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ABSTRACT

This title is borrowed from a 1999 article by Nicos Alivizatos, in
which he considered whether the election of Archbishop
Christodoulos ushered in a new role for the church vis-a-vis the
Greek state. Ten years on, in the aftermath of the election of a new
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in so doing, to reassess the place of religion in the Greek public
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A new role for the church?

Reassessing the place of religion in the Greek public sphere

1. Introduction

The Orthodox Church of Greece under the leadexh@hristodoulos fit many
of the stereotypes facing Greek Orthodoxy, anddttbodox world in general:
namely, a politicised, nationalist-tending chura@nd one which actively
protects privileges it enjoys vis-a-vis the staémjdyed at the expense of
minority faiths}. These stereotypes tend to carry assumptions aheutature
of the Orthodox faith and, specifically, about ‘anic’ links between religion
and national identity, and between church and stat©rthodox contexts.
However, such perspectives fail to account for ing@ncies, variations and
differentiations throughout ecclesiastical histamythe Orthodox world and,
indeed, in modern Greece. They also fail to accéamthanges ushered in by
Archbishop leronymos, elected for the role in Falbyu2008. The relevant
literature lacks a systematic study of the rangkactors at play across various
Orthodox contexts, including agency (political ameligious), historical
context, and the legal framework of church-statatiens — a large project

critically needed within individual Orthodox coupirases, and across cases.

L «Church’ in this text refers to an institutionaddy rather than a body of believers.



The present study is limited to the case of Grdrdewill bear resonance for
other Orthodox contexts also. In the pages thdbvol | will offer as a

backdrop to our examination certain representationshe Orthodox world

which echo prevalent stereotypes. | will then nartbe focus to the Greek
case, challenging conceptions of organic links ketwreligion and national
identity, and between church and state, by expjorthree interrelated
dimensions in particular: historical contingency time development of the
relationship between religion and national identihe specificities of church-
state relations in the Greek case; and the fadt@gency, touching on the

transition in the Archbishopric from Christodoultosleronymos.

Finally, 1 will bring these strands together in salission on the place of
religion in the Greek public sphere, including delsaon church-state relations
particularly in the aftermath of leronymos’ electicHere | will, necessarily,

rely heavily on newspaper coverage during a limibee period.

The timing for such an exercise is ripe, not ongcduse of the change in
church leadership, but also because of the debhtasg the place of religion in
the European public sphere currently taking pladee idea is to move the
discussion on the Greek case further: rather tltagnating in accounts of
Orthodox or Greek exceptionalism which highlightfeliences from other
Christian contexts, to examine instead common dmuttons to a broader
discussion on religion in the public sphere. Thapgr thus aims to steer clear

of essentialised assumptions about the nature effdith in relation to



nationalism and church-state relations and to fattention, instead, on what
are indeed operative factors in these ‘problem sarédentified in many

Orthodox contexts.

2. A ‘master’ narrative on Orthodoxy, Greek and beynd

Christian Orthodoxy is amongst the most obscuredgnces on the European
religious scene. In spite of the inclusion of la@ehodox populations in the
European Union with the last waves of EU expansaovareness of Orthodoxy
in its multiple expressions remains fairly cloudsat/or undeveloped beyond
its borders. There are of course several seemiluglical reasons for this,
including the lack of a unified representative wmomparable to the Roman
Catholic Pope (and, in its stead, a large numberatibnal churches), as well
as the fact that much of the Orthodox populatiow part of the EU was, until
relatively recently, under Communist rule. Meanwhthe faith’s emphasis on
mystery, ritual etc., may also render it less cantito easy comprehension
from an external (and internal, for that matter)spective (Vassiliadis 2003).
Certainly there is a sense of strong differencenfildestern Christianity which,
for some, rightfully awards Orthodoxy's placing Bamuel Huntington’s
civilizational divides. These differences are gafligrexplained with reference
to the fact that the Orthodox world did not expecie the Renaissance or the
Enlightenment but, rather, centuries of Ottomane,ruand the fact of

Communist rule for generations of Orthodox peoplegich led to



underdevelopment (especially in terms of democraimdset) in many

European Orthodox contexts.

These generalized conceptions are buttressed byextstence of multiple
offices representing Orthodoxy in Brussels rathantone voice unified under
the Ecumenical Patriarchate, as well as by eventisel Orthodox world which
have received international press coverage. Fompka the Greek Orthodox
Church’s resistance to a visit by the Pope in 2G6#&; subsequent tensions
between it and the Ecumenical Patriarchate beginmn2003 which led to
Archbishop Christodoulos’ temporary status of bémg of communion’ with
the Ecumenical Patriarchate; and the tension betle= Orthodox Church of
Macedonia and, in particular, the Orthodox ChurtiSerbia, especially over
the latter’s refusal to recognize the autocephdlyhe former. Other events
from the Orthodox world which reach the internaséibpress are likewise
damning, though different in nature: a case in pas the Jerusalem
Patriarchate’s controversial sale of lands to #nadli state (2005), in exchange
for the latter's recognition of the newly electedti@dox Patriarch of
Jerusalem. Indeed, media representations ofteectefhat Richard Clogg
describes as ‘casual but damaging ignorance...whidhheve been read by

tens, perhaps hundreds, of thousands of readdg}2002: x).

Meanwhile, academic literature on Orthodoxy tooften characterised by an
explicit focus on such trends. For example, in dited volume orReligion in

an Expanding Europeone scholar writes:



Orthodoxy, thus, is a religion which — to quote &¥speare — ‘looks

on tempests and is never shaken’ — not even whehatild be.

Whatever changes may impact the world, the OrthoGbxirch

refuses, for the most part, to accommodate itsethtange, standing

fixed in time, its bishops’ gaze riveted on an llaty past’ which

serves as their beacon (Ramet 2006: 148).
The article makes the broader argument that Orthpdyenerally carries a
mistrust of liberalism, cosmopolitanism, universali and democracy.
Elsewhere in the same volume, it is suggestedhleaies between religion and
nation are ‘much more pronounced and organic in @m#hodox tradition’
(Byrnes 2006: 293). That these ties are relatiygignounced in Orthodox
contexts is an anticipated assessment and onecaplglito many, though not

all, Orthodox settings. To say they are ‘organitipugh, requires careful

analysis.

