the Universal Church, we can place them within a framework of five parallel columns:

   
1.     The Dogmatic Column : This was formed by the succession of important preoccupations with dogma on the part of Christians since the time of Christ up to our time. 
2.     A column in which one could delineate the appearance of various Churches as they are known today. 
3.     A Political Column, in which one could record the succession of political systems which had their effect on the Christian people. 
4.     A Column of Humanist Values, in which one could chronicle the hierarchy of values that preoccupy the soul of a Christianised people in the course of the centuries. 
5.     A fifth column, consisting of events inspired by the Church, that is to say, the concrete actions taken by Christianity through the ages.   
  These columns are integrated within the following table :   
  The interior history of Christianity is marked by two important considerations :   
i.                    Its history may be conceived in a cycle of roughly five hundred years each. At the end of each five hundred-year period – and we are at the end of the fourth such period reckoned from the time of Christ – the Church has experienced a profound change. This change consists of :   
a.      A change in the chief dogmatic concern facing the Church. The new concern of course, does not annul the previous one, but it follows it and completes it in a wholly logical manner, and always involves one of these three principal actors: Christ (the incarnate Word), the Holy Spirit and the Church. 
b.     The appearance of new Churches and ecclesiastical forms which are more or less schismatical and divorced from the body of the ancient and undivided Church.
ii.                  The role played by the Nicene Creed – which while not explaining everything, still serves as the backdrop for every periodic discussion of dogma that the Church has been involved in through the ages.
  
Periods of Change   
  The first two periods of five hundred years each, from the beginnings of Christianity to roughly 1000 AD elaborated all the dogmatic statements that come under the heading of Christology. It took five hundred years for the Church to define the fullness of Divinity and the fullness of humanity of Christ. Another five hundred years were needed to fully articulate the relation between the human and the Divine in Christ. This articulation was needed to permit the Church to envisage and expound on the transfiguration and deification of men and women. The humble and holy proof of the ‘flesh that was made Word’ as the result of the incarnation of the Word was the icon.  
  The third period of five hundred years was overshadowed by a preoccupation with pneumatology. ‘That which’ and “He who’ puts men and women on the path to participation in the life of God is the Holy Spirit. His work consists of communicating increasingly to us the Divine energy that makes all and each one of us into christs. He helps us understand at a personal level what Christ proposed to the entire world. This realisation is being accomplished within the Church.   
  The fourth period of five hundred years posed the question, in conformity to the Nicene Creed, on the unity, the holiness, the catholicity and the apostolicity of the Church. This helps understand the ecclesiastical debates of our times where it appears that the biggest social question of all time is the Church itself.   
  One may ask what is the dogmatic concern of our own time, at the moment where we are on the threshold of the fifth five hundred-year period of the Christian era. The Nicene Creed speaks of ‘one baptism for the forgiveness of sins’. It appears that this phrase refers to the baptism no longer of individuals only – this has been done and accomplished since the beginnings of our Faith – but of entire nations and peoples. And this baptism needs to deliver them in a real way from their sins, or in other words to permit a meeting between symbols and heavenly archetypes with the day-to-day reality of men and women living out their lives within their particular culture and civilisation. One of these heavenly archetypes is the ‘name written in the heavens’ (Lk 10:20) which needs to be known and which delivers each man and woman from every exterior and interior need. The discovery of this name is synonymous with liberty. 
  
From Pentecost to the 5th Century   
  The Holy Spirit scattered the apostolic Jews to the four corners of the Earth. There they inaugurated the undivided Church within the universalist belt of the Roman Empire.  They achieved this without concern for a geographical headquarters, going where the Spirit sent them – and without making exception among the people whom they encountered. The Church in Jerusalem was never the center of Christianity and the Jewish people never enjoyed an any greater importance with regard to others within Christianity.   
  The propagation of the Gospel soon expanded in concentric circles that revolved around an axis stretching from Jerusalem up to Rome. It soon reached all the people of the Empire, soon consisting of (according to the eminent canonists Zonaras and Balsamon) a hundred Churches within the Empire itself by the end of the 4th Century.   
  During this period in which, as it has been said, the Church witnessed to the divinity and humanity of Christ, the Spirit of God prepared, by the means of piety, the hearts and souls of Christians to live the Gospel in a concrete manner. Christians expected a prompt Second Coming of Christ, they prayed to have a good Emperor who would fulfill his duties well, and the baptism, the centre of Christian initiation, was considered the temporal door to the Kingdom.
   
 From the 6th Century to the 1000   
  At the beginning of the 6th Century, after the Council of Chalcedon which met in the year 451 in Bithynia had given the best formulation of the doctrine of the nature of Christ for all ages, some Churches found in areas outside the limits of the Roman Empire began to stagnate dogmatically. They also lost their vitality as they drew out of communion with the other local Churches   
  We refer here to the Coptic Church (in Egypt), the Armenian Church, the Ethiopian and Syrian Churches whose territories were soon invaded by the Arabs. The invaders obliterated all traces of religious liberty and the Christian people were placed in bondage to them. These Churches referred to commonly as Pre-Chalcedonian are those that do not subscribe to the dogmatic formulation of the two natures of Christ as taught by the Council of Chalcedon.   
  During this same period (c. 470), the Roman Empire in the West collapsed under Barbarian attacks. Rome saw its last emperor, Romulus Augustus. On the other hand, the Churches of the West were vibrant: among these Churches were the Churches of Ancient Gaul (the Belgian, Cisalpine and Transalpine), of Northern Italy (Turin, Milan etc), of the Celtic countries (Ireland, Wales, Scotland, Cornwall) and those of Southern Germany. All these churches were organised according to the ancient system of metropolitanates. The councils of the 6th Century (for example, the Council of Turin) speak of the patriarchs or primates of Turin, Lyon, Milan, Toledo, Canterbury and among them, the patriarch of Rome.   
  Influenced by the immense poetical and liturgical current of Ancient Syria, the liturgies became more elaborate, expanding thanks to the individual genius of each people. These liturgies are known today under the names of the Milanese liturgy, the Visigothic, the Celtic, the ancient Gallican, in addition to the Roman liturgy which was only celebrated in the city of Rome and its adjoining countryside.   
  In the same period, the Empire in the East remained brilliant and the Church, centred around Constantinople, the second Rome, profited from the admirable taste of the Byzantines for refined liturgies. The liturgies of St John Chrysostom and St Basil the Great developed during this period.  The State searched for a concept of harmony with the Church and the theory of a divine-human symphony was developed in order to regulate the relations between God and Man in all aspects of life.   
  The iconoclastic controversy destroyed the last vestiges of the philosophical mentality within the Church. This mentality attempted to tell the Fathers of the Church, theological thinkers and the mystics (in other words, the whole Christian people): You have won, you have shown the truth of the Incarnation of the Word, and the reality of the union of the Divine and human natures in Christ. Christ Himself has shown clearly and in an unsurpassable manner the intimacy between God and Man. However, the Christian programme as shown by Christ is idealistic and unattainable by Man. It is neither true nor verifiable that human nature could ever participate in Divine nature’. The icon, formed from the simplest and humblest materials of material creation became the Church’s response to this philosophical mentality. The icon served as a sacrament to the Churches that were the heirs of the ancient and undivided Church. It gave Man the possibility of entering the future Kingdom from the very present and permitted one to say: ‘Because the Word became matter, it is possible for matter to become Word !’   
  The concrete proof of the icon and the conviction that the power of the incarnate  Word permitted all matter to enter into the Kingdom, vivified the Orthodox tradition of the time (between the 7th and 9th Centuries) and promoted the idea of deification. The Churches found in the ambit of the Eastern Roman Empire, under the influence of the Church of Constantinople, found themselves deeply rooted and enriched by their liturgies and the theology of the icon that favored the radical transformation of man in God. The Churches in the West experienced the same liturgical experience, in accordance to their own liturgical character. They also knew of the iconoclastic quarrels. The resolution of this controversy in the West, however, was not a result of a profound understanding among Western Christians of the theology of the icon, but rather by the authority of a new emperor who appeared in the West: Charlemagne. The new emperor was resolutely against icons (iconoclastic) in his religious views and was a centralist in political temperament.   
  The Slavs also began the task of organising themselves as a people. They found in the Church of Constantinople the perfect continuity with the undivided Church of the past, ‘the heaven on Earth’, and entered through her, the universal concert of Churches.   
  At the end of the first millennium, the barbarians in the West and the Slavs in the East had received baptism. All these peoples formed still more numerous churches that included within themselves an entire group of people. Also, during the same period, the metropolitan organisation of the Universal Church was compromised in the West. This weakening of the ancient organisation, linked to the submission of the Churches to a central imperial authority even in theological matters, brought about the destruction of the liberty and identity of local Churches. These two facts sowed the seeds of the Protestantism of the future.
   
The Schism of 1054 and the Fall of Constantinople   
  The 11th Century saw the lamentable schism between the Western and Eastern Churches. Two serious events contributed directly to this tragedy :   
1.     Detaching itself from the central body to which the Eastern Churches remained attached, the Church of Rome transformed into a entirely new entity considering itself only, Catholic, and centralising in itself (thanks to the politics of the Carolingian Empire) all the various local Churches of the Christian West.  
The Roman Church, therefore, ‘latinised’ or ‘romanised’ all the Churches and peoples it encountered. It made universal the Roman genius that was at the beginning confined to the city, arousing numerous reactions from local Churches, among them, Anglicanism and Gallicanism.   
  The theological and dogmatic discussion of the age centred on the work of the Holy Spirit. The Roman Church ignored the traditional and biblical understanding of this work that is, the spiritual penetration by the Spirit of the entire Universe in order to bring about the transfiguration of all in all - in order to resolve all present and future problems by her own authority. The Roman Church therefore set up an intricate system of Church magisterium, morality and virtue. The action of the Holy Spirit and the communication of Divine energies were supplanted by ‘the acquisition of merits’, the submission to Church laws and Church organisations that from then on were to transform ‘matter’, that is, the world.   
  Thus, in the West, the heart and the head began to be separated, Divine revelation came to be deformed with theology on one side and mysticism on the other. This fracture had its repercussions in the day-to-day life of Christians, bringing its wake numerous learned discussions of Grace and merits.   
  The ecclesiastical context in the West began to change radically 
–       no more churches, but only One Church, 
–       no more local churches, but one ecclesiastical empire, 
–       no deification, but obedience and discipline seen as ends in themselves. With the coming of this novelty, developing nations soon found themselves in conflict with the growing ecclesiastical empire. And in order to relieve themselves of this quarrel, they increasing began to secularise themselves.   
  On the other hand, in this new ecclesiological perspective, nations, cultures and civilisations did not have anymore an eschatological destiny. Thus, in reaction the human spirit began to free itself from the prison of ecclesiastical authority and create for itself a humanist science that sought to know itself with absolutely no reference to God. One could well believe in God but one may not live by Him. The epoch engendered the extraordinary movement away from piety and its instruments – the baptism, the liturgy, the icon – towards a science that no longer sought the knowledge God but a knowledge of nature, freely and without constraint.   
2.     During this same 500 year period (1000–1500), the Churches in the Eastern Roman Empire (which collapsed definitively in 1453 when the Turks took Constantinople), became entirely subject to persecution and tragedy. The Turks invaded the ancient possessions of the Greco-byzantines, the Tartars came to Russia, the Arabs had already seized Antioch, Alexandria and Jerusalem. The prison became a laboratory for the persecuted Churches, forcing them to use external diminishment to engender internal growth.   
  Monks attracted to hesychasm
[3] chose Mount Athos. One could say that the Holy Mountain became ‘the conservatory of Orthodoxy’.   
  The faithful in conquered populations, kept on the practice of the liturgy, devotion to icons, and thanks to monasticism, the interior experience of God who is never imprisoned by the exigencies of external situations, no matter how powerful.   
 We can discern that throughout this description one may distinguish that all the Churches were focussed on the same subject, namely, the Holy Spirit and His action. However, they did not resolve the issue in the same manner.   
  During these times, in the East as in the West (but more rapidly an surely in the West), nation-states arose while the great Empires (the Roman, Germanic, Russian, Byzantine and Turkish) began to see that their days were counted. The West experience the Middle Ages
[4] and the flowering of feudalism by which it differed very radically from the East.   
  One finds, thus, that at the end of the 15th Century that world Christianity had come to be divided as follows :   
a.      A Western, Roman Church 
b.     The Pre-Chalcedonian Churches 
c.     The Orthodox Churches of the ancient Eastern Empire.
   There were around 13 Churches in all. 
  
