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Abstract 

The present study proposes a new reading of the inter-Orthodox debates on the 

issue of Orthodox diaspora through the ecclesiological works of Metropolitan John 

Zizioulas. At the same time it analyzes the position of the Ecumenical Patriarchate 

among the Orthodox Churches as well as the recent inter-Orthodox discussions on dias-

pora and primacy as preparatory steps towards the future Pan-Orthodox Synod.  

 

For almost ninety years Orthodoxy is preparing for a Holy and Great Pan-

Orthodox Synod,1 intended to clarify and solve many issues and challenges 

Orthodox Christianity faces today.2 For this reason a commission has been 

constituted in order to prepare the path for the Council. The original direction of 

                                               
1 A Pan-Orthodox Council was scheduled for the first time in the 20th century in 1923 by the 

Ecumenical Patriarch Meletios IV (Metaxakis). However the reunion from 25 May – 5 June 

1923 was attended by a limited number of participants. Another attempt to organize a Pan-

Orthodox Synod was in 1925, but from political reasons this event could not be put in 

practice. The present preparations for the Synod started from 1951 when the Ecumenical 

Patriarch called for a Pan-Orthodox Synod. The idea started to take contour in the 1960s 

when the 1st Inter-Orthodox Conference from Rhodes (24 Sept.- 1 Oct. 1961) took place. Cf. 

Nikolaos A. DALDAS, Le Patriarche Oecumenique de Constantinople et le statut canonique de 

la ‘diaspora’ orthodoxe de langue grecque: le cas de France, coll. Nomokanoniki Bibliothiki 

6, Epektasis, Katérini, 1999, pp. 383-384, 389. 
2 Since 1979 there have been voices doubting that such a synod will ever take place. See for 

example Stanley HARAKS, “Le Saint et grand Concile de l’Eglise orthodoxe aura-t-il jamais 

lieu?”, in Episkepsis 222 (15.12.1979) : 8-11. 

StTeol 1/2012, pp. 5-22 
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the council, as it was thought of at the 1st Pan-Orthodox Conference from 

Rhodes (1961), namely to treat in a very broad way theological, social and 

ethical issues, was changed by the time of the 1st Pre-Conciliar Conference 

(Chambésy, 1976) taking a rather inward direction as Orthodoxy became more 

aware of its own pastoral difficulties and needs.3 For this reason ten themes were 

chosen to be treated in a future Pan-Orthodox Synod: diaspora, autocephaly, 

autonomy, diptychs, the calendar, impediments for marriage, youth, rapports 

between churches, Ecumenical movement and ethical and social problems.4 The 

fourth Pre-Conciliar Pan-Orthodox conference that took place at Chambésy, 6-

13 June 2009, under the chairmanship of Metropolitan John Zizioulas, 

representative of the Ecumenical Patriarchate,5 specifically treated the topic of 

diaspora. The Chambésy (June 2009) commission considered that the “problem 

of Orthodox Diaspora [should] be resolved as quickly as possible, and that it 

[should] be organized in accordance with Orthodox ecclesiology, and the 

canonical tradition and practice of the Orthodox Church”.6 However, the deci-

sion to establish “Episcopal Assemblies” (2a) of all canonical bishops in each 

region of the diaspora, represents a “temporary situation” (1b).  

The mission and the role of these Assemblies  

 

will be the concern for manifesting the unity of Orthodoxy, the 

development of common action of all the Orthodox of each region to 

address the pastoral needs of Orthodox living in the region, a common 

representation of all Orthodox vis-à-vis other faiths and the wider society 

in the region, the cultivation of theological scholarship and ecclesiastical 

education, etc. (2c) 

 

Concerning the chairmanship of these Episcopal Assemblies, the commis-

sion decided that they “will be chaired by the first among the prelates of the 

Church of Constantinople and, in the absence of thereof, in accordance with the 

order of the Diptychs”. (2b) 

The Chambesy inter-Orthodox commission by treating in the same docu-

ment the topic of diaspora as well as that of primacy points towards the intrinsic 

links existing between the two till now separated topics. For this reason, the 

present study would be directed towards the further elucidation of the relation-

ship between the actual situation of the Orthodox diaspora and the discussions 

on the issue of primacy.  

In order to clarify it, the study will consists in three parts: the first one 

will present the historical and canonical provisions concerning the Orthodox 

                                               
3 S. HARAKAS, “Le Saint et grand Concile de l’Eglise orthodoxe…”, p. 8. 
4 Cf. S. HARAKAS, “Le Saint et grand Concile de l’Eglise orthodoxe…”, p. 9. 
5 The ‘Decision’ as well as the ‘Rules of Operation’ are available online at 

<http://www.goarch.org/archdiocese/documents/chambesy >, accessed 09.12.2009. 
6 Chambésy, June 2009, 1a. 
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diaspora; the second part will turn to ecclesiology by way of exploring Metropoli-

tan John Zizioulas’ understanding of primacy; the last part of the study will pre-

sent the new perspectives on primacy and diaspora which have occurred as reac-

tion to Constantinoples’ claims as well as to Zizioulas’ ecclesiological proposal.  

Historical and Canonical Considerations on Diaspora 

Let us first attempt to define the concept of “Orthodox Diaspora”. The 

term ‘diaspora’ derives from the Greek verb diaspeiro, meaning to scatter or to 

disperse.7 It was first applied to the Jewish Diaspora outside Palestine. For the 

New Testament ‘diaspora’ referred to “une situation ecclésiale pour les Eglises 

locales au sein d’un certain espace culturel”.8 The first three centuries 

represented the development of the Christian Church’s theology of diaspora, 

with Christians finding themselves living in the Roman Empire as in a diaspora. 