Indeed, the term ‘organic’ factors prominently iartain texts on Orthodoxy.
What such authors mean by ‘organic’ is worth coasidy. The Oxford English
Dictionary offers two definitions which fit the pfeminant uses of the term: a.
(of parts of a whole) fitting together in a harnmums way; and b. (of
development or change) continuous or natural. Soclceptions of Orthodoxy
as ‘seamless’ and ‘timeless’ are often taken fantgd and embedded in both
media and academic literature representations tfiodoxy. And upon this
basis a whole range of conclusions are drawn raggarthe various ails of
Orthodox societies. For example, one author sugghst ‘The centrality and

unchanging nature of Orthodox dogma promote atgilectualism and racist



and xenophobic attitudes’ (Danopoulos 2004: 51¢uBmng on the Greek case,
another author argues that ‘Greece’s organic cdimepf society embodied in
the nation-state and the centrality of Orthodoxykesaaccommodation to
Europe difficult at best’, for Greece is a socigtywhich the ethnos, religion
and the state constitute an organic whole’ (Pdlii93: 355; see also Payne

2003Y.

Critically, such perspectives often lack nuance, ssmetimes inaccurate and
ahistorical, and tend to obscure the real factorplay behind the ails and
drawbacks in contemporary Orthodox societies. Tinegd to be qualified, at
least, by a consideration of the diversity of Odbw expression and the
historical and political particularities of eacht@dox context. The latter will

be explored below with reference to the Greek case.

Regarding the former, a more nuanced approach mesmsy distinctions
between Orthodoxy in the ‘heartlands’ (i.e., inchgdRussia, Greece, Serbia,
Romania, Bulgaria, Macedonia, much of the formeSBE and Orthodoxy in
the diaspora. Many Orthodox churches in the UniBdtes, for example,
operate as hubs of national identity for varioussdoric communities (be they
Greek, Serbian, Russian, etc., but most often agpahurches for separate
national communities). In several cases, the cgagiens of these churches
are leading struggles to maintain the liturgiesthie national languages —

regardless of whether a majority, or even a sizablerity — of the members

% This paper is written from a political sociologyf (eligion) perspective and not from a theological
perspective. But it would be fruitful indeed if texsuch as those cited above were analysed from the
perspective of Orthodox theology.



of the congregation actually speak the nationajuages. This struggle is often
waged in opposition to converts to Orthodoxy, whibero favour a de-
nationalized space for worship (see Kishkovsky 200keanwhile, in yet other
contexts the struggle to maintain the nation-rehgiink is led by the ‘mother

church’ in the Orthodox heartlands.

Even within Europe, further distinctions must bawin between contexts in
which Orthodoxy is the historically dominant faiivhere indeed ‘nation’ and
‘religion’ tend to overlap); Orthodoxy in westermiepe (where ‘the Orthodox
have formed a small but intellectually vigorous coomity of émigrés and
converts’ (Clark 2004; see also Vassiliadis 2008))d Orthodoxy lived as a
minority faith in places such as Finland or Albaroa even Poland (devoid of
such religion-nation, church-state links). This efsity of environments in
which Orthodoxy operates leads to vastly differeoistellations of the
relationship between religion and nation. In thedtilands’, the religion-nation
link often translates into a special relationshgiween church and state. This
fact introduces an entirely different dynamic, amdccompanied by a range of
institutional interests which often drive the chhes’ efforts to preserve this
link. These interests include, but are not limitedthe ownership of large land
estates by the church, and the preservation oivdgged position above other
faith groups in the given country. It is this lattgpe of religion-nation, church-
state link which leads to the problem, in many Odibx contexts, of anti-
pluralist behaviour and discrimination againstywadl as barriers to the right to

worship, of other faith groups. But, significantlydoesn’t appear everywhere



nor equally and as a constant. A more focused enatian of the Greek case

reinforces this point.

3. The Greek historical and political context

A superficial glance into the place of religiontire Greek public sphere would
offer an exaggerated image similar to that preseotérthodoxy in general in

the international press and much academic litezattire headline-grabbing
events paint a fairly bleak picture, including tbadready mentioned, but also
the coverage of church-state struggle over thetityecard issue; the scandals
which swept through the church in 2005; and thegallions of the church’s

involvement in the controversy which rocked theugatem Patriarchate in
2005. A result is a picture of a nationalistic, ipokzed and corrupt church

which is exceptionally incompatible with the norm$ European secular

neutrality.

But this suggests anevitability and offers little by way of understanding the
actual factors underlying such developments relétigectly or indirectly) to
Greek Orthodoxy. Instead, what is required is insignto a number of
contingencies, including the historically developeélationship between
religion and national identity in the Greek cadee fparticular relationship
between church and state that developed (and wessittdionalised) in Greece
on the basis of the latter; and the role of ageaag, in particular, church

leadership. Of course, other dimensions that neée taken into consideration



are context in terms of external developments (national denmational) that
may influence the church’s trajectory, as well @sblic opinionin these
particular contexts. In other words, a range otdexinfluence the place of

religion in the public sphere, each of which regsimdividual analysis.

In the following paragraphs, the focus is firstthe dimensions of the religion-
national identity link, looking specifically at atiactic points in its historical
development; second, on church-state relationsnewag the constitutional
framework of these, specific aspects leading toitdtilons of religious

freedoms for the non-Orthodox, and patterns in amstate conflict; and third,
on agency, taking examples especially from thesttimm in church leadership
from Archbishop Christodoulos to Archbishop lerorgnin February-March
2008. The interrelatedness of these three dimessioth become especially

clear in the section on agency.

3.1. Historical contingencies in the religion-nated identity link

The historical links between religion and natiomggntity in Greece are broad
and deep, and well-researcfedt will suffice to highlight, simply for
indicative purposes, certain climactic points ia @volution of this relationship
in modern Greece. The first is the experience ef@nthodox Church under the

Ottoman Empire and, specifically, the role that ¢éixperience of the Ottoman

% A full historical analysis of the relationship beten religion and national identity would take s a
least as far back in history as the Byzantine Eenpitd the Great Schism, but space limitations do no
allow for such historical depth.



millet system played in consolidating religious and matiodentity. Under the
millet system, non-Muslim communities were divided intilgieus groups and
given ‘protected’ status: in exchange for the pagtmof a special tax, they
were allowed to live within the Muslim state withazonverting to Islam, but
as second-class subjects. Thilets enjoyed a measure of autonomy and were
represented by their religious leaders in theilidga with theSublime Porte.
Although the Orthodoxmillet was ecumenical and multinational in nature, in
reality it was largely Greek-dominated: the sust@s of Patriarchs was
Greek, and the social administration was almostusikely in the hands of
Greeks. Accordingly, beyond the institutional ra¥ the church — in its
economic, legal, and political dimensions — one tnalso note the important
psychological function it had for the Greeks un@toman rule: the church
was seen as provider and protector of the peoplgeeserver of their national

identity.