 From the 15th Century to Our Days   
  We are now at the threshold of the 19th Century. In all of Christianity, a basic thought came to be considered: the essential nature of the Church and its relation to the nation-State. All the Churches, in the course of the five hundred of this cycle have attempted to discover the practical implications for their organisations of these words addressed at the First Church Council of all time which met at Jerusalem: It has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us…(Acts 15:28). This simple phrase links indissolubly the concrete life of the Church and the action of the Holy Spirit, showing thus that any Church worth that name is a society founded on the meeting or agreement of two wills, that of the Holy Spirit and that of Man.   
  During this period, the new imperial constitution of the Church of Rome strengthened itself and produced logically a society of two levels, the Teaching Church and the Church that is taught. This was no longer an expression of two wills unless one identifies the Teaching Church with the Spirit of God and the Church that is taught with the baptised. However, even in this case, the Church that is taught is meant to bow before the office and will of the Magisterium.   
  Within this same ecclesiastical empire of the Roman Church, a schism then occurred – that of Protestantism. This powerful movement, which is creating new particular communities up to our time, was born essentially with the aim of safeguarding the liberty of the local churches that had been regrouped under the Roman Church. This movement was also born in reaction to the forcible imposition of Latin practices on the ecclesiastical customs of other people governed by the Bishop of Rome.   
  A similar reaction, more national than religious also provoked the birth of the Church of England, known as the Anglican Church, as well as the arising of successive Gallican movements in France.   
  The Church of Rome, which became the only Church in the West during the first half of the second millennium, was at its origins founded by the apostles Peter and Paul. After having in itself all the other western churches, it broke into two parts :    
 One, the Roman Catholic Church which claimed apostolic primacy from the Apostle Peter, and two, the Protestant churches scattered among the whole range of European nations and which claim inheritance to the prophetic spirit of the Apostle Paul.   
  In the Eastern Empire, the Turks, after having subjugated the Byzantine empire, decided to place the churches in the countries found within the empire under the authority of the patriarch of Constantinople. Despite the domination and centralisation fostered by the Turks, the various nations acquired a political identity during this period. In Greece, Romania, Serbia and Bulgaria, the new-found religious liberty will permit the Churches, always Orthodox, to re-discover their ancient status.   
  The Church of Constantinople gradually allowed the formation of the Greek, Romanian, Serbian and Bulgarian churches. Beside them, the Russian Church enjoyed its own distinct identity, with however, an interior liberty that was being diminished by the encroachments of the Tsarist government.   
  The political formation of the world becomes progressively more global. The number of nations grow greater and greater and they remove themselves from the yoke of imperialism, and the political orientation of the world becomes more and more globalist.   
   Within the group of nations which accept the Church as an integral part of their day-to-day existence, three major groups are discernible : the first, the Western European nations and the countries of the American continent. The second, the Eastern European nations (Russia, Greece and the Balkan States) and the nations of Asia and Africa. The third, being the nations in which the Pre-Chalcedonian churches are to be found: Ethiopia, Armenia, India, Egypt and Syria.   
  We could, therefore, count within the Universal Church the following elements : a Roman Church, 16 Orthodox Churches, 8 Pre-Chalcedonian Churches and a indeterminate number of Protestant churches.   
   Science, between the 16th and 20th Centuries developed itself with great and rapid efficiency. It became a recognised value, supplanting in the hearts of Christians the Resurrection, the project of the Church, and almost entirely replacing it with the slogan of progress.   
 Science also provided several nations with the instruments of domination by which they colonised and subjugated entire nations. It also provided the means to cultivate the physical world, to exploit it and to reorganise it.   
  In the 19th Century and the first half of the twentieth, force and domination characterised the relations between churches, even as they characterised the interaction between people and nations. The power of organisations, missions, schools and publications helped in the absorption of people and territories by churches. These attempts have borne the fruits of hatred and animosity during our days. However, it appears that these attempts to use physical force to subjugate others have greatly diminished at the present time.   
  The Spirit of God who is never uninvolved in the destiny of human beings has allowed that the Orthodox and Pre-Chalcedonian Churches find themselves in a very chaotic, if not overtly hostile, political atmosphere. However, the oppressed Christian communities have discovered that the Church is above all a society that does not take its orders neither from the religious world, from ethnic sources nor from political, social or economic forces, but rather, from the Gospel of Jesus Christ.
   
The Present Situation   
  Locality, psychological characteristics, spiritual experiences and the Holy Spirit have produced within Christianity four distinct mentalities. The first, is the mentality of the Local Church. This mentality was that which the primitive Church possessed and which is still preserved by the Orthodox. This mentality consists of considering the nation as a whole as an integral part of the Universal Church, according to existing political contexts.   
  The second mentality is what we term the religious mentality. This mentality is usually shared by the Pre-Chalcedonian Churches and is especially identified with peoples who have been subject to foreign empires. In this mentality the people and Christianity are seen as identical.   
  The Imperial Church mentality which imitates the organisation of the Roman Empire – he who accepts the Emperor and submits to juridical and social organisation is considered to be a good citizen.   
  The individualist mentality, which is characterised par excellence by Protestantism, which preaches strict morals and embodies a strong ability for meeting and communion despite wide divergences in thought and inspiration.
   
The future   
  We are now on the threshold of the fifth 500-year period of Christianity : will this cycle last five hundred years ? We expect in the fullness of time, the Second Coming of Our Lord Jesus Christ and the heavenly Jerusalem. The Nicene Creed announces the most important discussion and work for our times, the baptism for the remission of sins, the baptism of nations.   
  Will we see the birth of a new form of Church as has been seen in each of the last 500-year periods ? Or would we see a tremendous push towards a common evangelical experience, under the influence of international necessities ? No one knows.   
  One could however read the signs of the times precisely enough to draw the general outline of what the future of Christianity could be. After the era of piety, science, force and domination (which is now coming to an end), the era that seems to be coming now is, to use a liturgical expression, a time of discernment of spirits or the spirit of counsel. Entire peoples and the religious world have acquired much experience. Discernment will aid them realise their destiny.   
  In the Church, the discernment of spirits – an expression of the Apostle Paul – consists of a self-examination by which each baptised Christian and each Church questions herself if one’s actions are conformed to the Will of God or not, and if  people are able to co-operate with each other.   
  ‘The concrete experience of the Church’ is less concerned with the formation of Christian communities or the formation of social organisations as it is with the conquest of the Kingdom of Heaven. In our view, the conquest of the Kingdom of Heaven consists of two simultaneous actions :   
  The first, to let go momentarily concerns of a physical or psychic nature, recognising that God resides in the spirit of man, and second, to search for the identity of each person in hereditary, religious, racial and national conditions. It means to concern oneself with searching for the name written by the Creator in the skies.   
  These two actions are not different from those known to the Orthodox Churches of these times. The Primitive Church already embarked upon the spiritual quest or the discovery of the ‘Name’ between the 1st and 6th Centuries. The most remarkable of these periods seems to be the 4th Century. History therefore helps us strip the three layers of individualism, imperialism and religiosity from the Church and to preserve our dogmatic, humanist and existential treasures of those times. It also helps us re-discover the ‘Local Church’ at the very places where the Roman Empire encountered her in the years around the 5th Century.   
  Providence seems to have had this programme in mind when it sent Orthodox Christians to all the countries of the West, when it opened up an era of Ecumenism between Christians where they rediscover among themselves the four types of Churches as discussed earlier. Providence also seems to have had a hand in forcing the Churches to exercising charity towards the people of the contemporary world.   
THREE
THE ORTHODOX CHURCH IN THE WEST
The Historical Situation   
  Many Eastern Christians have established themselves in the countries of the West together with the own ecclesiastical organisations.   
  The religious history of the last twenty years of the West has seen Western Christians becoming members of Eastern Eparchies of the Diaspora. This movement of the Eastern Church implanted in the West has allowed many French, English, Belgian and Swiss Christians to rejoin Holy Orthodoxy. This undeniable fact, which could rise up, has however not overcome the essential differences between East and West. Neither has it done away with the variety of people and cultures and their vocation. 
  
The Spiritual Situation   
  The Christian West – both Roman Catholic and Protestant – has increasingly come to the Orthodox Church to learn elements of spirituality and sometimes, elements of liturgy that it lacks.   
  The Orthodox of the diaspora consider themselves honoured to be the object of this search, all well and good, of course. However, at the same time, the Orthodox of the diaspora tend to minimise their ecclesiastical character in these dealings with the Romans.   
  This attitude has helped to put off any suspicion on the part of the Roman Church towards any possible competition from the Orthodox. On the other hand, it has also re-enforced in certain parts of the Diaspora the desire to establish Churches (or a Church) in parallel to the Church of Rome. This one would therefore be the local ‘Catholic’ Church and the Eastern Church the local ‘Orthodox’ Church.   
  We would therefore be on the way to having two local Churches in the West. This would withdraw from the West its liberty, that is to say, its ability and right to restore and sustain in the West, autonomous Orthodox Churches, that are so theologically and spiritually necessary in our days. This also would prolong the imperial Church mentality of the Roman Church, delaying its return (as well as the return of the Protestant Churches, born of the Roman Church) to the primitive Christian tradition, viz. Holy Orthodoxy.   
  For the Orthodox Church, therefore, the West generally would become a land of spiritual mission, a conservatory of Greek-Latin tension which has brought about the schism. It would also, above all, become a place where a type of religious relativism very close to the axiom of the 17th and 18th Centuries of ‘Cuius regio, eius religio’. The traditionalists who merely serve to transform uses and habits into dogmas, are really quite satisfied with this turn of affairs. 
  
The Ecumenical Situation   
  However, two different points of view weigh on the minds of the Orthodox. The first is the perspective of the Church of Rome, which possessing a point of view very close to an imperial mindset, considers as faithful all Christians who recognise the Pope as the visible Head of the Church and who subscribe to its social doctrines and teachings, which are above all, juridical in nature.   
  The second is that of Protestantism, which holds that it is merely enough to meet honestly in dialogue, even if one does not share the same thoughts or beliefs, thus opening up a movement towards the creation of an ecumenical Church. This is the mentality which was behind the setting up of the Ecumenical Council of Churches.   
  These points of view have driven the Orthodox towards fraternal relations with these Churches, even if they possess an ecumenical vision that is different. This is something we could rejoice about. Yet, ecumenism has often led the Orthodox to lose in the process.   
  A flagrant example of this is the ecumenical translation of the Our Father. This French translation deviates from the Gospel on several points. The Eastern Orthodox have however signed the agreement and accepted this translation, because they never use it. They have thus surrendered to ecumenical pressures and have not taken the opportunity to present the prayer within the context of Patristic tradition to the Roman Catholics and the Protestants. Implicitly, they have also treated with contempt the Westerners who were not aware of it. No one from our Church was consulted for this translation, a translation to which we do not subscribe.   

The Duty of Solicitude   
  The history of Christianity in the West shows that there had been numerous local Churches up to the 9th Century
[5]. Before the Roman efforts at centralisation which lasted from the 9th to the 11th Centuries, these Churches were free and enjoyed the same rights and privileges as the local Churches of the East of that era.   
No Church in the East, therefore, can claim to have rights over the West. On the other hand, the entire Orthodox Church has a duty of solicitude towards the local Churches of the West, be it merely in principle, or be it in concrete terms.  
The Need for Renewal   
  The historic development of Christianity in the West
[6] has made clear the need for renewal in our days. This necessity places the obligation to take into account the religious past, too, as the Kingdom of Heaven, according to the Gospels, is made up of both the old and the new. Now, this past is apostolic. The arguments which took place in Christian antiquity, allow us now to decolonise contemporary Christianity from its bondage to the three aforementioned mindsets – namely, the religious, the imperial and the individualist
[7] – and to reintroduce, into contemporary conditions, a salutary tension in the Universal Church, as well as, within the local Churches.   
  We quote here some words of Fr. Justin Popovitch (+1977) extracted from his petition to the Serbian Holy Synod.   
  The destiny of the Church is no longer, and can no longer, be in the hands of an emperor
[8] or a Byzantine patriarch, neither in the hands of a world power, a Pentarchy nor an autocephaly rigidly constructed. By the will of God, the Church has branched out into a great number of Churches of God, by their very nature local, with millions of faithful, many of whom, during our days, have proven by their blood, their apostolic nature and their faithfulness to the Lamb. In the horizon, one can make out the appearance of new local Churches whose liberty in the Lord cannot be deprived by any ‘super-Church’ of the Papal type (Canon 8 of the 3rd Ecumenical Council) as this wouldl constitute an attack on the very nature of the Church.  Without all these Churches, it is inconceivable that one could solve any ecclesiastical problem that has a bearing on ecumenism. Even less the problems that concern these Churches directly, the problems of the Diaspora. 
  The five situations that we have defined above – the historical, spiritual, ecumenical, the duty of solicitude and the need for renewal – express very well the need for the birth or rather, re-birth, of local Churches independent of both Rome and Constantinople.   
  In Western Europe, there is a great need for a renaissance. When we go back to the very origins of Christianity in such countries as France, Italy, Spain, Ireland (and other Celtic countries), Belgium and Southern Germany, we encounter there the ancient Churches of these places. They are called the Celtic Church, the Milanese Church, the Visigothic, the Gallican and the Church of Toledo. These Churches have a history, a life, canonical and spiritual traditions which bring us back to the very beginnings of the Faith.   
  The arrival of the Eastern Orthodox in Western Europe, especially that of the Russians in France in the beginning of the 20th Century, has reawakened the memory and appreciation of the primitive Church in these countries. When the Kovalevsky family emigrated from Russia by way of the Black Sea, they went to Thessalonica, and visited the Greek Orthodox Metropolitan of the town.  The Bishop, learning that they were planning to go to France, declared: France is the country from which we learnt political liberty. May it please God that we can teach the French in return the sense of liberty of our Church!’ This dream is in the process of being realised through the thoughts and acts of many Russian laymen and clergy, in particular, the two brothers, Eugraph and Maxime Kovalevsky, who are like unto Saints Cyril and Methodios. The ancient Churches of Western Europe are gradually reviving and giving to Western Christians the feeling of liberty.   
  The ecclesiastical life of the ethnic Orthodox – as they are called in the United States where all the ethnic Churches are represented – and particularly, the Russians, has produced in the West effects that even they might be unaware of: namely, a revival of the Mysteries, of dogma, of everyday life. This new, and yet old, sense of being Church has already appeared to many as a vital necessity.  
  This Church, which existed in the West between Apostolic Times and the 9th Century, has been reborn in present times.  
FOUR
ORIGIN, APOSTOLICITY AND THE PLACE OF THE CHURCH OF FRANCE