However, things changed once the empire itself became Christian.9 The term has 

been applied to a “Catholic Diaspora” in 19th century Switzerland. For the 

Orthodox Church it has been applied to the beginning of the 20th century.10 In 

the modern countries, such as Germany, the term has been used to describe 

members of any religious group living as a minority among those of other 

beliefs.11  

For the Pre-Conciliar commission the term ‘diaspora’ is applied to “Or-

thodox Christians belonging to Churches which do not fit in with the traditional 

structure of Eastern Europe and the Near East, or administrative ecclesiastical 

jurisdictions in areas not historically Orthodox, and even isolated parishes of 

Orthodox Christians living in countries and continents not historically Orthodox, 

such as France, the United States, and Latin America”.12 A more nuanced defini-

tion is proposed by Daniel Sahas who wishes to also take into consideration the 

sociological and historical factors that were conducive to the existence of an 

Orthodox Diaspora:  

 

Diaspora is constituted of the Orthodox Christians who as a result of im-

migration on the part of themselves or of their forefathers, live outside the 

geographical borders of the traditional Patriarchal or autocephalous seats 

of Orthodox Christianity, in countries not traditional Orthodox, and who 

                                               
7 Demetrios J. CONSTANTELOS, “The Orthodox Diaspora: Canonical and Ecclesiological 

Perspective”, in: Greek Orthodox Theological Review, XXIV (1979), 2-3, pp. 200-211, 200. 
8 N.A. DALDAS, Le Patriarche…, p. 44. 
9 N.A. DALDAS, Le Patriarche…, pp. 43ff. 
10 Grigorios D. PAPATHOMAS, Essai de bibliographie (ad hoc) pour l’etude des questions de 

l’Autocéphalie, de l’Autonomie et de la Diaspora : Contribution bibliographique a l’étude 

des questions — Essai préliminaire, coll. Nomokanoniki Bibliothiki 7, Epektasis, Katérini, 

2000, p. 26. 
11 D.J. CONSTANTELOS, “The Orthodox Diaspora”, p. 201. 
12 D.J. CONSTANTELOS, “The Orthodox Diaspora”, p. 201. 
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with the converts to Orthodoxy from the indigenous population from a 

Christian community in a given country, while preserving certain cultural 

aspects of their country of origin.13 

 

However, to this group of emigrants forming Orthodox communities out-

side the territorial borders of their national churches, one should also take into 

consideration the Orthodox missions that led to the formation of Orthodox 

communities, but which are composed of Christians who are not of the same 

nationality/ethnicity with the first missionaries.14 As we can see, the Orthodox 

Diaspora tends to combine two realities: an ethnical diaspora and an 

ecclesiastical diaspora.15 It was precisely this identification between ethnic and 

ecclesiastic that transformed the topic of diaspora into a complex one for Inter-

Orthodox dialogue and a clear-cut simple solution will be elusive, if not outright 

impossible to be reached. 

Concerning the canonical jurisdiction of the Diaspora the situation is not 

simple to describe. However, a short look reveals that most of the Orthodox 

communities residing in a non-Orthodox country have been organized by their 

Churches of origins, and therefore they were organized around the ethnic prin-

ciple. Another group of Orthodox communities, although of a particular national 

identity (such as Russians), have decided to pass under the jurisdiction of Con-

stantinople.16 Both the first and the second group are by majority (or were in the 

beginning) immigrants, however a third group of the so-called Diaspora is 

formed as a result of missionary activities deployed by a particular Orthodox 

Church in territories not belonging traditionally to any Orthodox Church: this 

was the case of the US and Canada, where missionaries were sent in the 18th 

century by the Russian Orthodox Church. The result of this activity was the 

Orthodox Church of America (OCA), a church which received its autocephaly 

from the Moscow Patriarchate.17 

                                               
13 Daniel J. SAHAS, “The Orthodox Diaspora. Canonical, Ecclesiological Perspective: A 

Response”, in: Greek Orthodox Theological Review, XXIV (1979), 2-3, pp. 212-222, 216. 
14 See for example the case of Russian missionaries in Alaska. 
15 G.D. PAPATHOMAS, Essai de bibliographie…, p. 26. 
16 This happened mainly after the Russian Revolution (1917). 
17 In 1741 two captains of the Russian Imperial Navy, Behring and Chirikov, discovered the 

Aleutian Islands and Alaska. Following this event fifty years later, on September 24th, 1794 

eight monks under the leadership of Archimadrite Joasaph Bolotov were sent by the Russian 

Synod to make mission among the Aleutians. In their first two years they baptized 12,000 

natives and built several chapels. In 1799 Joasaph Bolotov was ordained bishop of Kodiak, but 

unfortunately, during his returning voyage his ship sank and together with 70 passengers the 

bishop died. It will take another forty years till another bishop will be appointed for Alaska. 

For a detailed history of the beginnings of Orthodoxy in North America see Dimitry 

GRIGORIEFF, “The Historical Background of Orthodoxy in America”, in: St. Vladimir’s Semi-

nary Quarterly, V (1961), 1-2, pp. 3-53; Archpriest Leonid KISHKOVSKY, “Orthodoxy in 

America: Diaspora or Church?”, in: Europaica Bulletin, No. 49 (October 05, 2004), online at 
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As a consequence of the nationalistic predominant character of the Or-

thodox communities from Diaspora, parallel jurisdictions were formed. Thus one 

can find in cities such as Paris, Brussels or London parishes belonging to the 

Moscow Patriarchate, Constantinople, Romanian Patriarchate or to any other 

Orthodox Church. At the same time, one can find more than one episcopal see 

residing in the same city. This parallel jurisdiction contradicts the principle of 

territoriality, namely one bishop in a city, and one church in a territory, a princi-

ple which guided the organization of the Orthodox Churches for centuries. 

The Ecumenical Patriarchate and Diaspora 

Starting with 1950, the Ecumenical Patriarchate has clearly claimed for 

itself a function and role which closely resembles that of the Vatican within the 

Catholic Church. The Ecumenical Patriarchate has described as:  

 

un centre qui permet au cercle de l’Eglise Orthodoxe de s’inscrire dans 

sont tracé divin. Ce centre et ce fondement divins maintiennent ensemble 

toute les Eglises locale et autocéphales. […] ce n’est pas autrement que par 

ce Siège, par la communion et le contact avec Lui, que les Eglises Ortho-

doxes locales sont comme reliées entre elle pour former le Corps de 

l’Eglise Orthodoxe, Une, Saint, Catholique et Apostolique…18  

 

The statute of the See of Constantinople was fixed for the first time by the 

3rd canon of the 2nd Ecumenical Council, Constantinople (381), which placed it in 

the second ranking in church hierarchy, after Rome, due to the fact that 

Constantinople became the “New Rome”. After the Great Schism (1054), the See 

of Constantinople became de facto, but not de jure, the first episcopal see within 

the Orthodox world, its primacy being defined and understood as a “primacy of 

honor”. The jurisdiction and the rights of the See of Constantinople were re-

enforced by the 28th canon of the 4th Ecumenical Council, Chalcedon (451): a) its 

primacy of honor was equal with that of Rome; b) it had the right to ordain 

bishops for Caesarea, Ephesus and Heracles; c) it had the right to ordain bishops 

for the so-called “barbarian territories”;19 d) Constantinople had the right to 

receive appeals from clerics coming from its own jurisdiction or from other 

                                                                                                            
<http://orthodoxeurope.org/page/14/49.aspx>, accessed on 6 January 2010; A. JOOS, 