Meanwhile, the relative comfort enjoyed by the dmum this context meant
the high clergy were not entirely supportive ofalenionary ideas which might
threaten their relatively privileged positidns(This in spite of textbook
presentations of the church as a leader in thelugon: many individual

clerics did fight for national independence, but,nb should be noted, the

majority of the high clergy)Nor was the establishment of the Autocephalous

“ Besides the aforementioned power and priviledeschurch also became especially wealthy: many
Orthodox Christians transmitted their land to theirch and the monasteries since, underntiiket
system, ecclesiastical property was protected fronfiscation by the Turks.
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Church of Greece supported by the church leade(skg Dimitropoulos 2001;

Manitakis 2000a and 2000b; Anagnostopoulou 2000).

Significantly, autocephaly was the decision of aa\&sian and Protestant)
three-man regency council of the (Roman CatholiogkOtto who ruled newly

independent Greece. It was deemed by the formermpthldical independence
also required ecclesiastical independence. The tfeatt autocephaly was a
revolutionaryact — i.e. a split from the Patriarchate withdé tatter's consent
— signified the attainment of the fullest extentr@tional independence and
national identity (Anagnostopoulou 2000). AccordiogThanos Veremis, this
is when the state ‘incorporated the Church andchdstyrs into the pantheon of
Greek heroes and made them integral parts of thiena& myth’ (Veremis

1989: 136).

Meanwhile, the declaration of autonomy from the ifBenical Patriarchate
entailed also legalisation of the church’s subation to the state. The
administrative leader of the highest ecclesiaspoaver, a five-member Synod,
was to be the King (though Roman Catholic). Theetawas in accordance with
the Bavarian prototype whereby the King was alse #®upreme bishop’
(Kokosalakis 1987: 235); it was not, to be cert@nByzantine or Orthodox

legacy.

A further climactic period in the developing linketween Orthodoxy and
Greek national identity is to be found in the flighing of theMegali Idea

(‘Grand ldea’) for redemption of Greek still und€urkish rule outside the

11



boundaries of the Greek state. Here the aims ofstate for its expansion
coincided with the visions of religious nationaistor ‘redemption’ of
Orthodox peoples—visions which were expressed vatbrence to Byzantine
glory. The Megali Idea entailed a clear blending of millenarianism with
nationalism, and of Orthodoxy with Greek nationdritity and acted as an
ultimate synthesis of church, state and nationatitly. It collapsed of course
with the defeat of the Greek army in Asia Minorlfi22. As a result of the
exchange of populations foreseen by the Lausaneatylfollowing the war

(1923), Greek society became religiously homogeli®id%o Orthodox).

The 1967-74 military dictatorship ought also toibeluded as a significant
period in the historical relationship between rieligand national identity. The
junta’s ‘theocratic-puritanical’ government, sigad by its motto ‘Greece of

Christian Greeks’, carried inestimable long-ternfeets on the relationship
between the church and national identity. First, plerception that the church
serves the interests of the powers that be wasgitrened. But of course, the
stronger lasting sentiment was that the churchsdidincritically, and that it

worked in close cooperation with an undemocratiolewnt leadership. There
lingered in public life, after the 1974 return tendocracy, what one scholar
describes as ‘a kind of repugnance which is usuatjyressed with the phrase

“let the priests destroy themselves”.’ (Yannarag6t4.39).

One underlying theme in these historical referengpanning centuries is

political expediency, in very particular circumstas — circumstances which,

12



without too much imagination necessary, one coell lsow they could have
been different, and with different outcomes in temnthe relationship between
religion and national identity. Still, the religierational identity link has shown

remarkable resilience — many banal examples ofatt@go be found below.

3.2. Legal framework of church-state relations

The legal-framework for contemporary church-staations in Greece is set
out in the 1975 Constitution that came into eftiter the return to democracy.
As we shall see, this legal framework leaves caraile room for
entanglements between the church and the statprifaleges of the Orthodox
Church above (and against) other faith groups;fandertain trends in church-
state conflict. Significantly, church-state relasoare very much built and
sustained on the foundation of the relationshipvben religion and national

identity.

The 1975 Constitution introduced some notable chang the domain of
church-state relations. First, it removed the reguent that the President of
the Republic be Orthodox and take an oath beforéaReent promising to
‘protect’ the Greek Orthodox faith Furthermore, the clause forbidding
proselytism was moved from Article 3 (where thejeabof proselytism was

treated as a matter of protecting solely the Omko@hurch) to Article 13 on

® The president’s oath no longer pledges proteaifche Orthodox faith, but it does make refererxe t
the deity. There is no alternative oath, as is ey for members of Parliament in Article 59 of the
1975 Constitution (See Dimitropoulos 2001: 67).

13



human rights (thus prohibiting proselytism perpeilaagainsany faith). The
articles of the 1975 Constitution in force todayiethdetermine church-state
relations are mainly Articles 3, 13 and 16. Thestfiaffirms recognition of
Orthodoxy as the ‘prevailing’ faith; the second udees religious freedoms
of conscience and of worsfijmnd the third sets out ‘development of religious
conscience of youth’ as one of the aims of nati@ghication. In combination,
the three lead to significant entanglements betwelearch and state, to
privileges enjoyed by the Orthodox Church at thpesse of minority faiths

represented in Greece, and to certain patternisurch-state relations.