The Church of France traces its origins to Apostolic times, and any attempt at its restoration should take into account this fact. A quick historical survey of its constitution is necessary if we hope to define exactly its place within the Universal Orthodox Church. This canonical history may be divided into three periods :   
  The first, from Apostolic times up to the schism of the 11th Century. This period shares the same roots as the history of ancient Gaul. The second period lasts from the 11th Century up to the Modern Age. This was characterised by conflict between ancient usages and Roman centralisation. The last period is characterised by the present return to Orthodox purity and the meeting with the Churches of the East.   

The Canonical Constitution of the Church of Gaul   
  The most eminent Church historians, including Hefele, Dom Leclerc and Serge Troitzky, indicate that around the 4th Century, the Church consisted of around 100 sister Churches, which were autocephalous in nature. These consisted of several dioceses, having their own primate (Apostolic Rule 34), or their own Metropolitan (Council of Antioch).  Historians also point out that the local councils of these Churches in question enjoyed total canonical authority over the territories they ruled.   
 The first Ecumenical Council of Nicaea (325), accorded a privilege of honour to the Bishops of Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem, and the second Ecumenical Council of Constantinople (381) to the Bishop of New Rome (Constantinople). These privileges never signified that the Church of Christ should be ‘divided’ into five patriarchates, as later canonists claim. In addition to these five patriarchates, several autocephalous Churches remained independent. The third Ecumenical Council at Ephesus (43) in its 8th Canon – on the subject of the independence of the Church of Cyprus vis-à-vis the Patriarchate of Antioch – demonstrated this without equivocation and indeed, elevated it to an eternal principle witnessing thereby to the liberty which Christ has won for his Spouse through the shedding of his most precious Blood.   
  Yet, we need to note that, with all respect to this principle, the autocephalous metropolitans progressively grouped themselves around the patriarchal-exarchal centres, forming a unified organisation that was more complex and vast. It is also necessary to note that the title of ‘exarch’ covered different powers. The exarchs of whom we speak here differ from modern exarchs who are so named by the patriarchs to administer the Churches of the ‘diaspora’ and to represent their respective Churches. The dioceses at that time corresponded to Roman prefectural boundaries of the Roman Empire. The metropolitans of a particular province and several other provinces were thus united under an exarchate. In other words, the titles of patriarch, exarch and primate signified the same canonical fact.   
  The Catholic Orthodox Church of Gaul in the 4th Century was not an exception to this rule. She was composed of around 15 autocephalous metropolitanates, a number that varied according to the period of time as in other Churches. In the course of time, some metropolitanates were created, while others were suppressed.   
  These metropolitanates mostly coincided with the civil metropolia. Thus, we find in Galla christiana nova, the following list of metropolitanates: Vienna, Narbonne, Arles-Aix, Eluse (Eauze), Bourges, Bordeaux, Embrun, Tarentaise, Besançon, Lyon, Rouen, Tours, Sens. In Belgian Gaul: Trèves, Rheims. In German Gaul : Mayence and Cologne. The metropolitanate of Marseille was sometimes independent, sometimes attached to the metropolitanate of Arles.   
  Each metropolitanate consisted of about five to eight dioceses. For example, that of Narbonne consisted of the dioceses of Toulouse, Beziers, Nimes, Lodeve, Uzes and Agde.   
  Two metropolitanates imposed themselves gradually as patrarichates-exarchates: Arles (the Apostolic See of St Trophime, and Imperial residence) and Lyon-Vienna, two towns very close to each other, and from the time of St Ireneus (2nd Century) honoured as the capitals of Christianity in Gaul. We have grouped these two cities, Lyon and Vienna together as Lyon was pre-eminent during the first few centuries, while Vienna gained prominence in the period between the 4th to the 6th centuries. Later, Lyon regained its primatial importance. The existence of these two centres of Christianity in France, recall to a certain extent, the existence of two centres of Christianity in Russia: Moscow and Kiev.   
  The bishops of Arles, and in the course of time, those of Lyon or Vienna, met in general councils of several provinces or even in general councils of the Gaulish Church. These bishops were referred to as primates, and after the 6th century, patriarchs or exarchs. In the 8th century, it is important to recall, the title of patriarch was apllied in the West to the archbishops of Milan, Lyon, Toledo, Canterbury, and of course, Rome. We find the signatures of these patriarchs at the bottom of the verbal transcripts of General Councils.   
  The two Gallican centres : Arles and Lyon-Vienna (the first consisted of the metropolitanates of the South, and the other two, those of the North) nevertheless did not live in isolation. The feeling for unity was very strong in the Gallican Church despite the lack of a single canonical centre.   
 In the 5th century, St Hilary of Arles attempted to unify the Gallican Church under his own Apostolic jurisdiction, but he did not succeed as St Leo the Great of Rome continued to support the independence of the Viennese primate.   
  In the 7th century, Arles lost its importance and, without conflict, the patriarch of Lyon became the sole head of the Gallican Church.   
  What was the organisation of this Church like ? The diocesan bishop was elected by the clergy and the people, and his election needed the approval of the metropolitan, who would then, with other bishops proceed to consecrate the candidate.   
  The metropolitan was elected by the clergy and people, and his election needed to be raitified by the Metropolitan Coucil and the Patriarch-Exarch. The Patriarch or Exarch was elected by the clergy and the people. His election needed to be approved by the metropolitans and archbishops of the patriarchate or exarchate. The new patriarch or exarch would then himself inform his election to the Pope of Rome, and other patriarchs of the West (vide the Second Council of Arles, canons 4 and 7; the Third Council of Arles, canon 3; the Fourth Council of Arles, canon 5 ; the 1st Council of Clermont, canon 2 and the 2nd Council of Paris, canon 8). With regards to the election of bishops, the Council of Orleans states: Every election of a bishop without the consent of the people is invalid. Also, Leo the Great in a letter to the bishop of Narbonne writes : One must never accept as bishop a man who is not elected by the clergy and asked by the people.   
  What were the relations between the Church of the ancient Gauls and the other Churches of the West, in particular, the Church of Rome ? The Church of Rome, called the Apostolic See, enjoyed an incontestable moral prestige. Churches often sought her advice, but she did not possess any special power over any one Church. Of course, a ‘right to appeal’ to Rome granted by the Council of Sardiquia, and we see that at times, some Gallican bishops, for example, Chelidonius of Besancon and Contumeliosius of Riez availed themselves of this privilege. However, appeals were also often made to the Patriarch of Milan, as the great historian Duchesne states. On the other hand, the majority of decisions taken by the Gallican councils did not take into account Roman opinions. St Hilary of Arles himself went to Rome to inform St Leo the Great that the decision taken by the general Gallican Council called under his presidency was definitive and irrevocable. The right to appeal was not a right for the Church which it is addressed to, to by its own initiative meddle in the internal affairs of another autocephalous Church. We need to await the events of the 9th century to observe these encroachments by Rome being subjected to a lively criticism by the patriarchs of Constantinople. Rome did not enjoy any more right over the autocephalous Western Churches (in Gaul, Ireland, Spain, Italy itself) than the Patriarchate of the New Rome enjoys over the autocephalous Orthodox Churches.   
  This Catholic Orthodox Church of Gaul of the first centuries, which became the Church of France, is independent, jealous of its independence and corresponds canonically to what is called at present an autocephalous Church.
   