“L’autocéphalie et l’autonomie ecclésiales d’après de récent documents du patriarcat de 

Moscou”, in: Irénikon, XLIV (1971), pp. 23-39. 
18 “Lettre encyclique de S.S. le Patriarche Œcuménique (Athenagoras Ier) à l’occasion de la 

fête de l’Orthodoxie” (in Greek), in: Orthodoxia, XXV (1950), pp. 39-41, French translation in: 

Istina, I (1954), pp. 46-47. Cf. N.A. DALDAS, Le Patriarche…, p. 389. 
19 The canons refer “to the three provinces which belonged to the civil jurisdiction of the area 

of Constantinople and to the barbarian areas connected with them”. Archbishop PAUL of 

Karelia and All Finland, ‘Suggestions for Solutions to the Problem of the Orthodox Diaspora’, 

in: St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly, XXIII, (1979), 3-4, pp. 186-204, 194. 
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jurisdictions.20 The fourth Ecumenical Council also marked the establishment of 

a new order in the Church, unknown till then, namely the birth of the 

patriarchates and the birth of the “pentarchy”.21 These patriarchates were orga-

nized territorially – according to the administrative organization of the Roman 

Empire. Thus the limits of the episcopal sees were also the limits of the Roman 

administrative regions.  

A major change took place during the 19th century when, accompanied 

and supported by political factors, new patriarchates were established within the 

limits of the national states. However this situation took place only within the 

canonical territory of the See of Constantinople, the other four patriarchates of 

the pentarchy (Rome, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem) avoiding such a 

situation.22 These new realities seem to follow the canonical tradition of 

establishing jurisdictions according to two major principles: the principle of 

territoriality (14th Apostolic Canon) and the principle of ethnicity (34th Apostolic 

Canon). However, the new patriarchy not only occupied a lower rank within the 

Orthodox taxis, but they seemed also to be second-class patriarchates, since, 

according to Constantinople’s jurist Grigorios D. Papathomas, the new 

ecclesiastical realities have been established within the canonical territory of the 

See of Constantinople, the latter one has a “prejurisdictional right” which 

(among other things) means that the autocephaly of the new patriarchates is 

granted only within their national borders and that they have no jurisdictional 

rights outside these limits, as Constantinople and the other four ancient 

patriarchates have.23 

Following this logic of argumentation the See of Constantinople claims 

the right to exercise its jurisdiction upon the whole world known today where 

Orthodox Christians live as a diaspora, and where none of the three ancient 

patriarchies (Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem) has jurisdiction as it was under-

stood by the fourth Ecumenical Council. 

Since it is not the aim of this paper to enter into more details regarding 

the jurisdiction and the interpretation of the canons concerning the Diaspora,24 

                                               
20 Basil STAVRIDIS, “L’autorité du patriarche œcuménique dans la vie de l’Eglise orthodoxe”, 

in: Istina, XL (1995), pp. 357-368, 361. 
21 Grigorios D. PAPATHOMAS, “Les différentes modalités d’exercice de la juridiction du Patriar-

cat de Constantinople”, in: Istina, XL (1995), pp. 369-385, 370. 
22 G.D. PAPATHOMAS, “Les différentes modalités”, p. 373. 
23 G.D. PAPATHOMAS, “Les différentes modalités”, pp. 374-375.  
24 A first classification of canons shows that from the total of 770 canons held by the Orthodox 

Church, 42 of them concern directly or indirectly the issue of Diaspora. These canons are: 14, 

34, 35, 37 Apostolic Canons; 4, 5, 6, 15 Nicea I (325); 4, 9, 14, 16, 19, 20 Antioch (341); 3, 4, 

5, 9 Sardica (343); 2, 3 Constantinople (381); 8 Ephesus (431); 118 Carthage (419); 1, 9, 12, 

17, 19, 28 Chalcedon (451); 2, 19, 20, 36, 38, 39, 95, 102 in Trullo (691/692); 1, 3, 6, 15 

Nicea II (787), 1 Agia Sophia (879/880). Nonetheless, a more exhaustive list shows that 200 
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we will confine ourselves only at saying that this claim has been challenged by 

most of the national autocephalous churches,25 as one could see for example 

from Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev’s reaction: 

 

Le patriarcat de Moscou, ainsi que plusieurs Églises locales, considèrent 

que chacune d’entre elles est en droit, dans les régions qui ne font pas 

partie du territoire canonique de l’une d’entre elles, de conduire des acti-

vités pastorales et missionnaires parmi ses fidèles dispersés. 26 

 

Ecclesiological Perspectives on Primacy 

The fact that the great Orthodox theologian John Zizioulas is a Metropoli-

tan of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, as well as the fact that he represents the 

Ecumenical Patriarchate to the International Commission of Dialogue between 

the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church as the co-chairman of this 

commission, made us wonder if there is any correlation between Constantino-

ple’s ecclesiastical polity and his theology. A brief inquiry into his ecclesiology 

shows that Zizioulas continues in the same lines, though from an ecclesiological 

perspective, of defending a stronger role of the See of Constantinople by over-

stressing the role of the primus in ecclesiology.  

It is in the first lines of his book Being as Communion, where Zizioulas 

clarifies his understanding of the Church:  

 

The Church is not simply an institution. She is a ‘mode of existence’, a 

way of being. The mystery of the Church, even in its institutional dimen-

sion, is deeply bound to the being of man, to the being of the world and to 

                                                                                                            
canons out of 770 could be considered for the discussions over Diaspora. For a complete list 

see N.A. DALDAS, “Le statut”, pp. 388-389, footnote 12. 
25 During the early preparation for the Great and Holy Synod, the study of the topic of 

Diaspora has been assigned to five Churches: the Patriarchate of Constantinople, Antioch, 

Moscow, Romania and the Church of Greece [Episkepsis 163 (1.03.1977)]. From these 

Churches only the Patriarchates of Antioch, Moscow and Romania offered their replies. An 

unexpected reaction came from the Patriarchate of Alexandria who offered, though not 

requested, its opinion. Among other suggestions offered by each one of the above-mentioned 

Churches, we will express only those concerning the jurisdiction over the Diaspora. Thus the 

Antioch report opted for a local synod and autocephaly; the Romanian report advised for 

autonomy and autocephaly; the Russian reply advised for autonomy and then autocephaly. 