In terms of entanglements: the clergy of the Ortho@hurch of Greece are
remunerated and pensioned by the state; the stasetipe salaries and pensions
of the clergy, pastors and lay employees of theh@wx Church, and the
church is exempted from taxatiorState holidays are based on the religious
calendar, so that the holidays of the Greek Orthd@lourch are acknowledged
as official national holidays (well beyond the antteo which this is the norm in
other European states — see Konidaris 2003). Rure Statutory Charter of
the church must be passed by the Plenary SessidPadiament; and the
Archbishop presides over each opening sessionibP@&nt and blesses with

Holy Water each of the parliamentarians. And ofeesgdly symbolic impact is

® paragraphs 1 and 2, respectively, of Article 18cakding to Paragraph 2, ‘known’ religions are
protected by this provision. To be ‘known’ the gatin must not have a secret dogma or a hidden cult;
it must apply to the Greek state for recognitiomg ¢he cult should not offend public order and rhora
principles. The latter includes the whole set eflcmoral, social and economic principles and &fsli
prevailing in Greek society at a given period. Tdlsove conditions are enforced by the public
administration and, ultimately, by the courts. Bepastathis (1996: 84).

" Certain tax exemptions apply to other faiths adl,wehile the state receives 35% of all parish
revenues (Papastathis 1996: 86).

14



the fact that church and state leaders often jomtkside over state functions
and national holiday celebratidhsrinally, one cannot underestimate the role
of politicians themselves in entrenching such chistate links through their
own presence and contributions to religious fumsfioEach of these facts, in
varying degrees, entails an especially close oglahip between church and

state in Greece.

Of particular importance to us here is how someth& privileges of the
Orthodox Church vis-a-vis the state entail resoit on religious freedoms of
heterodox citizens and limitations on the principé equality. These
restrictions raise problems with regard to Greesgsus as a signatory to the
European Charter for Human Rights. There are skderaains in which the
Orthodox Church enjoys a privileged status oveenfaiths, but | will limit
our focus here to two: the building and operatibplaces of worship for non-
Orthodox peoples in Greece; and the applicatiotegél provisions against

proselytism.

In the first case, Greek Orthodox metropolitanst{bps presiding over the
‘metropolises’ into which the church administratisrdivided) are given a role
in the issuance of licenses for the building ofcpka of worship for minority

faiths. It is a 1939 law, enacted under the Metahemtorship, which remains

® The most obvious example is that National Independ Day, 28 of March, is also not
coincidentally a major religious holiday (the anoiation of Mary). It is interesting to note thatrohg

one of the most intense church-state conflictdstohy (over ecclesiastical property; see belowg of

the church hierarchy’s most severe reprisals wasaéto be present at the 25 March celebrations.

® This is a broad topic for which space limitatiates not allow full attention. See Kokosalakis (1987,
1995, 1996, 1997); Stavrou (1995); Demertzis (198@prgiadou (1995), esp. pp.307-10; and Paparizos
(1998).

15



in force as determinant of the rights of minoriytiis to construct churches and
operate places of worship. According to this lawydnd the usual building
permit, the construction of any church or place vadrship requires an
application for permission submitted to the Ministef Education and
Religious Affairs who, in turn, seeks the approwdl the relevant Greek
Orthodox bishop. The application must be signe&®yamilies residing in the
area. The local bishop is to forward his opinionthe Minister of Education
and Religious Affairs on the ‘necessity’ of sucbhulding (the law states that,
for the license, there must be a real need for wpr&hich cannot be satisfied
due to the lack of other churches/houses of worehifhe same dogma in the
geographical area). If a church is built withogehse, this is punishable with
jail and the local metropolitan has the right tdl dar demolition of the

building.

In fact, though, the approval of the local bishspim legal terms, an ‘opinion’
which the Minister of Education and Religious Affais required to hear, but
not to obey, in deciding on issuance of the perntiiswever, if a Ministry

chooses to permit the establishment against the ropwitan’s

recommendation, it would have to justify its demmsi In practice, the
metropolitans are almost always against such dpwaots and the Ministry
does not as a rule oppose them (Papastathis 1896TBus, in reality, the
dominant tendency today still gives priority to tlafeguarding of the
prevailing religion over true religious freedom (iMropoulos 2001: 144).

Notably, the discriminatory enforcement of thisiggtion by Greek authorities

16



has been the subject matter of a path-breaking lemskng to unreserved
condemnation of Greece by the European Court of &fuRights for practices

against religious minoritiesManoussakisind Others v. Greec&996).

The second problematic issue relates to legislatgainst proselytism.
Although the 1975 Constitution extended the lawirsggoroselytism to protect
all faiths and not solely Orthodoxy, the prevalent ey is use of this
legislation mainly to defend the Orthodox Churclaiagt the spread of other
faiths in Greece. As in the case of licenses fer lbhilding and running of
places of worship, the operative legislation onsphgtism goes back to the
time of the Metaxas dictatorship. The definitionpwbselytism is set out in a
1939 law as: ‘the attempt to intrude on the religideliefs of a person of a
different religious persuasion...by taking advantafiéis inexperience, trust,
need, low intellect, or naivet& Especially problematic here is the vague
wording of the clause, which has allowed for exggnstrict interpretation of
non-Orthodox actions. As Alivizatos (1999) notdse tmere distribution of
pamphlets and brochures, and the mailing of boakisperiodicals, have led to

prosecution and even to prison sentences.

This too has led to indictments against the Graakesn the ECtHR, most
notably in theKokkinakis v. Greece (1993)ase. This case is especially
significant, as it is the first ever case to beidied in the European Court in the

light of Article 9 of the European Convention on rhlan Rights (ECHR),

19 aw 1672/1939. See Alivizatos 1999: 30 for thd éperative definition of proselytism (the above
quotation is an excerpt), and for an analysis obfamatic aspects of the definition.

17



which protects the freedom of thought, consciencel aeligion. Mr.

Kokkinakis, a Greek national who converted to Jelmw Witnesses, was
arrested over sixty times on the charge that hepsasticing proselytism. The
court condemned the Greek state for infringing on Kbkkinakis’ right to

religious freedom. At the same time, it ruled tmémber states have a
legitimate interest to prosecute ‘improper prossigt (which, according to

Article 9 of the ECHR, is understood as abusivaudiulent, or employing

violent means). Significantly, the court did notcidee the Greek law on
proselytism incompatible with the European Conwamtisince the law could
also be seen as a means to protect the rights reaedoim of others. Thus,
although the Greek provision on proselytism is itjeaimed at protecting the
social status of the Greek Orthodox Church, andatpe this way in practice,
the Greek law on proselytism was deemed legitimatas much as it applied
to ‘improper proselytism’ (which wasot judged to be the case in Kokkinakis)

(Martinez-Torron and Navarro-Valls 2004).

