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eing A } » New Creation«
Challenges, 1S10NS and S12ns of Hope

by Gennadios Limourts, (Jjeneva

ver SINCEe the Vancouver ssembly 985 the attention of the 618 Councıl of
urches has been ocused »Justice, Peace and the ntegrıity of Creation«, concılıar
DIOCCSS IC has gıven the ecumenı1cal 18l  S elan, has sıgnıfıcantly stimu-
ate'! discussıon about the unıty of the Church and has challenged theolog1ans and the
WCC member and non-member churches, includıng the oman atholıc Church, Z  n
theır OW. stand thıs 1SSue.

Thıs promıi1sıng development, however, also isplays SOINC raw-backs IThe discussıon
about the present meanıng of creation and ıfs ntegrity OT the diverse 1ssue of the OVEe-
nant, »the concılıar DIOCCSS of mutual commitment«* and ıts octrinal and soc1ı1al under-
standıng in OUT times, 15 ogradually succumbıng the threat of becomıng strict dog-
matıc reaction be conducted exclusıvely Dy theolog1ans hınkıng only in terms
of theır OW international church perspectives in VICEW of theıir tradıtions and teachings.
The hon's chare of attention has been directed toward the concılıar DTrOCCSS that, g1ven the

COMNCEIN for the threatened envıronment, it 15 irue have owerful wınd in 1ts
saılls.

The JPIC discussıon in terms of ıts diverse and complex character has become, C-
lally urıng the last {1ve YCars increasıngly urdene! wıth thıs andıcap. er these
CIrcumstances the eou Convocatıon ıIn 1990, where theologıical reflection and discus-
S10N brought the ole 1Ssue and CONCETINS real »1mbrogl110« and where ONC Was

unable reach ecumenical CONSCNHNSUS, Was also under for speedy results In
dec1s10ns Dy the churches and complete commıtment the JPIC Vv1is1ıon and goal

On the other hand, the WOT. al large, wıth ıts threats lıfe, Shows partıcular interest
oday In ecologıcal 1SSUEeS such d environmental CONCEINS, pollution, deforestatıon, DOV-
eIty, hunger, eic However the churches dıd nOL place these 1SSUEeS ser10usly AI ONS theır
priorities feel al least challenged Dy the JPIC CONCEINS

In spıte of the promi1sıng developments of the Vancouver ssembly (1983) and the
CoOuragement and endorsement of Canberra (1991) JPIC has not yet resulted in integ-

The maın PUITDOSC of the followıng 18 nNOL repeat hat has already een saıld written Varı0ous
OCCAaS10oNns from Orthodox poin of 1e6W concerning the JPIC 1SSUE, but rather explore 11CW ArcCcas of chal-
lenges, offerıng N Insıghts 1C} ave not yel een reilecte:| discussed and IC chould be substantıal
contrıibution LO the continumg JPIC PDIOCCSS. On the er hand ave volilded reflect NC 1L11OIC the
tradıtıona) CONCEDIS 16 emerged in the JPIC PTFOCCSS during the recent VCAaIS, 1€. concıharıty, the eology of
creatıon, Covenant, covenantıng, eic

C: the Statement of the EKastern and Orıjental Orthodox representatives and particıpants 1n the (10108 (CONVO-
catıon, 1990, hıch strongly expressed theır CONCETINS the 1SSuUes of »Covenan(t«, »Covenantıng« and
»renewıng (OUT COvenan:! ıth God«
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rated discussıon concerning the 1SSUES of the eology of creation (conducted maınly Dy
1TC and Soclety«) and the theologzy of the sacramentSs, 1C 18 takıng place exclu-
sıvely in al and eT. Ihus NOL much has been achl1eved CVCI) regardıng the eXxpectla-
t10n that ecumenıical agreement In the AdIcCcas of baptısm, eucharıst and minıstry WOU also
bear frunt In roader discussıon I the faıthful about the problems confronting
them In theır aıly eccles1al 1ıfe and work. In thıs respect it 18 strıkıng that In the Jomt
consultatıon creation in Dublın (1988) attempt W d in fact made establısh rela-
t1on between the JPIC Programme and the Faıth and er study roject »Confessing
the One Faıth«>, but unfortunately ollow-up substantial collaboratiıon WeEeIC

reached*.
TOmM the pomnt of VIEW of the hıgh expectatıon followıng the Vancouver ssembly,

thıs 1S extremely disappominting development 4C churches and theologıans have, In
partıcular, expressed after the eou Convocatıon, especlally ASs the JPIC Programme also
led consıderable financıal difficulties and implicatıons for the churches and the WCC
In partıcular.