The Alexandrine report was the only one who defended Constantinople’s right of jurisdiction 

over the whole Diaspora. Perhaps the soundest argument for this was the fact that “the rules 

concerning the government of the church are concerned with the geographical boundaries 

and not with the faithful residing within them…”. Archbishop PAUL, “Suggestions for Solu-

tions”, pp. 187ff, 192. 
26 Interview with the Bishop Hilarion ALFEYEV, in: Revue du patriarcat de Moscou (Août 

2009), online <http://orthodoxeurope.org>, accessed 6 January 2010. 
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the very being of God. […] However (…) she [the Church] must herself be 

an image of the way in which God exists. Her entire structure, her minis-

tries etc. must express this way of existence.27 

 

As one could see, Zizioulas grounds his ecclesiology on Trinitarian theolo-

gy. However, as we will show, the fact that he presents a rather subordinationistic 

Trinitarian theology as well as an enhanced Eucharistic ecclesiology,28 led 

Zizioulas to develop a vision of ‘primacy’ which find its place in the Ravenna do-

cument (2007)29 and which is very close to the Roman Catholic understanding. 

Since we have insisted in another study on Zizioulas’ ecclesiology30 we 

will limit ourselves here only to illuminate some aspects of his theology which 

play an important role in his development of the concept of ‘primacy’. For this 

reason we will firstly present Zizioulas’ perspective on the Trinity and its relation 

with the Church, then we will analyze the figure of the bishop in the context of 

the relationship between the Holy Trinity and the Church, concluding with a 

critical assessment of Zizioulas’ model of ‘primacy’. 

The Holy Trinity 

Zizioulas’ argumentation of the role of ‘primus”, although initially defend-

ed on historical arguments,31 ended up being dogmatically and Trinitarian 

justified.32 He develops this model within the context of the local church, and 

from here he extrapolates it to the regional level and then to the universal level. 

                                               
27 John ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, 1985, p. 

15. 
28 See for example Zizioulas’ nuances brought to N. Afanasiev’s “Eucharistic Ecclesiology” in 

his studies Being as Communion, p. 24 or “Orthodox Ecclesiology and the Ecumenical 

Movement”, in: Sourozh, XXI (1985), pp. 16-27, 18. 
29 In 2007 the International Commission of Dialogue between the Roman Catholic Church and 

the Orthodox Church resumed its discussions on the theme of primacy. The original document 

was prepared beginning in 1990 in Moscow, but the urgency of the Greek Catholic Churches, 

as well as the ten year interruption of official discussions, made the International Commission 

only able to tackle the topic of primacy in September 2006 in Belgrade, and then again in 

October 2007 in Ravenna, Italy and in Vienna 22-27 September 2010. 

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/chrstuni/ch_orthodox_docs/rc_pc_

chrstuni_doc_20071013_documento-ravenna_en.html (accessed 27.10.2010);  

 http://www.zenit.org/article-30508?l=english (accessed 27.10. 2010). 
30 For a more elaborate study upon Zizioulas’ relation between Trinitarian theology and 

Ecclesiology see a.o. our study “From Ontology to Ecclesiology: John Zizioulas, the 

Cappadocians and the Quest for a New Ecclesiology”, in: Studii Teologice, VI (2010), 1, pp. 

201-216.  
31 John ZIZIOULAS, Eucharist, Bishop, Church: The Unity of the Church in the Divine 

Eucharist and the Bishop During the First Three Centuries, Translated by E. Theokritoff, 

Holy Cross Orthodox Press, Brookline, 2001. 
32 J.D. ZIZIOULAS, Communion and Otherness, P. McPartlan (ed.), Foreword by Arch. R. 

Williams, T&T Clark, London, 2006. 
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However, as we will show, Zizioulas’ attempt to impose the model of the “pri-

mus” as he sees it at the local level, to the universal level is inconsistent with the 

ecclesiology of the local church, on the one hand, and on the other hand, the 

model proposed is highly disputed among the Orthodox themselves.  

For Zizioulas, Ecclesiology must be situated within the context of Trinitar-

ian theology.33 The Trinitarian model is first of all applied to the Eucharistic 

gathering which thus becomes the model for the whole structure of the 

Church.34 But what exactly is the Trinitarian model that Zizioulas uses?  

When discussing the Trinitarian teaching of the Church, Zizioulas always 

refers to the major contribution of the Cappadocian Fathers to the development 

of the Trinitarian teaching. They are revolutionary thinkers due to their identifi-

cation of the hypostasis with the person.35 What significance had this 

identification for ontology? First of all, as Zizioulas explains, “the person was no 

longer an adjunct to a being, a category which we add to a concrete entity once 

we have first verified its ontological hypostasis. It is itself the hypostasis of the 

being”.36 And secondly, “entities no longer trace their being to being itself […] 

but to the person, to precisely that which constitutes being, that is, enables 

entities to be entities”.37 Thus, “the person becomes the being itself […] the con-

stitutive element (the ‘principle’ or ‘cause’) of beings”.38 

With this “revolution” in mind Zizioulas traces the ‘cause’ of the Holy 

Trinity to the person of the Father, and not to the ousia.39 It is the Father who 

“makes the one divine substance to be that which it is: the one God”.40 The Fa-

ther’s ontological primacy in the Trinity will play a significant role in Zizioulas’ 

ecclesiology. Trinitarian relations are now read by Zizioulas in terms of depend-

ency and conditionality.  