It should be clear that in both cases of the lag@h on the building places of
worship and on proselytism, it is not so much tleemial constitutional
establishment of the Orthodox Church of Greecepasvailing’ which is the
crux of the problem, nor specific legislation, bite advantages to the
Orthodox Church which exist practice(and, as suggested above, neither has
the ECtHR countered this formidable trend). Thesalpges, as we shall see,
continue to exist due to the compleeraction between the religion-national

identity link, established patterns in church-stegtations, and the political

18



impact which results from both of these factors gaila, then, a series of

contingencies.

Finally, in the domain of church-state conflictns the 1974 return to
democracy there have been three major instancelBusth-state conflict (and
more numerous minor ones than can be listed hewstlict over church
property; over changes to the civil code; and aber reference to religious
affiliation on the national identity cards. Thestiof these began in 1985, when
a Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK) governnearhe to power after
an intense campaign including the revision of chigiate relations. Arguing
that the state’s covering of the whole of the chigdunctional expenses was a
large burden on the state budget, the governmempoped reform in the
management of church estate and the vyielding of phrthe vast church
property to the state. The then Minister of Edwratand Religious Affairs
Antonis Tritsis introduced laws 1700/1988 on ‘tlegulation of issue of church
estate’, and 1811/1988 on ‘the vyielding of forest agricultural estates of the
monasteries of the Church of Greece to the publibe plan provoked acute
reactions from the church hierarchy, which argueat the provisions were

unlawful in their lack of provision of an exchangdavour of the church.

The state offered a counter-proposal, also rejebtedhe church. The latter
took the case to the Greek Supreme Court (‘Counicibtate’, StE), which
ruled in favour of the state. Finally, followingréats from the Archbishop

(Seraphim, at the time) that the church would plypldeclare itself as ‘under
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prosecution’, a series of personal meetings betvieenArchbishop and the
Prime Minister yielded a ‘temporary’ impasse whadntinues until today. The
1988 law was never fully applied; Minister Tritsessigned in personal protest;

and certain monasteries took their cases to thelECt

Under the same government there was also consldemision over the state’s
‘progressive’ efforts to reform the civil code. Tlgovernment introduced
legislative change towards equality of the sexesyithinalisation of adultery,
end of the dowry system, etc. One such proposedgehavas to make civil
marriage required; this became a central pointnténse struggle between
church and state. Again, in this case, the statepcomised under pressure
from the church, and civil marriage was simply maateoption and legally
equal to religious marriage. This remained a sssead, with repeated calls on
the part of certain scholars and politicians fdiom® of marriage laws, and
defensive expressions of fear, on the part of theah, that the state might try
again to ‘get its way’ on the matter (Prodromou 3;9ollis 2003). And in fact
it receives new attention, at the time of writimgth debates on a ‘cohabitation
law’ introduced in early 2008 by the current Newnieracy government (see

below).

By far the most potent church-state conflict iner@cyears was that over the
identity cards — beginning in 2000 when the themm@rMinister Simitis
announced the planned removal of religious affdiatfrom the national

identity cards. The ‘identity card crisis’ has beeidely studied and analysed,
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from a number of different perspectives (Molokotasderman 2007,

Stavrakakis 2003; Fokas 2006). For our purposesillisuffice to emphasise

certain dimensions of the conflict — in particultélie interrelatedness of the
three areas of the religion-national identity linkyurch-state relations and
privileges enjoyed by the Orthodox Church of Greeswl the role of agency.
Archbishop Christodoulos was very much the protagon this issue, from the
first moment of criticising the state for takingcbua policy decision without
consulting the church (i.e., claiming the priviletpat the church ought to be
consulted on a policy protecting private data e lwith a European Union

directive).

Christodoulos sought to reverse the decision blgegatg signatures to call for
a referendum (in spite of the fact that he was,tblg the President of the
Republic, that a referendum call through such acgse would be
unconstitutional). In order to gather these sigrestuhe relied very much on
the religion-national identity link by representitige church as a protector of
the nation. For example, during the mass protestsidtiared: ‘We will not
become grave-diggers of our ethnos. We are momne thay who want to
destroy the country. The People endorsgd {vhat | say. Let there then be a

referendum’ (Antoniadou 2000a).

Further, the Archbishop maintained that the upcgmprefectural and
municipal elections would be held ‘in the shadowtlé identity card issue’,

and he called on all political parties to ‘honestiform the electorate what they
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will do after the elections on the identity cargue’ (‘The identity cards
poison’ 2002). Christodoulos lost the identity-cénattle with the state, in the
sense that religious affiliation was, in fact, ramd from the new identity cards
being printed. But it may be argued that he won @ in the sense that,
indeed, to a large extent the electiavesre held in the shadow of the identity
cards, with Christodoulos hinting at church-favalcandidates in his widely
publicised sermons, and with candidates of bothnnpairties seeking, in an
especially public way, his blessing prior to theatibns. This extra soft
approach towards the Archbishop extended evenetdhin Foreign Minister
George Papandreou in his consultation with the Bigtiop on the Annan Plan
for Cyprus (2002), prior to the government’s takany official stance on it. In
short, we see here an example of the feared casésl fby politicians in any

conflict with the church.

These feared costs also go a long way towards iexpjathe status quo in
general regarding church privileges within the ¢ibmigsonal framework.

Meanwhile, on the part of the church, we have dhdeaders rely on and
promote a religion-national identity link in efferto maintain those privileges
(including of course the financial benefits entdjleBut of course, church
attitudes and actions vary significantly accorditeg the church hierarchy

makeup, as we shall see below.
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3.3 Agency — 1998-2008

As far as church leaders go, Christodoulos’ peispecon church-state

relations was amongst his distinguishing markere Archbishop set the tone
in his first month in the archbishopric — whichshould be noted, coincided
with parliamentary discussions on the forthcomir@nstitutional revisions

(including the question of a possible revision imuich-state relations): he
denounced ‘those who want the shrinking of the chubecause they know
that the nation owes its existence to the churglivigatos 1999). Indeed, a

perennial theme throughout his period of influeneas the necessary role
played by the church, and by Greek Orthodoxy, aserving the Greek nation.
In fact, Christodoulos’ voice on this theme in soo@ses was devoid of any
mention of the church or of the Orthodox faith géther; rather, he spoke as if

on behalf of the Greek people as a whole. For ei@mp

| worry about our national issues because | seeplaas are being
promoted which come into conflict with our rightlyxderstood
national interests. We Greeks won our independete sacrifice
and blood and freed the parts of the so-called €deemed’
Hellenism. We cannot lose them today... (Christode@006)