Is it nNOoTL time after almost 45 In the history Of- the WCC ın partıcular,
change thıs ecumenıcal maxımalıstic and trıump.  1st1ic WaY and attıtude of projecting
and dealıng wıth PITOSTAMUNCS of 10 several in theır PIOCCSS have eiıther collapsed OT

WeTC completely abandoned, others WEIC re-oriented 0)8 al least eached theır CON-

goal and remaıned unfinıshed? Why dıd the governing bodies takı  e’ ser10usly
the essSsoNs of the ecumenı1cal pasti ın order discuss and maybe TeVIEW theır DIOS-
ammatıc policıes the dec1ısıon-makıng process? Is ıt nOoTt the time that the ecumenı1cal

S>COIINNCS down earth« and realı7zes In and pragmatıc WaY that the
church unıty 1ssue has been drıven VE far fIrom 1ts inıtıal priority, 0al and VIS1ION DBASI)

though the ecumenı1cal and the WCC member churches have attempted SCV-

eral times efresh theır V1S1ON, but they WeIC unahle keep the »Tlame« of ıts CCU-

menı1cal memorI1es, cCommıtment and ıts ploneers contrıbution alıve” But there 18 hope,
and 1t has be sald that the ecumenıical has contrıbuted ın INa y AICcas and
helped the churches SIOW UD ecumeniı1cally and challenged them into the
les1al unıty PTOCCSS.

The cConversations at eoul, d well ds ıts maın results, WEIC much eritic1zed nNOL only
Dy Orthodox partiıcıpants but later also by theolog1ans, Protestants in particular. PTE
Was eneral worldwıde feelıng that the Convocatıon Was firstly not ell repared, and
WL member churches ın partıcular felt that for such international gathering the ut-
MOST chould have been done; secondly, Seoul eology Was iırrelevant and resolutions,
reflections and aflfırmatıons, propose In 0)8 VE nalve WaY, WEIC maınly
ase' the horizontal secularızed ethıc of classıcal humanısm.

Perhaps the theolog1ans ll ave do better, ASs Nıetzsche used Sa y In the Tadı-
tion of the Church they 11l fınd adequate materı1al, but about 4C Tradıtion AICc

Ö Gosling TLimourıis Ed.) Creation and the ingdom of (J0d (Consultatıon ıth Faıth and Order),
Church and Society Document 89, Geneva 088

E Martien Brinkmann, (reatiıon and S5acrament, xchange 19:3 (1990) 205
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talkıng” ere 1s CONSCNSUS of the dıfferent Chrıstian confessions and deno-
mıinatıions the 1ssue? It SÜü1 needs 8 be tudiıed and elaborated further.

For Chrıstian hope, though ıt MUSL SCCIM utopıan 18 COINIMNON 1Ss NOT problematı-
cal And 0Ug ıt 1S »evidence of 1ngs« 1t 1s NnOoTt revelatıon of statıc truth, but
revolutionary ynamıc It thıs world verdıicts because ıt 1s ase. dıvıne,
NOL human, humanısm. God SCCS >INan« (anthropos) deified Man 15 »Co-I1turgos«In COINMON work: »He who believes In l do the work do, and he 11l do CVCN
greater« (Jn 12) It 1s 8(0)1 question of miracles but of somethıng INOoTe than miracle

the Justice of God struggling the dehumanization O the WOT. pOVerTY,hunger and ea|
Ihe Justice of God ca for word Irom the Church Proclaiming, d> it does, impera-t1ves of CONSCIeENCE, only the Church g1ve soul eCOoNOMIC development, and de-

velopment Cal spiırıtual values d ell As Berdiaev, the Russ1an philosopher, used
Sa y »Bread for 15 materı1al question, real for ne1ghbour 1s spırıtual QUCS-t10n. <<

Hence the TIAhOdOX contrıbution and their task In the JPIC PTOCCSS Was draw
socı1al ecclesi0logy Out of the 1D1I1Ca tradıtion and the Church Fathers., and
theologize the three arcas through ıts 1ve: and experienced eccles1al 1fe into ITradıtion.>

The Church of rst, eing NOTL of thıs WOT. but abıding In an  or the WOT. Cannot
remaın outsıde the events and be indıifferent® tragıc sıtuations and the ecologıcalchanges takıng place in ıt Contemporary 1ıfe Ssets diverse questions 1C the Church
has respond, basıng ıtself Holy Scriptures and eccles1al Iradıtion Dy makıng uUse of
developments In eology. mong INanYy of the events experienced ally 15 the problemof the interconnectedness of humanıty wıth surroundıng nature 16 lately 15 drawıingeneral attention the catastrophıc CONSCQUCNCES of the exploltation of the world
OUTCES and enviıronmental pollution.

oday ONeE of the fundamental Causes of the ecologıical CTISIS 1s usually saıd be the
INCursion into Nature of the hıghly developed sclentific and technological cCıvilization of
Western soclety.

The aspıration of human beings aster Nature Was restraıned researchers HEG®
Ssume NOTL only because of the insufficiıent development of clence and technology, but
also because of psychological barriers.

The real dıfficulty in today's ecCONOMIC and soc1lal problems 15 that they only be
solved by spiırıtual princıiple.