Miroslav Volf has convincingly argued that in Zizioulas’ hermeneutic of 

the Trinity, one can find two types of relationships: a) one of reciprocity, which 

“consists in the many being unable to live as communion without the one, and in 

the one being unable to exist without the many”;41 b) and a second one of 

asymmetry which “consists in the many being constituted by the one, whereas 

the one is only conditioned by the many; although he cannot exist without them, 

                                               
33 John ZIZIOULAS, “The Mystery of the Church in Orthodox Tradition”, in: One in Christ, XXIV 

(1988), 4, pp. 294-303, 295. 
34 J. ZIZIOULAS, “Orthodox Ecclesiology”, p. 18. 
35 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 36. 
36 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 39. 
37 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 39. 
38 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 39. 
39 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 40. 
40 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 41. 
41 M. VOLF, After Our Likeness: The Church as the Image of the Trinity, Eerdmans, Grand 

Rapids, 1998, p. 78. 
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they are not his cause, but rather he is theirs’”.42 If the first type of relationship 

poses no problem, this is not the case with the second one which exhibits a 

subordinationist-like relationship. 43 

Thus, the Son and the Holy Spirit become conditioned by the will and the 

person of the Father. Only in relation with the Father the Son and the Holy 

Spirit become persons whereas they can only condition the Father’s personalistic 

character. 

 

“In making the Father the ‘ground’ of God’s being – or the ultimate rea-

son for existence –, Zizioulas says, theology accepted a kind of subordina-

tion of the Son to the Father without being obliged to downgrade the 

Logos into something created”.44  

 

Zizioulas will try to clarify better this relation of “subordination” in Chap-

ter 5 of his Communion and Otherness, ‘The Father as Cause: Personhood 

generating Otherness’, where he treats the subordination in terms of ‘causation’ 

but a causation which does not involves time. Here Zizioulas argues that “causal 

language is permissible only at the level of personhood not of substance”. 45 

However the main concern appears when one recalls Zizioulas’ interpreta-

tion of the “Cappadocians revolution”, which practically identifies the ousia with 

the hypostasys (of the Father), thus making the substantial causation 

inconceivable outside the hypostasys, any personal causation becoming in fact a 

substantial causation. 

Zizioulas translates the inter-Trinitarian relationship into a “one-and-

many” dialectic, and not in the “one-and-three” model. This rather strange model 

shows once more the over-emphasis Zizioulas places on the Father’s monarchy 

but at the expense of the intra-Trinitarian perichoresys and koinonia. This mo-

del is then transferred into ecclesiology at two levels: a) the level of the 

relationship between the bishop and the church, and b) the level of the 

relationship between the local church and the universal church, in the shape of 

the synod and bishops, with tremendous implication for the concept of primacy. 

                                               
42 M. VOLF, After Our Likeness, p. 79. 
43 This “asymmetrical-reciprocal relationship” between the one and the many stems from the 

fact that Zizioulas tries to combine the patristic principle of the ‘monarchy of the Father’ with 

the concept of koinonia, but although the latter plays an important role in his theology, it still 

remains a weak concept. A different accent with different ecclesiological implications has been 

presented by the Romanian Patriarch Daniel who preferred to give priority to koinonia and 

perichoresis in his description of the Church. See Patriarche DANIEL, La joie de la fidélité, 

Cerf/Istina, Paris, 2009, pp. 228ff. 
44 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 89.  
45 J. ZIZIOULAS, Communion and Otherness, p. 128. 
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The Bishop 

As in the Trinitarian theology Zizioulas proposes,46 where the Father is 

considered on the one hand, as the one who constitutes the Holy Trinity as such, 

and on the other hand, he is the unifying factor of the Trinity,47 so is the bishop, 

who, in the Church assumes the role of the Father:48  

 

Ecclesial fatherhood reflects Trinitarian Fatherhood, in that membership 

in the church requires ‘generation’ or ‘birth’ or ‘regeneration’, which is 

given ‘from above’ in an act or event (Baptism) of sonship, that is, our ac-

ceptance by the Father as his sons by grace through our incorporation in-

to his only-begotten Son whom he eternally generates.49 

 

In these conditions, as Ioan Ica, Jr. has noticed, by over-stressing the role 

of the bishop in the Church, Zizioulas attempts  

 

to build an episcope-centric (and Christo-centric) version of Ignatian inspira-

tion of the Eucharistic ecclesiology as a reply and at the same time in critical 

distance to the communitarian-charismatic-centric (and pneumatocentric) 

version developed in the ‘50s by the priest and professor Afanasiev…50 

 

                                               
46 There were significant critics brought to Zizioulas’ way of reading the Cappadocian Fathers. 

See for example T.A. NOBLE, “Paradox in Gregory Nazienzen’s Doctrine of the Trinity”, in: E.A. 

LIVINGSTONE (ed.), Studia Patristica, Peeters, Leuven, 1993, pp. 94-99; N.G. AWAD, “Between 

Subordination and Koinonia: Toward a New Reading of the Cappadocian Theology”, in: 

Modern Theology, XXIII (2007), 2, pp. 181-204; E. RUSSEELL, “Reconsidering Relational 

Anthropology: A Critical Assessment of John Zizioulas’s Theological Anthropology”, in: Inter-

national Journal of Systematic Theology, V (2003), 2, pp.168-186; J. BEHR, The Nicene Faith, 

SVS Press, Crestwood, NY, 2004; K. KILBY, “Perichoresis and Projection: Problems with the 

Social Doctrine of the Trinity”, in: New Blackfriers, LXXXI (2000), pp. 432-445; A. BROWN, 

“On the Criticism of ‘Being as Communion’ in the Anglophone Orthodox Theology”, in: D.H. 

KNIGHT (ed.), The Theology of John Zizioulas: Personhood and the Church, Ashgate, Ham-

pshire, 2007, pp. 35-78. 
47 J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, p. 135. 
48 Through the baptism the bishop ‘constitutes’ the Church, which, at its turn only condition 

the bishop, in the sense that there could be no bishop outside the Church, yet it is not the 

Church who constitutes him as a bishop. 
49 J. ZIZIOULAS, Communion and Otherness, p. 148. 
50 Ioan ICĂ jr., Canonul Ortodoxiei: Canonul Apostolic al primelor secole, 6 vols., vol. I, 

Deisis/Stavropoleos, Sibiu, 2008, p. 47 (English translation mine). We have to take in 

consideration that Ica’s critics are not without importance since he is one of the members of 

the Orthodox-Roman Catholic International Commission of Dialogue, representing the 

Romanian Orthodox Church. 
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The role of the bishop in the Church is strictly related with the fact that 

he is (or better said, he was),51 the head of the Eucharistic gathering.52 His 

function can be exercised only in the Eucharistic gathering, which is the Church. 

However, as we will see, Zizioulas extends this form of primacy, which assures 

unity and diversity at the same time, also to the extra-Eucharistic space, namely 

to the synod. 