This stance, together with hactionsin the realm of politics (e.g., on the
identity card issue), won Christodoulos a great déariticism. The critique is

perhaps most acute in the aftermath of his deathirathe transition to new
church leadership. For brevity’'s sake, | will foous the critique in the latter

period, as expressed in the print media.
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According to one journalist, ‘most, friends and ,foecognised him as first a
popular leader and second a religious leader’ (Mareli 2008}". The same
perspective is evident in particular newspapeclartitles: “The intense state-
church relationship. Christodoulos took a stanceainmajor national and
social issues, but avoided “touching” ecclesiastisaues’ (Kambili 2008a);
and ‘The end of a 10-year “war” (Kambili 2008b).céording to one
journalist, under Christodoulos the church ‘preednain ethnocentric face,
reigniting the schema of Helleno-Christianism, seuof exploitation and

trouble for many citizens in post-war history’ (Haki 2008).

Likewise, reporting on the newly elected leronymgsiorities frequently
entailed implicit critique of Christodoulos: lerangs’ stated focus on the
repairing of relations with the Ecumenical Patieate reminded of
Christodoulos’ role in damaging them. And leronym@ndency towards a
synodal administration of the church, stating i3 maugural address that
‘Christ is our leader and Christ said whoever wantde first must be the
servant of all’, was described as ‘not person-ee&ntsuggesting the contrast
with that under Christodoulos (Kalimeri 2008). Opmurnalist draws the
contrast more explicitly, reminding readers thatri€tbdoulos’ inaugural
address was focused, instead, on exploring hisa®Rrimate, the ‘First’ in the

Greek Orthodox Church (Antoniadou 2008b).

It should be noted that there were also a numbeomplementary newspaper articles. Amongst
these is this particular newspaper article citexljte author deems Christodoulos worthy of praise
especially for locating the pulse of Greek society.
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Change introduced by leronymos is another recutiee in the newspaper
coverage, where the term ‘new page’ factors proniige‘the new page in the
book of the Church of Greece seems that it wiltedifa lot from the previous
one’ (Antoniadou 2008b); ‘the church, for 10 yedinsed the dynamic but also
exuberance of Christodoulos. Now, the hierarchg@athat the church had to
move from the “I” to the “we” and to return to i®/nodal course, with a
prudent, low-key (meaningfully so) archbishop a& head’ (Kalokairinos
2008). His shunning of television cameras was eajpecstriking to certain
journalists: ‘without clanging of cymbals and caagthe new archbishop of
Athens changes the face of the Church of Greecebiitegs it closer to
Orthodox tradition of humility and love towards leel human beings’ (‘The
Church of the 21st Century’ 2008). In an articlditead ‘Mr. leronymos
changes everything’, the new situation is describederms of television
cameras being replaced by welfare concerns (Andoni&008c). ‘This is how

we want the church’, suggests one MP (SifounakB200

Special attention was paid, in the days followihg tlection, to leronymos’
perspective on church-state relations. Prefaced joyrnalist's announcement
that ‘the views of the Archbishop have won the suppf most of the political

world’, leronymos is cited in stating

We are not political but ecclesiastical men. We &rst and
necessarily agents and expressers of the proplggticof the
priesthood. This means that the church has a dugypress its voice

not in order to contest the institutions, or to m@blved in policies
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and party disputes, but to express its anxiety whéeels that the

degradation of morals and values undermines therdubf the

people of God [notably, not dfie nation... (Antoniadou 2008e).
To add weight to these words of the new archbisloog, journalist harkens
back to leronymos’ stance and statements whilstdypetitan of Thebes, when
he emphatically objected to what he called ‘extstractivities’ on the part of
the church, stating that ‘Church and state mudd @indifferent language of
communication’ (Kalimeri 2008b). Clearly, leronymasn many friends in the
media for his church-state views, and introducedement of hope that a
significant change was taking place, one which mighmirrored by the state:
‘[leronymos] believes in distinctive roles, he fodls them rigorously, but he

demands the same of the other side’ (Kalokairirafx8.

leronymos’ church-state perspectives were putéadist quite forcefully in his
first weeks in the archbishopric, and in ways agauticating the complex
interplay between the religion-nation link, chustiate relations, and the role
of agency. The first challenge came within dayshisf enthronement, in the
form of another revival of ‘th&kopiand — the issue of the use of the name
‘Macedonia’ by Greece’s former-Yugoslav neighbodie Holy Synod,
convening for the first time under leronymos, rdbdfthe idea of a mass rally
on the issue, calling for ‘unity, consensus, m&pand prudence’ (‘Fears cloud
crucial round’ 2008). According to one newspapdicksy, ‘The election of
leronymos as Archbishop of Athens and All Greeca spoke in the wheel of

all those in the Holy Synod...who thought they comliduence foreign policy’
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(‘Loyalists across the political spectrum’ 2008y Bhose in the Holy Synod’
the article means (and indicates) Metropolitan Ants of Thessaloniki, a
champion in the ‘Macedonia is Greek’ campaign, wirwmr to the Holy

Synod’s aforementioned statement on the matterdeathred that there would
‘definitely be one — two — good mass rallies’ oe thsue (Antoniadou 2008d).
This was the first clear sign of major differenae®pinion in the Holy Synod

under the new archbishop.

The second challenge to leronymos’ church-statspeetives — and, more
poignantly, challenge to synodal unity — arose diaergovernment’s plans to
introduce a cohabitation law. On 13 March 2008,hdishop leronymos met
with the Justice Minister, at the latter’s requastprder to discuss the state’s
plans on the matter; the Minster was reportedlyridr about a potential
backlash from the church. The Archbishop’s statadce on the matter was in
line with his aforementioned perspective on the@laf the church in relation

to the state and to politics:

There are clear limits and in respect to this mattee church does
not have the right to ask for it [the cohabitatiaw] to be watered
down or to have any other request granted...Somel@edm have
certain problems choose to regulate their liveth@&r own way. The
church cannot keep a check on this by enforcingsones like the

police (‘Church clears cohabitation law’ 2008).