The 9th Century : Rupture Between the East and the West   
  Conscious of its canonical independence, the Church of France, despite the violent reforms of Pope Gregory VII which were marked by a monarchic centralisation and papal absolutism, resisted desperately up to the 20th century. The combat was unequal, as having surrendered the essential, the Church found it difficult to preserve its liberty. This struggle presents a long and tragic history that created in the French people a very lively stubborness and sensibility. This defence of the Church’s rights was called ‘the liberties of the Gallican Church’ in the 14th century and later, took on the name, ‘Gallicanism’. The literature which treats of this subject is very vast.   
  Historians generally cite Hincmar, the archbishop of Rheims (+ 982) as the first Gallican. This is absurd as Gallicanism did not appear  until after the completion of Roman centralisation, two centuries later. Certainly, by breaking communion with the Popes Nicholas and Adrian, Hincmar protested against their unwarranted interference into the affairs of his Church, thus abusing the right of appeal. This was the first attack by Rome against the autonomy of the French Church. This was the time of the False Decretals of Isidore which aimed at sapping the strength of the metropolitans and patriarchs in favour of strengthening papal domination. The 9th century was but a preparation for the schism of the 11th. One of the salient traits of the schism was the destruction of the vision of a catholic Church, a Church which was a communion of sister-Churches – a vision so important to the ecclesiology of St Augustine. The Middle Ages further amplified this combat against the metropolitical system, and from the time of Pope Gregory VII, the diocesan bishops ceased to be bishops by the Grace of God but instead, became bishops by the Grace of God and the will of the Holy See. Their election was still carried out by clergy (the canons of the Cathedral chapter) – lay people had already been eliminated from the process – but the approval was no longer in the hands of the metropolitan, the patriarch or a council, but in the hands of the Pope. An abyss was thus created between the practices of the primitive Church and that of the Middle Ages. Msgr Battifol, a 20th century historian, acknowledges that it is impossible for a modern Roman Catholic to consider the primitive Church without ‘the glasses of the Middle Ages’. The titles of archbishop, metropolitan and patriarch still survived, but were emptied of their power.   
  Up to the 14th century, there were emperors, kings and princes who opposed above all this Roman encroachment and, from the 16th century, voices began to be raised more and more in favour of the canonical rights of the local Churches, above all, the Church of Gaul, and the primacy of a council over the Pope. Many men known for their courage and saintliness applied themselves to the defence of the canonical rights of the Gallican Church. Among them, one can name, Jean-Charles de Gerson (1363–1429) – known as Doctor christianissimus. If he has not been canonised, despite his reputation for sanctity, it can only be because he remained loyal to the canons of the primitive Church. Then, the Council of Florence – or rather, the brigands of Florence – dealt an almost mortal blow to the Gallican resistance. The fight against Protestanism and the Counter-Reformation of Trent hardened the Roman position. In France, however, the silent resistance to Rome continued, Gallicanism flourished and grew stronger, and in accordance to the just remark of Frantz Funck-Brentano, it was thanks to it that France did not become Protestant.   
  The university of Sorbonne, the Renaissance and the French Revolution were at the head of the French resistance to Rome.   
  In short, Gallicanism may be reduced to the following theses :   
1.     The Church should be ruled by the canons (the 34th Apostolic Rule being at the centre of this argument) 
2.     The Church and the Pope should not possess any power except the spiritual power (this refers to the battle against the Papacy which attempts to dominate the internal politics of individual nations) 
3.     The ecclesiastical canons of the Kingdom of France should be maintained unchanged (in opposition to the Papacy which never ceased to announce reforms which it then sought to impose on the French Church) 
4.     The decrees and judgements of the Popes are not irrevocable unless with the consent of the Church (this dwells on the primacy of the Church over the Pope, whose authority depends on the consensus ecclesiae, or the consent of the Church). In France, the encyclicals did not take effect until the Church of France had studied and accepted them.
   In the 17th and 18th centuries, Gallicanism went on to the attack. Some eminent scholars emerged as the defenders of the canonical rights of the French Church. Among them were the Abbe C.Fleury (1640-1732), an eminent historian and indefatigable defender of the independence of the French Church, and in particular, the author of the Discourse on the Gallican Church. Secondly, Jacques-Benigne Bossuet, nicknamed the Eagle of Meaux, who was famed for his Four Propositions and we could also add to this list, the Cardinal de la Luzerne (1738-1821) and the Cardinal de Bouisset (1798-1824).   
  Despite the ending of the monarchy by the French Revolution, an event that was tragic for Gallicanism, the fight continued into the 18th century under very difficult conditions. In effect, as a result of growing atheism in France, there was born an Ultramontaine movement whose aim was to promote and sustain papal absolutism. The Catholic population of France was therefore divided into two parties which were violenty opposed to each other. The Ultramontaines did not have any ideological unity amongst themselves. Their sole common objective was the re-enforcement of papal claims. The first great figure of the Ultramontaine party was Joseph de Maistre, monarchist, freemason and an enemy of Russia and Orthodoxy, which he referred to as a ‘frigid cadaver’. He was followed by the brilliant Lammenais, who proposed possibility of an alliance between the Papacy and democracy. Gallicanism and monarchy this appeared to be heresies. With the growing influence of socialist ideas, the contempt for Gallicanism increased with the growing ideal of an internal Church directed by a Pope who was to be the ‘Father of the people’. Thus, in the realm of politics, the pagan idea of patriotism was opposed to the Christian idea of a Roman internationalism. This tendency has continued to our day: liberals continue to flirt with Communism in the name of the Papacy. Paradoxically, after the last war, a certain part of the political Right has become crypto-Papist in opposition to the Communists.   
  Despite this, Gallicanism pursued its own course. We could cite here the Abbe Fraysinnus (1765-1842) and his work: The True Principles of the Gallican Church (1818). There was also Msgr Grillon (1760-1847), a famous patrologist, a friend of the Abbé Grégoire, translator of Greek and Latin Fathers into French and an expert in the ecclesiology of St Cyprian.   
  Here we could also point out a significant event which illustrates well the psychology of the French people: the birth of the movement known as the Petite Eglise. The Emperor Napoleon personally concluded a Concordat with the Church of Rome, destroying all the rights of the Gallican Church. Following this Concordat, the lawful Bishops, a majority of them who were in voluntary emigration due to the religious persecutions instigated by the Revolution, were deposed without trial. The new episcopate of France was quite simply named by the Pope with the consent of the Emperor. In Vendee, and in the centre of France, a part of the population, which was generally rural, broke communion with Rome as it considered the new episcopate to be unlawful and its sacraments invalid. This schism took the name of Petite Eglise. This event shows to what extent the instinct for independence and the respect for the rights of the Church of France were rooted within the French mentality.   
  In addition, we also see within the new episcopate of France such figures as the Martyr of the Commune, Dennis Affre, Archbishop of Paris, who in his Traité de l’Appel comme abus, defended the sacred rights of the Church of France against the unlawful encroachments of the Vatican.   
  We also can note that Old Catholicism, born out of opposition to the declaration of Papal Infallibility of the First Vatican Council and now united with the Jansenist Church of Utrecht, never had much success in France. The French people had a nostalgia for the traditional Church of the first Christian centuries and not for a Roman Church without a Pope. The Vatican Council met with strong opposition from the French, in this way preparing for the re-birth of the Orthodox Church in France.   
  Two persons maybe named here, with the aim of emphasising the tragedy of the situation after the Council. Fr Gratry, a famous author and theologian, and Vladimir Guettee. Gratry raised his voice in protest to the declaration of Papal Infallibility, but the contradiction between confessing the truth and obeying the hierarchy, who did not oblige him to believe in the infallibility but to remain silent not to scandalise the faithful, tormented his conscience, and Fr Gratry died, a broken man. On the other hand, the priest Vladimir Guettee, openly chose Orthodoxy, writing books, editing magazines. However, in becoming an archpriest of the Russian Church, he quickly lost contact with his old milieu and ceased to play any significant role.   
  One of the greatest saints of the Roman Catholic Church, François de Sales, has himself witnessed to this unequal and poignant conflict that takes place in the hearts of many faithful Roman Catholics: Rome is intractable, she does not hear. Nothing remains to us except to pray and to shed tears.   
  These prayers and tears, this strong desire to restore the Church of Gaul, despite all past failures, despite the activities of the Ultramontaines, is always an insistent need of the Christian people of France. Finally turning to Orthodoxy, they desire to overcome 900 years of conflict with Rome, and to find true sustenance for their faith from the Orthodox Church, allowing them to restore the Church of the first centuries, with all its sacred rights, which had been stamped out for so long.  
The Canonical Constitution of the Orthodox Church of France   
  The task of restoring the Western Orthodox Church, based on the Church of the first centuries, met with numerous canonical struggles. Despite its intense desire for canonical stability and despite the immutability of its basic principles, the French Orthodox Church was forced to approach many different Orthodox Churches, without managing to obtain completely its lawful rights. Despite an apparent instability, it has always remained faithful to its vocation.   
  In a synodal decision of 16-29 and 17-30 June 1960 (a decision which approved the statutes of the Orthodox Church of France), Metropolitan Anastasy of New York, president of the Synod of the Russian Church Outside Russia which had agreed to receive the French Church under its obedience, summarised the situation admirably :    
  This community (of Msgr Winnaert) considered its entry into Orthodoxy, not as a conversion to a new confession, but as a return to the faith of their Fathers, that is to say, as the re-birth of the Church of Gaul which had been absorbed in its time by Rome and detached by her from the Orthodox world.
  The re-birth of the Church of Gaul, according to the definition of Metropolitan Anastasy cannot be accomplished without the fulfilment of a double condition : (1) the canonical union with the Orthodox Churches presently found in the West who are the guardians of Tradition and (2) the safeguarding of its local autonomy and its fidelity to its apostolic origins. This double condition, simple in theory, has encountered, and continues to encounter numerous difficulties.   
  It would have been normal for the Catholic Orthodox Church of France to re-assume its place as an ancient autocephalous sister Church and to relate with other Orthodox Churches under this title. However, the absence of an episcopate and the small number of its faithful have obliged it to seek, in addition to recognition, a canonical jurisdiction that is agreeable to leading it until the Church reaches a degree of maturity. The problem then was raised : to which jurisdiction should the Church address itself ? The fact that no existing Orthodox Church should have authority over the Church of the West, gave the Catholic Orthodox Church the liberty of choosing a jurisdiction that was most agreeable to it, but the choice was difficult.   
  One could have believed that most Orthodox Churches would have been happy to welcome the French Church and offer it its solicitude. However, this was not so. The habit of a millennium which restricted Orthodoxy to an Eastern framework, the tendency to confuse the West with heterodoxy, and the struggle to safeguard the Orthodox deposit of faith from Western attacks and influences since the time of the Crusades, all contributed to an atmosphere of mistrust. The guarantee of an organic and authentic Orthodoxy was bound, in the eys of many, with Eastern traditions and thus, it was difficult for them to define the place of a local Western Church within the Orthodox Communion.   
  Thus, Metropolitan Anastasy could write with good reason : The autonomy of the French communities were never clearly defined at the time they were under obedience to Moscow. Neither was it clarified in the following period, when the Church passed under the jurisdiction of Metropolitan Vladimir who was the Exarch of the Ecumenical Patriarch in Western Europe.   
  The words of Metropolitan Anastasy make clear the challenges of this third period, which we will trace as briefly as possible. One could again divide this period into four distinct stages.   
  The first from the Great War to 1936 was characterised by two parallel movements – one emanating from the Orthodox milieu which was open to the problems of the Westerners and the second, growing out of the Western milieu itself and evolving towards a reunion with Orthodoxy. The second stage lasted from 1936 to 1958, and witnessed the meeting of these two currents and, despite a vast number of difficulties, ended with the creation of an Orthodox Church of France under the direction of the Eastern Church. The third, lasting from 1958-1966, was characterised by the clarification of the French Church’s canonical position and saw the growth of the Church. The fourth, and last, stage from 1966-1993, saw the revival of the difficulties that faced the Church during the second stage, and also the beginnings of the hostility faced by the Church from the ecumenical movement, which was itself the heir to the ecclesial status-quo of the second millennium.   

1.     From the Great War to 1936   
  Two men stand out in the history of this period. Fr Winnaert, a Westerner who was already tracing his steps towards the undivided Church, and Eugraph Kovalevsky, an Easterner who was committed to the restoration of Western Orthodoxy.   
  Fr Winnaert, ordained priest in the Roman Church in June 1905, left his Church for reasons of conscience in 1918. From the time of his departure from the Church of Rome, he confessed the concept of a traditional catholicity, and professed, on the basis of the teachings of the seven Ecumenical Councils, an Orthodox ecclesiology. He criticised Rome for being “more of the heir of the Roman Empire than of the primitive conciliar Church”. He aimed for the establishment of a Catholic Church that was free from absolutism that “oppresses the conscience and does not expand the heart.” Although his doctrine was essentially Orthodox, he at this time ignored the universality of Orthodoxy. The Churches of the East seemed to him exclusively ethnic and nationalistic, and foreign to the French spirit. Wanting to remain true to Western tradition, he sought support in various forms of non-Roman Catholicism – such as Anglicanism, and Old Catholicism. He, however did not find the marks of the undivided Church in these Churches, and was obliged to organise a parallel ecclesial life in becoming the bishop of these communities. He suffered horribly from his isolation, and on 11 November 1929, met Fr Lev Gillet, the French hieromonk of the Eastern Rite, who suggested to him the possibility of becoming Orthodox while keeping at the same time the canonical and liturgical autonomy of the West. In 1932, Mgr Winnaert wrote, ‘The Evangelical Catholic Church
[9] recognises that its true path lies in its joining itself to the Eastern Orthodox Church, not only dogmatically, but also canonically.’   
  In order to eliminate the difficulties created in the Church of the Russian diaspora by the existence of three jurisdictions whose relations were often tense, Fr Lev Gillet on the advice of Eugraph Kovalevsky, suggested to Mgr Winnaert that he approach the Patriarch of Constantinople, which the latter did at the end of 1932 through the mediation of Metropolitan Evlogy. Metropolitan Evlogy, the bishop of Fr Gillet, was favourable to the creation of a Western Orthodox Church, and tasked the professors at the Institut St-Serge to give their opinion on the affair.   
  The Institut responded with a report to the Metropolitan. We give below some extracts from the report.   
  “In the month of September 1932, Mgr Louis-Charles Winnaert, Presiding Bishop of the Evangelical Catholic Church in France, approached the Patriarch of Constantinople, through the mediation of Metropolitan Evlogy, with the request of uniting his community with the Orthodox Church.   
 “ We have here a case of reunion with Orthodoxy, not only of an individual person, a clergyman or a layperson, but of an entire community with its Bishop. The reception of an entire community is accomplished by the reception of its hierarch, but if the community itself is to be safeguarded, since it is under its Bishop, it is necessary that the Bishop be accepted together with his community. In contrast, the refusal to accept the Bishop would mean the refusal to receive the community. In other words, the possibility of a compromise by which the Bishop and his flock may be received separately, with the nomination of new pastors for the flock is especially excluded. “
  Concerning the Western Rite, the report stated : “This last need not be considered as an insurmountable obstacle as the Western Catholic rite is as old as the Orthodox rite and existed before the separation of the Churches, corresponding to the particularities of the Western mentality.”   
  In conclusion, the professors of Saint-Serge delivered an historical judgement : “Great events grow out of obscure situations. Certainly, it is impossible to see clearly the future after the community of Mgr Winnaert is united with the Orthodox Church. But it is impossible to exclude the possibility that the reunion of this community might be the beginning of a new movement, that of a Western Orthodox Church. The historical possibilities are diverse, but they are for the most part, unique unto themselves, and it is impossible to deny that we are offered an historical opportunity. The Western Orthodox Church – might it not be the first step towards the reunion of the Christian East and the Christian West ?  
 This report was signed by the Archpriest Serge Bulgakov, the hieromonk Cassian, and professors A. Kartachov, and N.Afanassieff.   
  Parallel to the movement of the Evangelical Catholics toward Orthodoxy, some young Russians in the emigration involved themselves in research on the Orthodoxy of the ancient French Church.  Eugraph Kovalevsky was at the centre of this movement. Having arrived with his parents in France in 1920, he had involved himself almost immediately in the cult of the local saints, organising pilgrimages to sites venerated by the people of France.  Even while completing his study of theology at Saint-Serge, the Russian Institute of theology in Paris, he founded the Confraternity of St Photius (the name was suggested to him by Metropolitan Anthony
[10]). Eugraph Kovalevsky was named head of the Province of St Iranaeus by the Confraternity. The Province was tasked with the restoration of the Orthodox Church of Gaul. At the same time, he founded the first French Orthodox parish with some twenty French members.   
  The statutes of this parish, approved by Metropolitan Evlogy, gave it a degree of autonomy. The parish was under the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan to the extent that he was Bishop closest to the parish. However, the administration of this parish was never confused with the diocesan administration of the Russian Church.  Eugraph Kovalevsky was simply a member of the French Commission which worked under the direction of the Archpriest N.Sakharov. This commission studied the Gallican liturgy and worked to introduce it in the life of the Church. The Gallican liturgy was celebrated for the first time, with the blessing of Metropolitan Evlogy, in 1929 at Saint-Cloud.   
  From the beginning, Eugraph Kovalevsky posited as an immutable principle the dogmatic purity of Orthodoxy with its fight against the Filioque clause, the idea of a Created Grace, Sophiology, and so forth. He also proclaimed that the Orthodox Church was not limited to the East. A double action followed from these principles: the defence of the Orthodox truth without compromise and the restoration of the canonical and liturgical forms of the West,   
  Providentially, and naturally, the two movements, one directed by Mgr Winnaert and the other by Eugraph Kovalevsky, were to be combined.
   