The Primacy 

Within the Orthodox – Roman Catholic dialogue Zizioulas sees two meth-

ods of approaching the topic of primacy, namely the historical and the theologi-

cal one. However, since the historical method “has proved to have made almost 

no contribution to the debate, and can only be of slight use in the ecumenical 

discussions of the question”, the only reliable method left seems to be the theo-

logical one which tackles fundamental topics such as the nature of the Church 

and Trinitarian dogma.53 This is the reason why his approach of primacy, with 

some exceptions,54 has been mainly at the ecclesiological and dogmatical level, 

more precisely contrived through the intermediation of Trinitarian dogma.  

It is due to the fact that everything in the Church must reflect the Trini-

tarian life that Zizioulas extends the model of the local church to a regional and 

universal level. This means that the structures and principles guiding the local 

church should be applied not only to the local level, but also to the regional and 

universal levels.55 These structures and principles are: the primus and the 

principle of primacy, the communion and the principle of koinonia, as well as 

the principle of taxis (or order). At the level of the local church these principles 

are grounded in the Eucharist. Thus, the Eucharist is a communion of 

Christians, who are led in their prayer by a protos (always the bishop and never 

the parish priest) who assumes different hypostases: the bishop is the Church as 

a whole, Christ as a corporate personality, or the Father himself. The Eucharist 

                                               
51 This situation changed in time, the bishop becoming from head of the Eucharistic gathering 

more of an administrator, a supervisor. This happened in relation with the development of the 

parish, starting with the 3rd century. 
52 It is not just the function of the bishop that derives from the Eucharist, but “all 

administration in the Church derives from the Eucharist”. J. ZIZIOULAS, “Eucharistic Ecclesio-

logy in the Orthodox Tradition”, in: L’ecclesiologie eucharistique, Jean-Marie VAN CANGH (ed.), 

Académie Internationale des Sciences Religieuses, Cerf, Bruxelles, 2009, pp. 187-202, 196. 
53 John ZIZIOULAS, “Primacy in the Church: An Orthodox Approach”, in: Sourozh, LXXXIV 

(2001), pp. 3-13, 5. 
54 See Eucharist, Bishop, Church. Zizioulas abandons rather soon the historical approach 

resuming himself only to the theological one. However, we believe that the historical approach 

should be considered further since it rises, as we will show later, serious questions to the 

theological primacy construct.  
55 One could easily notice the same methodological approach adopted in the Orthodox-Roman 

Catholic dialogue. 
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also creates a taxis, an order: bishop, priests, deacons and laymen who are in 

communion, in koinonia with one another. The unifying factor of all the orders 

is the Eucharist itself, but the one expressing the unity and at the same time the 

one who creates diversity through ordination (from baptism to priestly ordina-

tion) is the bishop.  

These principles belong to the Church of the first three centuries and they 

characterize the so-called “Eucharistic ecclesiology”.56 However, although 

Zizioulas distances himself from the classical “Eucharistic Ecclesiology” by 

strongly introducing the Trinitarian theology, he nonetheless attempts to apply 

the above-mentioned principles to realities that exceed, as we said, the Eucharis-

tic milieu, such as the regional synod or the ecumenical synod. 

The principle of the “primus” is a condition sine qua non, not just for the 

universality of the local church, but also for the validity and existence of the 

synod qua synod.57 Zizioulas is against the idea that the primacy belongs to the 

bene esse of the Church, arguing that it actually belongs to the esse of the 

Church, which makes primacy to be a matter of ecclesiology/dogmatics and not 

just of canonical order.58 

For Zizioulas, all bishops are equal. When they gather in synod they ex-

press the unity, universality and equality of their local churches. According to 

the 34th Apostolic Canon each synod must work together with its primus, and 

the primus must do nothing without the synod. The Apostolic Canon, which has 

origins much later in the 4th century, is for Zizioulas the standard model of co-

operation between the synod and its protos. However, although Orthodox 

theology, as Zizioulas himself explains it, has always spoken about a ‘primacy of 

honor’ granted to the protos, he nevertheless calls into question whether one 

can speak only about a “simple honor”.59  

If until this point Zizioulas’ argumentation was based upon Trinitarian 

teaching as well as upon Eucharistic ecclesiology, at this point his arguments are 

brought from the sphere of personal or Church’s “experience”.60 It is this 

experience that Zizioulas tries to justify theologically by applying the Eucharistic 

model of primacy to non-Eucharistic realities.61 If the bishop (the primus) 

                                               
56 Cf. N. AFANASIEV, The Church of the Holy Spirit, trans. V. Permiakov, edited and with an 

introduction by Michael Plekon, foreword by Rowan Williams, University of Notre Dame Press, 

Notre Dame, Indiana, 2007. 
57 J. ZIZIOULAS, “Primacy in the Church”, p. 9. 
58 John ZIZIOULAS, “Recent Discussions on Primacy in Orthodox Theology”, in: Walter KASPER 

(ed.), The Petrine Ministry: Catholics And Orthodox in Dialogue, Newman Press, Mahwah, 

N.J., 2006, pp. 231-248. See the same approach in Ravenna, 2007. 
59 J. ZIZIOULAS, “Recent discussions”, pp. 234-235. 
60 J. ZIZIOULAS, “Recent discussions”, p. 235. 
61 It is not the first time when Zizioulas develops theological concepts starting not from 

Revelation, but from Church’s experience. “The ecclesial experience of the Fathers played a 

decisive role in breaking ontological monism and avoiding the gnostic ‘gulf’ between God and 
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constitutes the Church at the local level, this is not necessarily true for the pri-

mus in relation with the synod, or extrapolating, for a local church (represented 

by the primus of the synod) in relation with other local churches, since the bish-

ops as well as the local churches take their existence from the Eucharistic event 

and not from some exterior institution.  

Concerning the bishop who should hold the primacy, Zizioulas argues 

that since primacy is a ministry of the Church, this function/ministry should not 

be held by rotation, but it should belong to one particular bishop/church. Thus 

at the universal level this ministry should be hold by the bishop of Rome.62 

However, in another part where the historical method and facts are employed, 

Zizioulas writes that the primacy, the chairmanship of the first councils “was in 

some places given to the bishop of the metropolitan city, but in other places (e.g. 

Pontus) to the eldest of the bishops”.63  

Such historical evidences show that primacy in the Church, in a conciliar 

context did not follow the Eucharistic logic being even less theologically justified. 