The media, and politicians, received leronymospoese with surprise and

relief (Antoniadou 2008e).
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Thus it came as a surprise to most observers whexe days later (17 March)
the Holy Synod announced its opposition to the gowent's plan. More
shocking still was the wording of the Synod’s opmi drafted — it should be
noted — by Metropolitan Anthimos: ‘The church adsepnd blesses the
established wedding, according to Orthodox tradgjand considers any other
type of similar relationship to be prostitutionCfiurch against cohabitation’
2008). Clearly, leronymos’ perspective was not stiaby all the Synod.
leronymos reportedly accepted that the Synod’s ntgjopinion on the draft
law was negative, but was unaware of the wordinghef Synod’'s official
statement on the matter (see ‘leronymos ire: Aty angry with wording’
2008). In his next Sunday sermon, leronymos cdtle@ more tolerant church,
suggesting that the church should be more openadirahd less moralizing:
‘the church is what Christ wants it to be, not wpabple want it to be...We are
giving the impression that the role of the churgha force people to be good’
(‘leronymos wants a more tolerant church’ 2008) wdwer, tension over the
issue only heightened when the question arose whétle government would
eventually extend the same legislation to homodecoaples, with Anthimos
declaring that such a decision would degrade thmamuspecies and ‘make

them equal to animals’ (‘Letter from Thessalon&@08)~.

Such tensions continue and many others are ceadainse. It should be clear,

from this brief attention to the question of agemathin the church during this

121t should be noted that months later, in his fidtiress to a gathering of the full synod includitig
metropolitans of the Church of Greece (24 June R088nymos delivered a solemn reflection on the
synod’s weaknesses in not having a truly synodalimidtration and being characterised instead by
elements of autarchy. See leronymos (2008).
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limited time period, that there are vastly differgerspectives amongst the
church hierarchy on the place of the church in ghblic sphere, leading to

vastly different actions on the part of the churchelation to the state.

The purpose of this reference to the historical palitical context of Greek
Orthodoxy has been to reveal the weaknesses belineralised conceptions
of Orthodoxy which point to organic links betweealigion and national
identity, and between church and state. Far frogamc, we have seen the
links between religion and national identity asihgwdeveloped within a very
specific historical context, where political intst® more than theology have
influenced the shape of these links. Meanwhile, ha@e seen church-state
relations built and perpetuated upon the lattertingant foundation, with de
facto far more than de jure influences at play.abyn a focus on the role of
agency has shown two modes of church leadership waistly different
attitudes to the relationships between religion aatonal identity and between
church and state; it has also drawn attention vergences within the church

hierarchy on these matters.

4. Reassessing the place of religion in the Greeklgic sphere
Church-state relations have been, and remain,warest theme of discussion
and debate in Greece. This discussion saw a renemgtus with the election
of a new archbishop. Shortly after leronymos’ etectthe newspapéro Vima

ran a long piece entitled ‘What should the roleh&f church be?’ (10 February
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2008), where three scholars — Nikos Mouzelis, Mish&tathopoulos, and

loannis Konidaris — were invited to address thestjan.

For Mouzelis, the differentiation between churchl atate remains at very low
levels in Greece. He describes the close interhginof church and state
functions, particularly during Christodoulos’ rejgand argues that to some
extent this has to do with the ‘explosive, extrgyrahbitious personality of the
Archbishop’. But it also has to do with the lackio$titutional differentiation

between the religious and the political spheres.pgéirspective on resolution of
the problem is revealed in the title of his articecessary the separation from
the state’. In this, he echoes an indeed famildgression amongst many

Greeks.

Stathopoulos’ contribution, ‘Faith and religiousddom’ reads like a wish-list
for the shape of the new church. The text outlfdghopoulos’ perspective on
what the role of the church ought to be: it shaapen itself to society, but with
an ecclesiastical voice, not a political one; ib@wd be conciliatory and
tolerant; it must reconcile itself with human righthe church should avoid
megalomanic behaviours and demagogy; it should davoationalistic

exaltations; and — closing on that recurrent thenieshould discuss with the

state the establishment, also in practice, of ttisiinctive roles.

For his part, Konidaris gives pause to reflect loe term ‘distinctive roles’. In
his contribution entitled ‘The letter and the dpiff the law], he draws

attention to the fact that since the end of the7iBé dictatorship, there has
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been a somewhat constant discussion of ‘distinetes’ of church and state.
‘Political and ecclesiastical rulers tend to toyttwit like candy in order to
avoid the substance of the matter’ — i.e., the ifipegefinition of these terms
and roles (Konidaris 2008a). Both sides draw thendaries in different places,
and so instead a superficial discussion continelesiling a reiteration of the

need to establish ‘distinctive roles’, but with i@l efforts to delimit these.

Indeed, much of the discussion on the place ogieli in the Greek public
sphere focuses on tlseparation gf or distinct roles foy church and state. For
Antonis Karkagiannis (Editor oKathimerini newspaper), our conversation is
misguided, and the critical question is ‘who shoségharate from whom?’ We
mistake power with influence, he suggests: fthftuenceof the ecclesiastical
reality on the social body proceeds from the histliie, the spiritual lives, and
deeper culture of the people’. Thus, by extendi@cjsions regarding religion’s
public place must resonate with the ‘age-old carsme and the cultural
foundations of the majority population’. With thirs mind, Karkagiannis asks:
are those calling for separation aiming at thathef church from the state, or

rather of the church from the nation?’ (Karkagia2006).

Clearly, this is a poignant question, and it bringgo another dimension in the
Greek debates on the place of religion in the puihere — that questioning
our conceptions of ‘public’ and ‘private’, which oburse has implications for
the place of religion in relation to the state ation. Pantelis Kalaitzidis (2007)

guides us adeptly through these debates. Makingreete to a number of
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Greek scholars’ (theologians and sociologists)img# on the subject, and also
drawing on insights from philosophical discussitweyond the Greek context,
Kalaitzidis opens the discussion by noting thag¢ ‘ffnivate is not antithetical to
the social and the communal, and does not neclssagan individual, but
rather [it means] non governmental, and not rel&textate power’; meanwhile,
the ‘public’ should not be confused with the ‘sta(@007: 137). In fact,
Kalaitzidis argues, we ought to maintain a perspectof three clear
dimensions: the state, the public, and the privAteordingly, he and other
scholars he cites argue that beyond its placedrptivate sphere, religion, and
the church, can and should have a public presesngee its natural space is
society and specifically civil society. Followingoln Karkagiannis then, the
argument is that it is anatter of factthat the church, in the Greek case,
rightfully occupies a place in the public spherg, yrtue of the will of its
majority population, in that religion is a publiodanot only a private issue.