2.     From 1936 to 1956   
  In 1936, Mgr Winnaert entrusted his work into the hands of Eugraph Kovalevsky and Confraternity of St Photius. Owing to an absence of any definite response from the Patriarch of Constantinople and the fear that Mgr Winnaert would soon pass away (as he was sick at this time), the Confraternity, through Eugraph Kovalevsky, sent a memorandum, accompanied by a report, to Metropolitan Sergius, locum tenens of the Patriarch of Moscow. On 16 June of the same year, Decree No. 1249 of the Moscow Patriarchate appeared, giving legal status to the ‘Western Orthodox Church’ – the name given to the Church by the Metropolitan of Moscow. The following are worth noting in reference to this decree :   
1.     The wisdom of the Metropolitan who, within the possibilities presented by canonical regulation, safeguarded the prestige and position of the pastor in relation to his flock. 
2.     The clear demarcation between Western and Eastern organisations: experience had, after all, shown that confusion was harmful to both. 
3.     The recognition of a Western liturgical tradition without prematurely imposing a definitive text on the Church.
  In discussion following the decree, several points were clarified, in particular, the celebration of Easter was fixed to be according the Western Calendar, and the possibility of the consecration to the episcopate of Mgr Winnaert was raised.   
  The first act of Mgr Winnaert, his clergy and his lay faithful was to demand the immediate ordination of Eugraph Kovalevsky, with the aim of making him the successor to Mgr Winnaert and intermediary to both the Oriental and Western Churches, assuring in this way the future of the Church.   
  On 3 March 1937, Mgr Winnaert reposed and on 6 March, Deacon Eugraph Kovalevsky was ordained to the priesthood by Metropolitan Eleuthere.   
  From the repose of Mgr Winnaert, while the date of Easter and the Western Rite never raised (and would never raise) any difficulty whatsoever with the Moscow Patriarchate (the 1939 letter of Metropolitan Sergius to the Confraternity was altogether favourable), the autonomy of the Church of France was weakened progressively by the clergy and faithful of the emigration. The autonomous administration passed into the hands of a deanery whose role was never precisely defined. Later, profiting from the prolonged captivity of Fr Kovalevsky during the Second World War, the Russian Deanery suppressed totally the office of the French Deanery.   
  After the war, the French protested to Metropolitan Nicholas of Kroutitsk
[11] who was passing through Paris. In 1946, they asked Patriarch Alexis
[12] French Vicariate, with the consecration of their head, Fr Eugraph Kovalevsky. However, the Russian émigrés in France opposed these measures vehemently, and on the contrary, tried to suppress totally the existence of the Church of France itself, attempting to subsume French parishes in the Union within the network of Russian parishes in France.   
  The Moscow Patriarchate meanwhile continued to show consideration to the Church of France. In 14 July 1952, the Holy Synod conferred the title of Doctor of Theology on the Archpriest Eugraph Kovalevsky, the founder and rector of the Institut St Denys in Paris. The synod also decided to separate the Vicariate for the Russians from the Vicariate for the French. Eugraph Kovalevsky was named the Vicar for the French.   
  At the same time, in Moscow Patriarchate circles in Paris, opposition to the French Church grew stronger. The members of this party desired to suppress all vestiges of autonomy granted to the French and to get rid of Eugraph Kovalevsky.   
  The year 1953 saw the break between the Orthodox Church of France and the Moscow Patriarchate. The Church of France soon turned to the Patriarchate of Constantinople. In 1954, it sent a delegation to Constantinople. The Patriarch Athenagoras received the delegation with paternal affection and pronounced these historic words : 
  “Well, here is a great event. It is a marvellous thing for us to learn of the re-birth of Orthodoxy in the West. But we are not surprised that this movement comes from France, from the France that has already given us many beautiful and sweet things. It is an historic moment for all of Christianity and it would be a great error on our part if we do not understand that we need to work for its realisation.
  We know that there is in the West a great desire for true Christian tradition. We know also that the stifling atmosphere within the Roman Church, with its unbearable authoritarianism, is not able to permit a true renaissance within its tradition. May you be the bridge that stretches out between the Orthodox Church which is the repository of the True Light and the Roman Church, whom we love.”
  He also addressed to Fr Kovalevsky these words: “It is a honour for us to give you assistance, to you who have devoted all your life to historic work of French Orthodoxy.”   
  The Holy Synod of Constantinople, however, will not share the sentiments of its Patriarch. 
  
3.     From 1956 to 1966   
  Despite ‘canonical struggles’, the Church of France grew stronger and in 1958, the General Assembly wrote to all Patriarchs and Primates, imploring Divine Providence to indicate which Church it should approach.   
  From Mount Athos came the advice that the Assembly should approach Archbishop John (Maximovitch)
[13] who was an eminent hierarch of the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad. The Assembly General of July 1959 officially asked of the Russian Church Abroad for autonomy, the right to use the Gallican rite and the consecration to the episcopate of Archpriest Eugraph Kovalevsky, who had been re-elected unanimously. Events then began to proceed in a speedy manner.   
  On 11 November 1959, the feast of St Martin, the Holy Synod placed the Church of France under the jurisdiction of Archbishop John, accepting its existence. From the beginning, the Archbishop understood that the Church of France could not be mixed or otherwise confused with the Russian Church of the emigration.   
  On 4 May 1960, Archbishop John celebrated for the first time the Pontifical Mass according to the Gallican rite, with French priests concelebrating with him. This liturgical act served to confirm the eucharistic communion. The Holy Synod recognised the legitimacy of the term ‘Orthodox Church of France’, and considered it its ‘duty to give it its total support in both its interior and exterior life.’   
  Four fruitful years passed under the fruitful leadership of Archbishop John of San Francisco. Clergy numbers rose, parishes were established, Churches built, and the first monastery founded.   
  The signal event of the year 1964 was the consecration of Eugraph Kovalevsky to the Episcopate on 11 November, on the feast of St Martin, Apostle to the Gauls. Taking the name, John, Bishop of St Denis, he became the first Bishop of the restored Orthodox Church of France. After a millennium of theological, canonical, ecclesiological and spiritual struggles, the consecration of the Bishop renewed the sacerdotal line that was interrupted in the 9th century.   
  Archbishop John died in the odour of sanctity on 2 July 1966, the Feast of the Visitation. The Synod of the Russian Church Abroad soon called into question the status of the Orthodox Church of France, and attempted in its turn to suppress the autonomy of the local Church.   
  The year 1966, therefore, saw the rupture between the Orthodox Church of France and the Russian Church Abroad. 
   
  4a. From 1966 to 1972
  Responsible for his isolated Church, Bishop John wrote with perseverance to Orthodox Patriarchs asking for advice, particularly with regards to the date of Easter. Patriarch Justinian of Romania wrote him: ‘With regards to your letter dated 3 January 1967, we recommend that you continue the practice that you have followed these last 25 years for the clergy and faithful would not want otherwise.” Freed of this sensitive question that is very important to the Orthodox Churches, the Church could continue to celebrate, with fraternal witness, Easter with other Christians in the country. Conforming to evangelical concepts, this issue had been discussed and affirmed by the witness of two or three !   
  A very fortunate, and yet, paradoxical event then took place. The writer and Romanian priest, Virgil Gheorgiu, often ready to identify the Romanian episcopate with Satan, nevertheless recommended that the Church ask for canonical hospitality from Patriarch Justinian of the Romanian Church, to whom he attributed ecclesial vision and active charity.   
  On 5 April 1967, Bishop John was received at Bucharest at the Patriarchate. The Patriarch gave the Bishop Holy Chrism as a sign of communion, and received him as the ‘head of a Church’, immediately opening the doors to the possibility of the Orthodox Church of France being canonically received by the Romanian Church.
  These events brought about a very difficult time for the Church. Bishop John died of sheer fatigue, taken away in the midst of his incessant apostolic activity, witnessing such brutality as that which separated the apostles Peter and Paul from the early Christian community during the years of its rapid expansion. This death was the sign and crowning glory of an exemplary and prophetic service to the Church, as it took place on Friday January the 30th, at three in the afternoon, the Feast of the Three Hierarchs, Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian and John Chrysostom. These three Fathers of the Church were constant inspirations for Bishop John, by their brilliant theology, their liturgical and mystagogical creations, their patient love for the Church in its faithful, and above all, by their rootedness in their civilisation and the culture of their time.   
  Bishop John, with the musicologist and liturgist, Maxime Kovalevsky, his brother, brought about the resurrection of the local Church of France. Being a disciple of both the Word and Spirit, full of reason and life, he provided the Church of this country the core of its original canonical constitution
[14] and procured for it its liturgical, canonical and spiritual identity.   
  His death, therefore, left the French Orthodox Church in a desperate situation, without neither bishop nor eucharistic communion with the other Orthodox Churches. Certainly, it possessed a valid canonical status accorded to it by the Russian Church Abroad. It had received Holy Chrism from the Romanian patriarch. However, it was now cut off from what is necessary to live the full life of the Church.   
  Like a new John Chrysostom, patriarch Justinian convinced the Holy Synod to take the French Catholic Orthodox Church under its ecclesiastical and canonical protection. He also equally convinced the Romanian Caesar, the all-powerful Communist government to allow the Romanian Church to involve itself in this work in the West. 
  Between April and June 1972, the Synod of the Romanian Church reviewed and accepted the official request of the French Orthodox community to be ‘received into the obedience of the Romanian Church as the Catholic Orthodox Church of France’ possessing an internal autonomy regulated by canonical statutes. This Church was in effect able to create new dioceses and to receive into itself citizens of other Western countries who were in the process of establishing in their own lands autonomous local orthodox communities.   
  The Synod’s blessing was given on 29th April 1972, and the Bishop was consecrated with the episcopal name of Germain on 11th June 1972, the Feast of St Barnabas and the Sunday of the Good Shepherd.   
    The Romanian Church expressed its blessing through Metropolitan Nicholas of Banat in the following manner : 
  It is particularly agreeable to us, the other hierarchs as well as Ourselves, that today  - as a result of the decision of the Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church and His Beatitude Justinian, Patriarch of Romania – we celebrate the consecration of His Grace Germain Hardy, and his enthronement as bishop of the Catholic Orthodox diocese of France. We are also glad to express our great joy in having accomplished this work. This event is of very great importance…In second place, and especially for French Christianity, as he who now commences his episcopal activity has been called to direct a community of Orthodox faith and made up of faithful from your people. This community belongs to the French people themselves, bringing by its presence, as the local and national Church, an enriching of France’s spiritual treasury. It does not signal the setting up of a new Church, but it takes up and continues the venerable tradition of the ancient Gauls.
  B. From 1972 to 1993
  The French Catholic Orthodox Church resumed again a full ecclesiastical existence. With Divine grace and the sacrifice of its clergy and laity, it began to flourish.   
  In blessing the French Catholic Orthodox Church, the Romanian Church had not approached nor consulted the other Orthodox Churches. It had acted under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit  and the active charity of one man: the Patriarch Justinian. It came to realise quite soon that it had not counted on the difficulties that this act would provoke.   
  The Patriarch of Constantinople rejected this decision. The Greek and Russian representatives in France representing Constantinople also manifested their opposition , not to the French Orthodox, but to the establishment of the French Orthodox Church. Two canonical opinions prevailed :   
  Firstly, the Patriarch of Constantinople based his objections on the 28th Canon of the 4th Ecumenical Council, meeting in Chalcedon in Bithynia, that only he had the right to govern all Churches in Western Europe.   
  In addition to this, the Greeks and especially Russians under Constantinople’s jurisdiction in France who were concerned if they would remain Greek and Russian Orthodox respectively, or if they would have to become French in order to call themselves members of the local Orthodox Church, tried to pass up the French Orthodox Church as a uniate branch of the Orthodox Church in the West.   
  The claims of the Patriarch of Constantinople and the canonical justification for these claims had already been the subject of a clarification issued by the Patriarch Sergius of Moscow in 1931. In this clarification, the Patriarch wrote :   
To His Holiness Photius II, Archbishop of Constantinople, New Rome, and Ecumenical Patriarch.   
 Your Holiness’ letter of 25 June 1931, bearing the reference number 1428, was  studied very carefully by both Us and the members of the Patriarchal Synod.   
With regards to what the letter says concerning the territory of Western Europe,  where the affair of Metropolitan Evlogios takes place, and which is said to belong to the Ecumenical Patriarchate – this does not appear to us to be an insuperable objection. The 28th Canon of the 4th Ecumenical Council fixes very precisely the territorial limits of the Patriarchate of Constantinople: Thrace, the Pont with preconsular Asia and the dioceses which are found to have a majority of certain foreigners, such as the Alans and the Ross. This is because, as Balsamon states, the Alans belonged originally to the geographical location of the Pont, and the Ross originated from Thrace. The canon also concedes several regions bordering the Black Sea which had already submitted to the authority of Constantinople.
 This is why we believe that the Russian Church, together with the Greek Church and any other autocephalous Church may freely establish and direct their own parishes in Western Europe.
  One can note here the limits traced by canonical wisdom to the moral duty of each autocephalous Church to aid and succor Churches in need - a moral duty devolves upon each and every autocephalous without exception.   
  The second opinion tends towards viewing the uniate phenomenon. Without considering the question of uniatism in all its historical fullness, it is enough to state that the uniate phenomenon attempts to add an external criteria and juridical structure to the Faith and the inspiration of the Holy Spirit which are the two essentials in the establishment and continued existence of a Church. This has given rise, for example, to establish Orthodox communities under the Bishop of Rome, without any change in their faith, their liturgy and their canons. If anyone attempts to define the Orthodox Church of France as an uniate community within Orthodoxy, then that person obviously attempts to substitute an error for the truth, and further exhibits ill-will towards this Church. The French Catholic Orthodox Church does not seek any external criteria whatsoever to strengthen and build its identity upon. This identity has already been given to it from the very beginnings of Christianity in France through the action of the Holy Spirit and the missionary activity of the intimates of Christ (Martha, Maria, Lazarus,…) who were the first to evangelize ancient Gaul. In asking for the blessing and the support of an autocephalous Church, the French Orthodox Church seeks only what it cannot obtain by itself, in other words, the Apostolic Succession (the consecration of Bishops), and communion in the Faith and in the Orthodox Tradition.   
  Going back in history, we can observe and understand the problems faced by the Romanian Synod after its canonical action in 1972. Coming out of its isolation for the first time since the coming of Communism, thanks to its involvement with the French Orthodox Church, its Bishops discovered to their surprise (and perhaps, dismay) their divergence in ecclesiology with the Ecumenical Patriarchate, and their divergence in everyday operation from the Orthodox in the Diaspora and Church organizations in Western Europe. Opposite to the Ecumenical Patriarchate, while they had no historic experience with the care of another Church than their own, the Bishops began to hesitate in the practice of  their support of the French Church.   
  Desiring to create close relations and good-will with the Orthodox organisations in France, organisations in which they themselves were partners insofar as they had the obligation (together with these organisations) to look after the interests of Romanian immigrants in France, the Bishops then encountered the Roman Church. They, therefore, encountered for the first time the Roman Church in its own ‘territory’, so to speak, and found it totally hostile to the establishment of an independent and local Orthodox Church in the West that was neither Russian, Greek nor Romanian.   
  The Romanian Synod then took a series of measures to amicably resolve the legal tangle created by the 1972 decision : 
-         It invited Orthodox hierarchs, theologians, professors and clergy in the West to visit Romania in order to allow them to observe the life of the Romanian Church from the inside. This allowed the doors of a very oppressed Church to be opened a little towards the outside world, and brought to light its admirable piety and the real conditions under which members of the persecuted Romanian Church lived. By this the Synod hoped that the Bishops and theologians from the West would be able to appreciate the good faith of the Romanian Church and be inspired to understand and approve its relations and actions with regards to the Western Orthodox, in particular, with regards to the French. However, this was not to be. 
-         Thus, the Synod in 1974 issued a protocol (ukase) to the French Church, departing from the Decree of Canonical Status issued in 1972. In this protocol, which was aimed primarily at pleasing the Patriarch of Constantinople, there was an attempt to deny and do away with the original constitution of the French Orthodox community and to replace it with a simple constitution pertaining to a diocese or a bishopric.
 Thus, began for the French Catholic Orthodox Church another period of trials which continues to this day. This trial possesses three distinct aspects that we will attempt to discuss below :   