The fact that there was no uniformity in practice concerning the bishop who 

should be the primus reveals rather the fact that the early Church regarded the 

primacy in the synod as belonging to the bene esse, thus to a practical, functional 

aspect of the Church, but also that it was an honorific function. The tendency of 

the Church to accommodate the Roman imperial organization was also reflected in 

the synodal organization. Thus the local or regional synods brought together 

bishops belonging to the same imperial administrative area, and the primacy came 

to be granted to bishops residing in important imperial cities.64 As a consequence 

of this new direction taken in the Church, in 381 the Episcopal See of 

Constantinople, although was not of apostolic origin65 still received the second 

place of honor, in front of the older Episcopal sees of apostolic origin Antioch, 

Jerusalem, Alexandria, simply because it was the “New Rome”. 

                                                                                                            
world. […] the bishops… such as St. Irenaeus and later St. Athanasius, approached the being of 

God through the experience of the ecclesial community, of ecclesial being. […] This ontology, 

which came out of the Eucharistic experience of the Church, guided the Fathers in working 

out their doctrine of the being of God, a doctrine formulated above all by Athanasius of 

Alexandria and the Cappadocian Fathers”. J. ZIZIOULAS, Being as Communion, pp. 16-17. 
62 J.D. ZIZIOULAS, “The Theological Problem of ‘Reception’”, in: One in Christ, XXI (1985), pp. 

187-193, 192. 
63 J.D. ZIZIOULAS, “The Development of Conciliar Structures to the Time of the First 

Ecumenical Council”, in: Councils and the Ecumenical Movement, coll. World Council of 

Churches Studies 5, WCC, Geneva, 1968, pp. 34-51, 42. 
64 See François DVORNIK, Byzance et la primauté romaine, Cerf, Paris, 1964, pp. 23-26. 
65 See F. DVORNIK, Byzance et la primauté Romaine, p. 22; F. DVORNIK, The Idea of 

Apostolicity in Byzantium and the Legend of the Apostle Andrew, Cambridge, Mass., 1958. 
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Towards New Perspectives on Primacy and Diaspora 

Let us now return to Constantinople’s claim of primacy among the Ortho-

dox Churches as it was expressed in the 1950 Patriarchal Encyclical to the Sun-

day of Orthodoxy, the Ravenna document (2007) and the inter-Orthodox Cham-

bésy (2009) decision concerning the diaspora. 

Although the Orthodox Churches have not rejected Constantinople a pri-

macy of honor,66 still they have refused to recognize it as a Byzantine Vatican. 

This is why paragraph 39 of the Ravenna document67 which defines Orthodoxy 

in relation with the See of Constantinople, by drawing a parallel with the 

situation in the Roman Catholic Church, has scandalized for example the 

representatives of the Russian Patriarchate68. The reason is not so much the fact 

that Constantinople can summon a Pan-Orthodox council but the theological 

hermeneutic of such claims. One must recall the fact that: a) Metropolitan John 

Zizioulas, a member of the Orthodox-Roman Catholic Commission of Dialogue 

since its beginning in the 1980s, has influenced strongly its texts and the Raven-

na document is nothing else but an exposition of his theological positions; b) in 

Ravenna, Constantinople invited the Estonian Church to take part as full 

member, determining thus the Russian delegation to withdrawn from 

discussions; c) the chairperson of the Chambesy (2009) inter-Orthodox meeting 

has been the representative of the Constantinople See, Metropolitan Zizioulas 

under whose chairmanship the Russian proposal that the chairmanship/primacy 

of the Episcopal Assemblies in diaspora to be held by rotation has been 

                                               
66 See for example Bishop Hilarion Alfeyev’s interview given to Interfax where he states: 

“[T]he Orthodox Church has a structure different was that of the Catholic Church, as we have 

no single universal primate, since each local Church is headed by its own primate. In other 

words, in universal Orthodoxy there is no hierarch whose role would be similar to that of the 

Pope of Rome in the Western Church. There must be no illusion that there is such a hierarch. 

We respect the Patriarch of Constantinople as the first in honor among the primates of local 

Orthodox Churches, but we are against regarding him as ‘Pope of the East’”. Available online 

at <http://orthodoxeurope.org/page/14/122.aspx#3>, accessed on 6 January 2010. 
67 “These councils gathered together the bishops of local Churches in communion with the 

See of Rome or, although understood in a different way, with the See of Constantinople, 

respectively” (§39). The Joint International Commission for the Theological Dialogue Between 

the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church, Ecclesiological and Canonical 

Consequences of the Sacramental Nature of the Church: Ecclesial Communion, Conciliarity 

and Authority (Ravenna, 13 October 2007), published online at 

<http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/chrstuni/ch_orthodox_docs/rc_pc

_chrstuni_doc_20071013_documento-ravenna_en.html>, accessed on 09.02.2008.  
68 Interfax interview, ‘Bishop Hilarion requests the Theologian (sic!) Commission to examine 

the ambiguous document adopted at the Orthodox-Catholic conference in Ravenna’, available 

online at <http://www.interfax-religion.com/?act=news&div=3945>, accessed on 6 January 

2010. 
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rejected.69 In other words, the Moscow Patriarchate makes no distinction 

between Zizioulas’ theology and Constantinople’s church politics, but rather 

reads Constantinople’s actions through Zizioulas’s theology. In this context 

Alfeyev’s rhetorical question “We are orthodox Christians and consider ourselves 

of such kind just as we communicate with the Constantinople See, aren't we?" 

receives new meanings. 

For the Moscow Patriarchate, Constantinople’s theological position is 

intended to intensify “its [Constantinople’s] efforts to secure their primate's 

role as ‘the Eastern Pope’, the supreme arbiter and head of the entire Ortho-

dox diaspora”.70  

The fact that Constantinople’s understanding of primacy is not shared by 

all the Orthodox Churches can also be seen from the position adopted by H.E. 

Daniel, the Patriarch of the Romanian Orthodox Church. For him the role of the 

primus should be one of diakonia, in order to “faciliter le processus par lequel 

chaque Eglise locale participe à la vie de toutes les autres et toutes les autres 

participe à la vie de chacune et de l’ensemble”.71 

If Zizioulas considers the primus as the expression of unity and 

catholicity of the Church and as the constitutive element of it, the Romanian 

Patriarch considers the act of koinonia itself as an expression of the unity, re-

considering thus the role of the primus. 