However, this can only be rightfully the case when:

a. the ‘public’ is distinguished from the state ané gpovernment (public
being broader than both the latter);

b. the church’s right to interference in the publihege is subject to the
terms and limits of that public sphere, includingrtan rights; religious
freedoms; tolerance of difference; and distinctieées of church and
state

c. the church’s role in the public sphere does nat ateanpowerin that
space; nor does it mean the right to a voice omsslles in the public
space (e.g., foreign policy; national issues; metio identity;

demographic problems, etc.)

32



d. the church must understand its sphere of influemeenot over ‘the
Greeks’ in general, and its reference must notdoéhé national and
patriotic community of the faithful but towards theschatological,
Eucharistic and hyper-ethnic community of the faitifand the list goes
on...).

But Kalaitzidis, echoing of course many other obsees of the Greek Church,
notes that this hasot been the case in the Greek context. We canndécin
have an intelligent discussion about the role difji@ in the Greek public

sphere, Kalaitzidis argues:

All this discussion cannot relate in a meaningfalywo our church,
as much as it will remain stubbornly and fearfullgpped in the
form and the model of the constantinian periodidestate character
and its nationalist-patriotic role [and] as longtasill stay...fixed to
the model of the ‘Christian society’, of which itnagines it is
spiritual ruler and sole representative, even @ays circumstances
of pluralistic democracy. The dialogue on the plat¢he church in
the public sphere concerns churches that have @ect@podernity,
pluralism, criticism and self criticism, and thanmiples of an open
society, churches that perceive in a productive Waychallenges,
the gaps and the incontinences of post-modernitys @ust finally
decide in what world, in what society and in whaa & lives!
(Kalaitzidis 2007: 161)

In the extent to which this is the case, what i thason for this state of
affairs? It has been suggested above that thericet@aontingencies which led

to a particular relationship between religion aradional identity, and which
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underpinned the trajectory of Greek church-stalations, serve as a primary

place to look to understand such trends.

For many, ‘full separation of church and state’ais absolute necessity in
Greece, not least for the reasons of removing drarto the implementation of
human rights and religious freedoms. However, tie@dso strong opposition
to this point of view (Stavrakakis 2003). Certainbhurch-state separation
alone is not a panacea (Stavrakakis 2003). Thishnmiclear in the fact that
closer (on paper) church-state relations in otheuntries lead to fewer
problems of religious rights limitations than ingéce. And indeed, as a notion
‘full church-state separation’ is in some ways @dny (the most ‘secular’ of
states with strict church-state separation areghbto be the United States and
France — both cases where, in fact, the entanglsnaérreligion with policy
are rather intricate. On this see Berger, Davie okbs 2008). At the same
time, certainly formally eradicating the constitutal privileges enjoyed by the
Greek Orthodox Church is a healthy starting poamte which could have a

trickle-down effect into society in general.

But such measures would have to be accompaniedhay efforts which will
effectuate a long-term, but steady and coherentegss of change — efforts
focused on the aforementioned operative and corleatéactors which
(directly or indirectly) lead to limitations on rgious freedoms and equality.
For example, alteration of the way history is taughschools and the place of

religion and the church in this, thus helping lé@a@ better educated public less
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accepting of exploitations of church-state linkspgort for politicians risking
political losses by resisting inappropriate intezfeces from the church, if and
as they arise and, by the same token, some syster@pomand for those
politicians who instead manipulate church-stat&dito their political benefit
(something which will be much more conceivable uflthng upon the former
suggestion re education of the public); and supiporprogressive’ clergy who
resist the banal and clichéd links between religiod nation, church and state

and, rather, seek to cultivate the church’s sgltitaission.

5. Conclusion

The current debates on the place of religion inGheek public sphere come at
an interesting moment in the trajectory of religionthe European public
sphere, marked by lively discussion about the motb a European ‘secular
neutrality’. On the one hand, we have popularditgre voicing a hardline pro-
secularism (of which Richard DawkinsThe God Delusionis a most
conspicuous piece), and on the other, an increlgsuagal, and proliferating,
group of scholars criticising the secularist asstimng prevalent in the
European context and in some cases, calling fpost-secular Europe’, where
religion has a legitimate place in the Europeanlipugphere (e.g., Jurgen
Habermas (2006), Jose Casanova (2006), Francisy&oiau (2006), William
Connolly (2005), Charles Taylor (2007), Talal Asé&03), Veit Bader

(2007)).
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Such discussions rarely, if at all, address Ortiomtmtexts. Greece offers one
example of a struggle over religion in the pubpbeare, one of course different
from that in western Europe, where the focus issecular neutrality and on
whether space can and should be made for religBun. the overarching

similarity is the significant fact of &tate of fluxaround religion. In this

context, what is needed is discussion as broadbedas possible on the
distinctions between state, public, and privateneoiporating also Orthodox

contexts (not least given the eastward expansiohecEuropean Union).

With this aim in mind, it is important to developfiamer understanding of
religion in Orthodox contexts, beyond the prevalganheralised perspectives
addressed above. Even a superficial comparativeroapip to different
Orthodox contexts introduces critical nuance, deidinces begin to emerge
between various majority and minority faith setingurther, as demonstrated
through a focused examination of the Greek case]itltks between religion
and national identity are very much contingent,tlsat assumptions about
Orthodox norms in this case tend to be inaccumateadistorical. Meanwhile,
church-state relations to a very large extent ¥olltogically from the
established (however contingent) religion-natiowintity links and, further,
are shaped more by social rather than by eitheoldbeal or even legal
factors. And though it is too early in leronymosla as archbishop to draw
conclusions about significant changes being intcedy certainly by all

available measures one can determine that the &moke approach of his
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leadership run counter to the popular stereotypesirading about Orthodox

churches.

This much should suffice at least as a startingtpoi re-focus our attention on
actual factors at play behind the events and depwedmts that lead to the
stereotypes. On such a firmer basis, we are battgrared for an assessment of
how to address problem areas (e.g. contestingdbialsde facto influences,
beyond the de jure realities). We are also thutebptepared for a constructive
discussion on religion in the European public spherclusive of Orthodox

contexts.
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