1.     Internal Life   
  No member of the French community has ever denied the ‘diocesan’ nature of the present French Church nor its smallness of numbers.  However, all members have the conviction of belonging to the local Orthodox Church of France, and through it, to the Orthodox Church of the West. All hope that one day new dioceses may be formed with the help of Divine grace, as is foreseen by the Canonical Statutes of the Church which have been blessed and approved through the years by the Russian Church Abroad and the Synod of he Romanian Church.   
  This local Church does not diminish nor suppress, in the eyes of the faithful of the French Orthodox Church, the value and the importance of the other Orthodox Churches which have been established in France by immigrants through the years.  The French Church is conscious only of its own ecclesial identity and addresses itself to the local people who are heirs of the Christianity of the ancient Gauls.   
  Thus, when the Romanian Synod attempted to reduce the dignity of the Church to that of a diocese, it became clear that this attempt had to be resisted. This resistance has created a tension among the faithful and the clergy obliged to question themselves when they so far attempted to live their Orthodox faith peaceably in their everyday lives, and to forge simple and fraternal relations with the other Orthodox Christians in France, and throughout the rest of Western Europe.   
2.     The Orthodox Diaspora in France and in the West   
  Preoccupied with their own definition of themselves as the Orthodox Church in  France, and encouraged by their hierarchs, the members of the Orthodox diaspora in France have rebuffed any idea of a local Orthodox Church of France, and further, any idea of western Orthodox Churches in general. They prefer two other, different, options :  
-         To attempt to unite all the local Orthodox faithful and clergy of all the different Churches in one structure which will be known as the Eastern Orthodox Church in France, and, 
-         To obtain the recognition of this Church by all the other non-Orthodox Churches in the West, in particular, that of the Church of Rome.   
  In order to achieve this goal and diminish the importance of the French Orthodox Church in the eyes of all, whether Orthodox or non-Orthodox, the leaders and thinkers of the diaspora (mainly assimilated Frenchmen, as it happens in most such cases) have attempted to heap discredit onto the French Church, in addition to refusing to concede to it the name of ‘Church’. The accusations leveled against it are legion: Esotericism, Sectarianism, self-delusion, sacramental abuse and laxity and canonical irregularity…   
  The willful disdain of the hierarchs of the French Inter-Episcopal Committee for the French Orthodox community (from which Bishop Germain is excluded by the will of the preponderant Ecumenical Patriarchate hierarch, even though a Romanian bishop is present), and the systematic ill-will of certain Orthodox ‘brothers’ have presented a cruel challenge to the French Orthodox people who belong to this Church.  
  This attitude brings to mind some priests and Pharisees in Jerusalem during the time of Our Lord’s Nativity. As leaders of the people, pious, intelligent, well-educated, well-grounded in Tradition and wise, they were able to direct the Wise Men to the town of Bethlehem where the Christ Child was to be born. However, they themselves did not go to Christ, overcome as they were by an immoderate passion and exaggerated love for their people – a love that blinded them to, and later made them fight against, the very divine Life and Mission to which they had been consecrated!   

3.     The Romanian Synod   
 Patriarch Justinian, who wished to bless the French Orthodox Church just as it was conceived of, and with full knowledge of its reasons, reposed in 1976. His successors, being more and more interested in establishing (or re-establishing, as the case may be) relations with other Churches, both Orthodox and non-Orthodox, progressively abandoned their support for the French Church, allowing themselves to be influenced by accusations of heresy, isolationism and sacramental abuse leveled against the French. Moreover, the Romanian Bishops did not attempt to familiarize themselves with the true situation of the Church. Neither did they attempt to understand the bases of the 1972 decision of the Romanian Synod to bless the French Church as a local Western Orthodox Church with its own canonical constitution.  
  Tired of the incessant complaints from among the Constantinopolitans in Western Europe, tired of the refusal of Bishop Germain and his council to give up the original statutes of the Church, tired also by the pressures placed on it by its involvement in the Ecumenical movement, pressures which were at times hostile to the introduction of new mentalities within universal Orthodoxy, and afraid that it might be accused of fomenting an uniatism in reverse, just when it was accusing Rome of the same thing, the Romanian Synod decided (in 1991 and January 1993) to no longer assume any type of responsibility for the French Church.   
  Thus, for the third time since its founding by Patriarch Sergius of Moscow in 1937, the French Orthodox community found itself out of canonical relationship with its Mother Church. It still however possessed its internal autonomy, and its constitution, and therefore, was free to turn towards other Orthodox Churches to ask them for their advice, help and blessing.   
  The Church of France prays for the Romanian Church. It loves the Bishops of the Romanian Church, its clergy and its faithful with whom it is linked by innumerable ties. Strengthened by the piety of its people and the sacrifices of its clergy and venerable in its saints and martyrs, the Romanian Church has blessed and supported the growing of the ecclesiastical life among the nations in the West for more than twenty years.   
  The French Orthodox Church is neither large in number nor grand in its virtues. It has no universalist pretensions. Neither does it wish to be isolated from its Sister Churches. It, however, represents a hope of the nations of the West : the hope of being able to live fullness of the Orthodox faith.  
  
FIVE
WESTERN ORTHODOXY AND THE LOCAL CHURCH
Principles of Establishment 
   Our analysis thus far has been founded on the experience of the French Orthodox Catholic Church, a Church that Patriarch Sergius of Moscow, its canonical founder, in 1937 called ‘the Western Orthodox Church’
[15], taking into account the action of the Holy Spirit teaching in the historical unfolding of events.   
  The French Orthodox Church is based on several simple ecclesiological and canonical principles :   
1.     No present-day Orthodox Church has the canonical right over the West. When we say ‘west’, we mean the territories of the ancient Roman Empire in its Western extension. From east to west, this region extends from present-day Croatia unto the ancient Gaul. From south to north, the territory extends from the shores of the Mediterranean to the Celtic countries of the north, including present-day England. The above definition is based on historical borders which were extant up to the 5th Century. 
2.     All present-day Orthodox Churches may help Christians in the West who wish to adopt the Orthodox Faith. They even have the duty of providing support for Christian communities who have been, ecclesiastically speaking, abandoned. 
3.     The establishment of a Church should take into account of the place in which the Church has been established in order to permit the habitants of these places to live their faith within the context of their own culture and its spiritual, psychological and physical dimensions. While we consider the historical first fruits of Christianity in a particular place, it will be also necessary to remember these aspects, for example, the baptism of a people
[16], to be able to operate upon the knowledge that they exert a very real force throughout the history of the nation and its individuals. 
4.     Several diverse ecclesiastical organisations, both Eastern and Western, may comfort-tably co-exist in the same place with respect for each other’s origins and unique aspects. 
5.     The Orthodox Faith provides an evangelical response (based on the Gospels) to ecclesiastical questions of every age and time. She teaches the truth wherever she finds men, exactly as she finds them, that is to say, within their national milieus. If anyone wishes to transmit the faith to the inhabitants of a particular nation, he should, to paraphrase the Apostle Paul, accustom oneself to living as one of them, as a Frenchman amongst the French, a Westerner in the midst of Westerners.
  Several Westerners attempted to establish a Western Orthodox Church based on these principles and with the blessing of Patriarch Sergius of Moscow. This Church, however, has provoked the hostility and suspicion of numerous Orthodox Churches in the West, a hostility that has also been echoed by the Church of Rome.   
  Why is it that these obstacles and challenges have confronted the Church again and again throughout its history, and with such bitterness?  
Obstacles and Challenges   
  The notion that the Catholic Church ‘belongs’ to the West, and the Orthodox Church to the East is one of the factors that has served as a formidable obstacle every time this principle has been put into practice. This artificial division corresponds to a diminishing in the attitude of the Gospel. Is wishing to enlarge one’s spiritual space necessarily identical to sowing indiscriminately ? If one still continues with this, what can we expect to face ? 
  We know on one hand that ‘he who perseveres to the end will be saved’, provided that the objective is just.   
  On the other hand, sufferings and trials are given for the good of all, so that we may help those who may not share the same hope as us.   
  These two principles are those which are established by Divine Providence. Let us now ask ourselves if we have not taken a false path, both collectively and individually.   
  First, let us stop to review some facts. Bishop John of Saint-Denis reposed in 1970 leaving a Church without a Bishop and a defined canonical link. Two years after this, the Patriarch of the Romanian Church, Justinian, granted a canonical constitution and a bishop to the Church. If God had not intended this, he could have hardened the heart of the Patriarch, who had, after all, been asked for the same thing since 1967 by the late Bishop John. Also, in refraining from granting the French Church canonical protection, the Patriarch would certainly have reduced the weight of a heavy burden and the troubles faced by the Romanian Synod from other Orthodox Churches as a result of its actions !   
  After the repose of Patriarch Justinian, and under the pressure of the Eastern Orthodox and the Church of Rome, the Synod of the Romanian Church has imposed upon the French Church certain canonical restrictions. We have accepted these conditions with confidence, believing that this would permit us to move towards an amicable solution to the ecclesiastic question. These restrictions, however, did not improve the situation, but rather created more trouble and brought about the need to fight in order to regain a full canonical status far beyond the esteemed ‘peace’.   
  The Romanian Synod finally reached the point of ending its involvement with the Church of France. It signified this decision to the French Church on the Feast of St Michael the Archangel, Protector of France, on 8 May 1991.  
The Place of Each One   
  Each member of the Church brings a stone for the construction of the edifice. It is not enough just to work, just to be useful. It is necessary to discern with absolute clarity the place that we ought to occupy according to God’s Will, and also according to our own gifts. To someone who once asked him, ‘What shall I do ?’, Msgr Winnaert responded, ‘Don’t do anything! Find your place !’. If, outside our own individual circle, we do good without first discerning the place that we should occupy, we sin in the eyes of God. We would be just as if we were the thieves of our neighbour’s property.   
  This is truly the question that is intensely debated with the Eastern Orthodox diaspora in France and with the Church of Rome: the place of the Church.  
The Place of the Church   
  While searching for the place of the individual, it is also necessary to know exactly the place of the Church, its path and its role within Orthodoxy in the West. This is because Christ did not only give private missions to the Apostles and to the disciples, but he defines the work : the Church and the mission of the Church.   
  It seems that we are able to present more clearly than we are able to define with words what the Western Orthodox Church is. Only if the fundamental theme of this work is being re-enforced at all moments, we shall find peace and the clarity of spirit. We ought to give an exact definition of the Western Orthodox Church by our very lives, without being, nor reflecting or copying ‘anyone else’.
   