 

A la lumière du 34e canon apostolique, la théologie orthodoxe comprend 

que le primus qui est au service de la koinonia est primus inter pares et 

non pas unus super omnes, il est un facteur ou un service dans la réalisa-

tion de la communion, mai non pas un principe ultime d’unité, car l’unité 

est la koinonia elle-même, elle réside dans la qualité des relations 

d’obéissance réciproque, de responsabilité commune et de participation 

commune a la réalisation de la koinonia. […] Cela explique pourquoi 

l’expression ultime de l’unité ainsi que l’autorité suprême d’une Eglise lo-

cale autocéphale n’est pas le patriarche lui-même, mais le Saint-Synode, 

c'est-à-dire la koinonia des évêques des différents diocèses.72  

 

                                               
69 According to Alfeyev, the principle of rotation or of election of the chairman of Episcopal 

conferences has been proposed to Chambésy (2009): « La délégation de l’Eglise orthodoxe 

russe, celles de plusieurs autres Églises locales proposaient l’élection des présidents par les 

conférences ou bien la mise en place d’une présidence tournante selon les principes de la 

rotation ». However, « Il est apparu qu’il est aujourd’hui pour l'instant impossible d’atteindre 

l’unanimité sur cette question ». Hilarion ALFEYEV, Revue du patriarcat de Moscou, (Août 

2009), online <http://orthodoxeurope.org>, accessed 6 January 2010. 
70 Bishop HILARION of Vienna and Austria, online at <http://orthodoxeurope.org/ 
print/19/2/502.aspx>, accessed 6 January 2010. 
71 Patriarche DANIEL, La joie de la fidélité, p. 320. 
72 Patriarche DANIEL, La joie de la fidélité, pp. 230-231. 
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Conclusions 

The present study’s aim was to investigate the relationship between the 

issue of Orthodox diaspora and the topic of primacy. Although for many these 

seems to be distinct issues requiring answers independently one of the other, the 

analysis of the documents issued within the context of the inter-Orthodox and 

ecumenical dialogue prove the intrinsic relationship between them. Under these 

new conditions one could expect a definite solution to the issue of diaspora only 

when an agreement on the primacy within Orthodoxy will be reached. At the 

same time a growing agreement among the Orthodox churches concerning dias-

pora’s jurisdiction will definitely confer a greater coherence to the Orthodox 

discourse on primacy especially in the ecumenical dialogues. 

Concerning the ecclesiological discourse on primacy, the present study 

has joined the group of those who have pointed out towards the ecclesiological 

shortcomings of Orthodoxy’s main speaker, John Zizioulas. In this situation a 

more balanced position where the sobornicity/koinonia of the Church(es) re-

ceive a stronger position, should be considered.  

As a last remark, both at the level of discussions on diaspora and on prima-

cy one has noticed the tendency to devalue the historical development of the 

Church as well as the significance of the historico-pragmatic aspect of the Church. 

In these conditions the Church tends to be regarded only in dogmatic terms and 

its canons interpreted in a total ignorance of the historical context in which they 

were promulgated. Such a dehistoricization of the Church leads first of all to 

heresy since the humanity of the Body of Christ is negated, and at the same time 

hinders any effort in the realization of a deeper unity among Churches. 

 

 

Rezumat: Diaspora ortodoxä în contextul discuÆiilor despre  

primat 

Studiul de faţă este o propunere de a vedea discuţiile purtate la nivel inter-

ortodox pe tema diasporei prin prisma operei ecleziologice a mitropolitului Ioannis Zi-

zioulas. Autorul prezentului studiu consideră că există o legătură indisolubilă între pro-

blema diasporei, sau mai corect - problema jurisdicţiei asupra comunităţilor ortodoxe din 

diaspora - şi problema primatului în Biserica Ortodoxă. Această legătură a devenit mai 

evidentă cu ocazia recentelor discuţii inter-ortodoxe avute la Chambésy (2009) ce au 

rolul de a pregăti realizarea mult aşteptatului Sinod Pan-Ortodox. 

În prima parte a studiului, autorul oferă o scurtă analiză asupra diasporei ortodoxe 

care se dovedeşte a fi o realitate complexă ce combină aspecte naţional-culturale cu aspecte 

religioase. Realitatea acestor comunităţi ortodoxe aflate în diaspora ridică probleme atât 

juridico-canonice cât şi ecleziologice, ce sunt legate mai ales de existenţa jurisdicţiilor or-

todoxe paralele. Astfel, în diferite oraşe vest-europene sau nord-americane se pot întâlni mai 

multe Episcopii Ortodoxe, care îşi exercită autoritatea pe acelaşi teritoriu.  
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Tot în această primă parte autorul întreprinde o scurtă evaluare a statutului Pa-

triarhiei de Constantinopol în lumea ortodoxă prin prisma vechilor hotărâri sinodale cât 

şi a unor teologi ortodocşi moderni, punând în evidenţă viziunile diferite existente asupra 

acestui statut. 

Cea de-a doua parte a studiului aduce în discuţie viziunea ecclesiologică a mitro-

politului Zizioulas. Analizând pe scurt viziunea ecclesiologică a mitropolitului Zizioulas, 

autorul indică tendinţele eclezial-subordinaţioniste ale acestuia, tendinţe ce se referă nu 

doar la o subordonare a Bisericii faţă de episcop, ci şi a sinodului faţă de întâi-

stătătorul/preşedintele sau în detrimentul koinoniei.  

Partea a treia a studiului, pornind de la constatarea că mitropolitul Zizioulas este 

preşedintele atât Comisiei Internaţionale Ortodoxe de dialog cu Biserica Romano-Catolică 

ce a participat la emiterea documentului de la Ravena (2007) privind primatul în Biserică, 

cât şi al Comisiei Inter-Ortodoxe de pregătire a Sfântului şi Marelui Sinod Pan-Ortodox 

ce a discutat problema diasporei în 2009, autorul studiului ridică problema interdepen-

denţei celor două subiecte.  

Astfel, concluzionând, autorul acestui studiu consideră că în ceea ce priveşte dis-

cuţiile inter-ortodoxe, subiectul jurisdicţiei asupra diasporei cât şi cel al primatului în 

Ortodoxie sunt strâns legate, soluţionarea unuia ţinând de soluţionarea celuilalt. 

 