What Is the Local Church ?   
  Is the Western Orthodox Church merely a liturgical movement, as Maxime Kovalevsky said once in order to deflate rising passions ? Is it merely a historical resurgence of the ancient Gallican Church, an offshoot of gallicanism, a reform, a sect, a group, a tendency or does it only represent a search ? Certainly, no. All these definitions merely serve to confuse the issue and bring it to grief. They not only do not enlighten us as to real identity of the Church, but they also mix realities with wishes. They do not provide anything concrete, neither do they serve to strengthen the Church. In fact, the Western Orthodox Church is neither a movement nor an exercise in archaeology nor a fad not a reform, sect, tendency or search.   
 The Western Orthodox Church is a part of the one, Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church, taking place within the spirit of the petition that we have addressed His Holiness the Patriarch of Constantinople, Bartholomew, on 5 May 1992 :   
  Your All Holiness, 
  Coming to know that you are to receive the patriarchs and primates of all the Orthodox Churches soon, I again take the opportunity to address you on his solemn and unique event.   
  The universal Christian community does not only suffer only because of disunity, but also because of the unwillingness of the Orthodox Church to proclaim its universality, and its tendency to remain within its historical place and context inherited from the Empire. Both ancient and new nations are beginning to hope for the establishment of their own Orthodox Churches insofar as they do not yet exist due to their personnal religious historical and social circumstances.   
  Would it not be opportune for you to present to the contemporary world a declaration of the catholic and orthodox universality which was prophetically present in the very beginnings of Christianity as found in the Gospels : ‘Go, make disciples of all the nations’ (Mt 28, 19), a declaration that will leave far behind the futile quarrels inherited by the Greek and Latin Churches ?
  We, the Orthodox faithful of France and the West, all of Europeans, hope with all our heart and with all our spirits for this Orthodox  universality. We would thus be finally freed from accusations and the suspicion of fomenting a uniatism in reverse or to be practising a “lowered” orthodoxy, accusations leveled at us by people desiring of preserving the ecclesiastical status-quo inherited from the Empire.   
  Your All Holiness, we address this supplication to you not only because of your position as ‘primum inter pares’, but also we see you as a new Apostle Andrew, helping bring his brother Peter to Christ   
  Our request is humble, without ulterior motives, but at the same time, urgent and necessary.
The Foundation and the Aim of the Church   
1.     The Church is the work of Christ. As such, it is the ‘foundation’ - the true and infallible starting point for all apostolic activity. To be a part of the Church is to be certain of being well-grounded. At the point in time when he faced the worst criticisms of his life, St John Chrysostom proclaimed : ‘I am not afraid! Certainly, the waves of passion are great and unrelenting, the storm rages and the wind is unleashed. But I will not be afraid of anything as I am attached to the rock, and this rock is Christ.’ This Cornerstone which the builders of the world have scorned and disdained is independent to our labours. The gates of hells cannot prevail against it, whatever our own faults or those of others may be. 
2.      The Church is also, at the same time, our work, our mission and the fruit of our efforts, insofar as we are the ‘co-workers with the Lord’ [St Paul]. We share in the image of the Beloved Disciple, John, to whom Our Lord confided His Mother before dying on the Cross. And it is here that we should pay the closest attention with regards to our own personal mission : we are co-workers, like all Christians, but our role is particularly linked to the construction of that part of the Church which we especially receive. 
3.     It is however especially necessary for us to guard ourselves from thinking that Church is the ‘final aim’ of this world and of each one of us. The aim of the Church, and the aim of each one of us, should be the mystical and total union of Man with God, the union of the Spouse (the Church) with Christ her Lord, and the union of each one of us with the Creator, who is the source of infinite love for each person. ‘I do not call you servants, but friends’ said the Lord to the disciples during the Paschal supper. The Church is a mother who brings forth in a virginal manner, children of the Heavenly Father.  
Building the Church Together   
  This foundation and aim are common for all the Church, both for it as a universal entity, as well as for its constituent ‘parts’ or the local Churches. Only the manner of building differs according to different circumstances. The word, ‘western’, as much as the word ‘eastern’, have nothing to do with the foundation or aim of the Church, but only with the manner in which the Church is constructed. 
    There have been incessant accusations and much suspicion regarding the foundation and aims that the people of the West assign to the Church that they are building, though they do not act otherwise, in their own field, than the way the orthodox Churches do. The accusations faced aim at wiping out completely the unique way in which the Western Church has to cooperate with the Lord, substituting methods practised by the other Churches. The traditions of the East or Byzantium are affirmed as the only way by which one can conform to Orthodoxy, and the Western Church’s experience of cooperation with the Lord all these years are dismissed as being insignificant.   
  In the final analysis, one can define the attitude of the Western Orthodox Church in the following manner: From the foundation of the Incarnate God to move towards deification through cooperation with the Lord.   
  This is the work of every child of the Church.   

The Western Mission   
  The West has a mission, that of cooperating in the building of the Universal Church. The portion of the work which has been confided to it is known as the Western Orthodox Church.   
  Since its restoration through the grace of God and the successive actions of Patriarch Sergius of Moscow, the holy Archbishop John of San Francisco and Patriarch Justinian of Romania, the western mission has experienced two types if trials :   
  First, there has been a constant effort to tear it away from its Mother Church. 
Second, the actions and efforts of its members have been misinterpreted by the leaders of the other Orthodox Churches in France and challenged by the Mother Church.   
  We will be exposed to these trials willed by God as long as we have not yet acquired all the qualities and the character of a Church. This character will be obtained with the consecration of one or two more bishops. This is the way in which we can strengthen the Western Mission. One sees that to achieve this, according to Tradition, one firstly requires the initiative of a Synod [it has been a long time since the question has been posed; it has been around two decades since Patriarch Justinian of Romania wished to resolve the issue the last time]. And secondly, the consensus and request of the faithful is required, when circumstances make them realize the need for a more numerous episcopate.   
  This is the only way in which we can succeed. Every other way would be filled with intrigue and bound to fail.   
  Christians believe that the Divine Will inspires people and governs circumstances. The Divine Will liberates those who are bound, and opens the eyes of the blind. Christ said the same thing effectively : Learn to read the times and the epochs.   
   In knowing the Divine Will for the West, for France, for each Westerner and for each western Church, at this moment in history, and in acting to proclaim this Will, one receives all that one wishes for, and all that one needs. 
  
Discernment   
  God blesses the Western Orthodox Church by sending it His witnesses and by strengthening it through trials. What is its mission exactly ?   
  Its order, unity and the annihilation of difficulties which now seem insurmountable, all are linked to an increase in its episcopate. This increase will permit the Western Orthodox Church to advance. However, in order to find the perfect ecclesiastical solution, we have to commit ourselves to a discernment of the Divine Will. Work, self-cleansing, repentance and the confident abandonment to the Divine Will are the arms necessary to achieve victory.  
  The Prophet Moses received the laws of Almighty God on Mount Sinai after 40 days and 40 nights. Christ was silent for thirty years and taught for three years.   
  The life of our predecessors was made up of an effort that was equal to that of Moses : they brought their flock to the Orthodox faith, they pioneered the experiment of the Western Orthodox Church, and they kept the Church free from ecclesiastical chaos.   
  We have acquired the status of a Church, a liturgy, canons, and so, we work on. The Universal Orthodox Church has still not awakened to the fact that we are part of the One Church, without doubt because we are only beginning to bring forth ‘the fruits of Charity’.   
  We do not need to be more active than God. He alone is the source of life and the depth of wisdom. We have to place ourselves at readiness to listen to the Shepherd’s voice. If He takes 10, 12 or even 20 years to accomplish this work, then His will be done ! What are these years worth compared to the task that has already been set in motion? Finally, we have no need of narrowing, or going beyond our common mission. If we did so, God forbid, we would build upon our neighbour’s land.   
  With regard to our personal mission, may each one examine himself, confess one’s faults in humility and seek his role in life without troubling his neighbour. Let us remember the words of Christ to Peter : ‘What does that matter to you ? Follow me !’ Let us there fore work within the circle given to us in the spirit of charity. Let us search incessantly for the Divine Will for France and for the West. Doing this, we may be servants and collaborators of the Lord.   
  In sending his disciples to evangelise the nations, Our Lord confided to each one of them the extent to which they would have to collaborate with Him. Rooted on Christ, linked to him for universal achievement, the disciples went on to give each people and each nation the thirst for God within the very context of their everyday lives.   
  The Church is the mother of all who come towards life, the mother of the world and of all nations. If God, who searches everything, wishes to show forth his strength in our weakness, then he will make the Western Orthodox Church flourish like a lily.   
  The East and the West have the same foundation and the same goal. However it is necessary that they :   
1.     Discern precisely the character of that ‘part of the Church’ which they are called to build, and, 
2.     That each one realises that everyone has a specific and irrepeatable task within a common mission. 
SIX
CANONICAL PROPOSALS
 [Applicable to relations between the Local Church of France and the Orthodox Organisations of a Foreign origin which are found in THE LAND]   

The Canonical Attitude and Its Application   
  In what way can we plant a Church in a given place and time ?   
  Let us try to seek an answer in the quarrel which took place in the early Church over the question of circumcision. The Apostle Paul sent his disciple Timothy, Greek, and therefore, uncircumcised, as the first Bishop of Thessalonica, where many circumcised Jews were living. Therefore, Paul circumcised his disciple, doing something that he himself had condemned before with regards to the other Apostles, especially with regard to Peter.  
  At that occasion, Paul had been firmly opposed to the circumcision of the Gentiles [in other words, the non-Jews, especially the Greeks who belonged to another culture]. Greeks who had previously become Christians had been asked to submit to circumcision by the first Apostles in a spirit of compromise with the synagogue, despite Pentecost, which had set apart the community of first Christians from the Jewish community. Paul had thus reproved the ‘three pillars of the Church’, Peter, James and John. In breaking all traditions related to circumcision, Paul also made clear for all time the difference between what was obviously secondary to salvation (i.e. circumcision) and that which was absolutely necessary, the reception of Divine Grace and the difference between the Law of Moses and the Law of Christ.   
  Having thus destroyed all possibility of compromise, Paul apparently went on to contradict himself by circumcising Timothy – following his other principle which was ‘to be Jew with the Jews and Greek with the Greeks, in the hope of winning some’ to the Faith. This action of Paul reveals the rule behind all other rules: The good of the Church takes predominance for all canonical practices. The most appropriate canonical attitude is that which seeks both general and local good.   
  Paul destroyed Peter’s uncertainty and his fear of offending the judaizers. Here, he sought the general good. Then, having established the general principle, he sought the local good by circumcising Timothy who would have to live among the circumcised. Paul discerned what was truly essential, resolving thus all the problems. Such was the mystery and charisma of the Thirteenth Apostle.   
  The Church therefore is obliged to cultivate unity in truth, but, in its canonical application, it should listen to a variety of possible opinions, without in any way compromising this unity.   
  We have to add that a ‘sweet concord’ should join Truth to opinion in practical life. This concord is built on good will and good relations. The canonical and legal world has a horror of absolutism in all its forms. Canonical legislation has always to be relative as it deals with human situations, with the good of the Universal and local Churches. Canons propose several possible solutions to pastoral problems, and never deal with the abstract. Paul followed this principle when he circumcised his disciple.   
  It is this attitude which interests us in the present. The recognition of the French Orthodox Church and Western Orthodoxy has created an effect that is analogous to the quarrel between Peter and Paul over the question of circumcision, a quarrel which opposes and juxtaposes mission with routine and local with universal.   
  What are the problems posed by the renaissance of this Church, and what solution can we propose ?   
  The first is the question of terrain or territorial principle. The Christian Church finds itself generally in three types of soil: one, a soil where the seeds grow abundantly (the Orthodox lands) ; two, a terrain where only a part of the seeds grow and fructify (Western Europe) and three, a terrain not evangelised during the first Christian centuries (the Americas).   
  Western Europe, and in particular, France, belong to the second type of terrain. This land possesses its own tradition to which it is necessary to pay attention, it is rich in the blood of martyrs and a lively Christian faith, and local customs already christianised since the beginnings of Christian history.   
  The second is the question of method. There are two distinct methods possible: one, to plant the Church taking into account the past of the country. This Pauline vision is flexible and requires deep sensitivity. This method requires great delicacy as it requires a profound wisdom to distinguish between true and false Tradition. The second method is to import wholesale to this country doctrine and customs which belong to, and which were successful in, other types of terrain and cultures. This attitude requires no sensitivity, and may even fail.   
  The Orthodox Church of France hopes to communicate the Orthodox Faith without necessarily adopting the customs of the Eastern Churches.  
  The Churches formed by the Russian emigration, Greeks, or others in France have legitimately brought along their own ecclesiastical customs. However, those in the West who have joined them have often had to adopt the local customs of these Churches, while cutting themselves off from their own past.   
  It is in this way, that the question of circumcision has been re-opened.  
The Attitude in the Face of the Facts (reality)   
  The life of the Church depends on two conditions : human psychology (the state of being) and the canonical constitution. These two conditions are necessarily linked to one another, since life does not depend on just the routine constitution but also on the extraordinary and exceptional inspirations, divine revelation and psychological situations that affect human beings. The two are therefore indispensable.  
  Thus, a fraternal understanding and correspondence needs to exist between the extraordinary, the unexpected and the ordinary, the expected. This is a very deep principle.   
  We can firstly note that the death of Our Lord Jesus Christ at three o’clock on Friday afternoon happened while the Jews were consuming the Paschal Lamb. That which was routine – the eating of the Paschal Lamb – becomes linked to the unexpected, the death of Christ. In the same way, the Lord was left in the tomb during the Sabbath, the day of rest.   
  And what shall we say of Socrates’ death as a citizen ? Here too, the expected, giving one’s life, is linked to the unexpected, give up a philosophy to life.   
  All the greatest events of the world have been based on this meeting between the revolutionary and the traditional, of the expected and the unexpected, of the ordinary and the exceptional. People who pass from miracle to miracle, just as those who pass from routine to routine may seem to be doing well. However, in both these cases the situation becomes quite untenable, and finally, false. 
  Thus, it is very important to know that the any true society, and a true Church, must pay attention to these two elements: respect for routine, and an awareness of the Divine Will. Ecclesiology and canon law as subjects, however, do not often perceive this.   
  The Orthodox Catholic Church of France is subject to certain psychological and material realities which are not within its control. The Orthodox Churches of the East have their own constitutions, their own codes and thus, find it very difficult to deal with the Western question. However, the Church also attempts to discern God’s will and it is its principle never to stifle the Spirit.  
  Thus, the Church acts always in accordance to what Bishop John of St Denis had taught : Derive as much advantage as you can from the present realities, so that, by arriving at interior certainty, you can find divine certainty by respecting these realities.   
  We can cite here the example of Bernard of Clairvaux. By breaking numerous families and sending their members to the monastic life, he failed to respect reality. This gave rise, in the course of following generations, to the restless Western monasticism of the Middle Ages and the unproclaimed heresy that posited a disparity between the love of God and love of neighbour.   

Proposals for the Unity of the Orthodox in the West   
  The canonical attitude and the relation between the canonical structure and everyday life dictate the following proposals with regards to fostering unity between the Orthodox people in France and more generally, in Western Europe.  
  In considering the question of the Western Orthodox Church,   
-         It would be good for the Orthodox in the Diaspora to resolve their internal problems arising from the existence of multiple jurisdictions – the Greeks, three separate Russian jurisdictions, two Romanian jurisdictions and others - and to plan for an eventual reunion under one single obedience.   
-         It would also be appropriate for the Diaspora to maintain fraternal relations with the local Orthodox Church, respecting its specific realities, and to avoid trying to replace the Local Church with their own structures in a way which would negate the liberty of His flock for which our Lord and Saviour gave his life on the Cross and resurrected on the third day.   
-         It would be fruitful for the Diaspora to know the local and the people’s context. It would then understand better the character of the French Church which traces its origins to the companions of Christ such as Lazarus, Martha and Mary Magdalene.   
-         It is with legitimacy and fervour that the easterners cultivate the liturgical and spiritual heritage of their fathers, enriching at the same time the places at which they find themselves. Considering their psychological temperaments and make-up, it is possible that many different rites and liturgical and canonical traditions co-exist in the same location
[17]. However, the Diaspora needs to realise that once it attempts to substitute its own realities and ecumenism for the ecclesiology of the Tradition, then it proceeds to necessarily practise ecclesiastical politics that can only be termed colonial with relation to the West.   
-         The Diaspora would also be taking a false route if it attempts to assume the Orthodox heritage of the West. This view owes its existence above all to a confusion between the territorial principle proper to the planting of a Church in a particular place and the nationality of it members. The Diaspora however must not reverse these perspectives and attempt to explain the difficulties of the Diaspora to the ill will of the Westerners with regards to it. We can cite here the numerous accusations of ethnophiletism directed at the Orthodox Church of France. But the national character of this Church is not determined by the nationality of its members. Nationality is, and was, never a criteria for membership in this Church. In fact, this Church defines itself as ‘the [fruit of] a natural osmosis from the cultural and cultic roots of its own proper territory, this Orthodox land in which are set down its roots, and which determine its personality. An identical phenomenon of osmosis derived from the cultural substrata of its own soil is the attachment the Eastern Orthodox feel for the Byzantine rite to which they are profoundly attached and with which they intend to identify Orthodoxy itself.
[18]”
-         Another error consists in believing that the whole Orthodox Church is in the Diaspora, as Olivier Clement wrote in the journal, Reform, on 22 January 1966 – ‘Constantinople does not exist anymore and the Orthodox are no longer there. They are in the Diaspora. Holy Russia does not exist anymore and the Russian Christians are scattered…When the hierarchs of the East will understand, we dare to say, that they, too, not politically, of course, but spiritually are scattered (in the Diaspora), then the concrete problems of Orthodoxy in the West will be resolved.’ If this idea is followed to its logical conclusion, then the Orthodox Church would become a spiritual organism without a historical body, and the Incarnation of the Word would lose all its meaning.
-         It is necessary to ensure that routine is never mistaken for Tradition. Some personalities would voluntarily call themselves to Orthodoxy out of habit.
-         The 37th Rule of the 4th Ecumenical Council, confirmed by the 18th Canon of the Council of Antioch, says that ‘foreign domination should not be allowed to harm the rights of the Church’ and that ‘circumstances should not be allowed to impede the exercise of the administration of the Church.’  
  From these and all that have preceded them, we can infer positively that : 
1.     The Diaspora and the local Church occupy themselves with their faithful according to the liturgical and canonical traditions without attempting to dominate the other. 
2.     They ‘exchange the Paschal kiss’ and live in peace. 
3.     They seek the well-being of their faithful without giving way to suspicion or a spirit of competition. 
4.     They are linked by a spirit of day-to-day collaboration as well as by the facts and the ideas 
5.     They work towards the establishment of a single Synod where there should exist, from the very beginning, an Eastern metropolis, as well as, a Western metropolis.
 These proposals do not pretend to solve all the questions that confront us. However, they are made in the hope of a real acquiring of Divine Grace which would enable us to establish the Church, the icon of the Divine Trinity. 
  
SEVEN
THE ORTHODOX CATHOLIC CHURCH OF FRANCE
AND THE CHRISTIAN OF THE WEST

 To complete this work, it is evangelical and charitable to propose a more universal perspective to our Christianity in the West.   
  In reality, the establishment of Orthodox Churches in the West, and in France, are not isolated phenomena. Neither are they meaningless for Western Christianity.   
  The Church of Rome, which has existed for a thousand years in its present form in the West, and the Protestant Churches, with 500 years of history behind them, are not indifferent to the behaviour of the Orthodox Churches.  
  The Holy Spirit and Christians of today appear to will the creation of a Local Church. This perspective is observable in all Churches. A Church with a local, autonomous, living identity is necessary for each nation. The beginning of the 24th Canon of the Council of Carthage says : ‘All localities situated far from another are entitled to their autonomy.’   
  On the other hand, each nation has its right to an autonomous ecclesiastical organisation that is capable of baptising them
[19].   
  These two principles, the local character of the Church and the potential baptism of all the people of the Universe, prove that the work and the presence of the French Orthodox Church may complete the work of the Western Churches in the following ways :   
-         By contributing to the growth in spiritual life, which today, is sadly all too lacking. 
-         By the celebration of the local rites. 
-         By enriching local spiritual life from the sources of Orthodoxy. 
-         By contributing to the awareness that canons in fact, build, protect and guard spiritual values, and that apart from an excessively legalistic attitude  and moral formalism, they help the Christian to grow from “the image to the likeness” by the strength of Christ and the immortality of the Holy Spirit.
  ‘The Orthodox Church is always opposed to the totalitarian spirit. It defends the conciliar and democratic spirit. For it, the centralisation of the Church poses a danger to the liberty of its members’
[20]   
  The Church of Christ is a building that is still in the process of being built. May these proposals contribute to the building of that Orthodox part reserved by God to our contemporary West. 
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�[1]. These two principles were affirmed in the Manifesto of the Confraternity of St Photius founded at Paris in 1925 by 8 young Russian emigrant theologians including, V. Lossky,  N.Ignatieff and E.Kovalevsky. The Confraternity had as its aim to work for the independence and universality of Orthodoxy. It was the origin of the foundation of the Orthodox Church of the West by the Patriarch Segius of Moscow. 


�[2]. Vincent Bourne, The Divine Contradiction, Volume I, p 79 





�[3]. From the Greek hesychia, meaning tranquillity, solitude and silence. In other words to keep one’s innermost being silent in order to create contact with the Divine Silence. 


�[4]. Etienne Gilson once said correctly that one could not understand the West if one does not know the Middle Ages. 


�[5]. Cf Presence Orthodoxe, No.90, p.22-34 


�[6]. Op. Cit. 


�[7]. Op. Cit. 


�[8]. Or in the hands of a Bishop, the Bishop of Rome, for example (Author’s note) 


�[9]. The name the community gave itself at that time 


�[10]. Anthony Krapovitsky, former Metropolitan of Kiev 1917, who emigrated to Yugoslavia 


�[11]. Russian Metropolitan charged with exterior affairs by the Patriarchate of Moscow 


�[12]. The new Patriarch of Moscow


�[13]. John Maximovitch (+1966), canonised on 2nd July 1994 at San Francisco 


�[14]. Cf. Presence Orthodoxe, No. 91, p.15-21 





�[15]. Decree No.75 of 16th June 1936 


�[16]. The baptism of the Franks with Clovis, or the baptism of the Slavs with Vladimir 


�[17]. This proposal is found in a letter (No. 517, 25th April 1939) by Metropolitan Sergius of Moscow to the St Photius Confraternity 


�[18]. Kovalevsky, Maxime Orthodoxie et Occident, Paris 1990, Editions Carbonnel, p. 45 
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�[20]. John, Bishop of St Denys, in The Divine Contradiction, Vincent Bourne, Vol I,    Librairie des Cinq Continents, p.205 