When the Patristic per10| analyzed the CONnceptions of Justice In relatıon
dıvine act of creation for the sake of the ole humanity, ıt Must have been struck

Limouris Ed.) Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation, nsıghts Irom Orthodoxy, Geneva 1990 Thısvolume includes reports and Papcers presented [WO Inter-Orthodox Consultations 1n preparatıon of the eouConvocation (Sofia/Bulgaria 9087 iınsk/USSR
C Ecumenical Patriarch Dıimitrios On the Day of the Protection of the Envıronment, anar 1989, Enthodoxy and the Ecological CTISIS, Gland/Switzerland 1990, »In 1e6W of hıs world) sıtuation, theChurch of Christ Cannot remaın unmovedBeing a »New Creation«  21  talking? Where is a common consensus of the different Christian confessions and deno-  minations on the issue? It still needs to be studied and elaborated further.  For Christian hope, though it must seem utopian to common sense, is not problemati-  cal. And though it is »evidence of things unseen«, it is not revelation of static truth, but a  revolutionary dynamic. It overturns this world's verdicts because it is based on divine,  not human, humanism. God sees »man« (anthropos) deified. Man is God's »CO-liturgos«  in a common work: »He who believes in me will do the work I do, and he will do even  greater« (Jn 14:12). It is not a question of miracles but of something more than a miracle  — the justice of God struggling to overcome the dehumanization of the world, poverty,  hunger and death.  The justice of God calls for a word from the Church. Proclaiming, as it does, impera-  tives of conscience, only the Church can give a soul to economic development, and de-  velopment can serve spiritual values as well. As Berdiaev, the Russian philosopher, used  to say: »Bread for me is a material question, bread for my neighbour is a spiritual ques-  tion.«  Hence the Orthodox contribution to and their task in the JPIC process was to draw a  social ecclesiology out of the biblical tradition and the Church Fathers, and to try to  theologize the three areas through its lived and experienced ecclesial life into Tradition.°  The Church of Christ, being not of this world, but abiding in and for the world, cannot  remain outside the events and be indifferent® to tragic situations and to the ecological  changes taking place in it. Contemporary life sets diverse questions to which the Church  has to respond, basing itself on Holy Scriptures and ecclesial Tradition by making use of  developments in theology. Among many of the events experienced daily is the problem  of the interconnectedness of humanity with surrounding nature which lately is drawing  general attention to the catastrophic consequences of the exploitation of the world's re-  sources and environmental pollution.  Today one of the fundamental causes of the ecological crisis is usually said to be the  incursion into Nature of the highly developed scientific and technological civilization of  Western society.  The aspiration of human beings to master Nature was restrained — researchers pre-  sume — not only because of the insufficient development of science and technology, but  also because of psychological barriers.  The real difficulty in today's economic and social problems is that they can only be  solved by recourse to a spiritual principle.  When the Patristic period analyzed the conceptions of Jjustice or peace in relation to  God's divine act of creation for the sake of the whole humanity, it must have been struck  > G, Limouris (Ed.), Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation, Insights from Orthodoxy, Geneva 1990. This  volume includes reports and papers presented at two Inter-Orthodox Consultations in preparation of the Seoul  Convocation (Sofia/Bulgaria 1987 — Minsk/USSR 1989).  © Cf. Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios I., On the Day of the Protection of the Environment, Phanar 1989, Or-  thodoxy and the Ecological Crisis, Gland/Switzerland 1990, pp. 3: »In view of this (world) situation, the  Church of Christ cannot remain unmoved ... we paternally urge ... all the faithful in the World to admonish  themselves and their children to respect and protect the natural environment, and all who are entrusted with the  responsibility of governing the nations to act without delay taking all necessary measures for the protection and  preservation of natural creation.«paternally UrSCBeing a »New Creation«  21  talking? Where is a common consensus of the different Christian confessions and deno-  minations on the issue? It still needs to be studied and elaborated further.  For Christian hope, though it must seem utopian to common sense, is not problemati-  cal. And though it is »evidence of things unseen«, it is not revelation of static truth, but a  revolutionary dynamic. It overturns this world's verdicts because it is based on divine,  not human, humanism. God sees »man« (anthropos) deified. Man is God's »CO-liturgos«  in a common work: »He who believes in me will do the work I do, and he will do even  greater« (Jn 14:12). It is not a question of miracles but of something more than a miracle  — the justice of God struggling to overcome the dehumanization of the world, poverty,  hunger and death.  The justice of God calls for a word from the Church. Proclaiming, as it does, impera-  tives of conscience, only the Church can give a soul to economic development, and de-  velopment can serve spiritual values as well. As Berdiaev, the Russian philosopher, used  to say: »Bread for me is a material question, bread for my neighbour is a spiritual ques-  tion.«  Hence the Orthodox contribution to and their task in the JPIC process was to draw a  social ecclesiology out of the biblical tradition and the Church Fathers, and to try to  theologize the three areas through its lived and experienced ecclesial life into Tradition.°  The Church of Christ, being not of this world, but abiding in and for the world, cannot  remain outside the events and be indifferent® to tragic situations and to the ecological  changes taking place in it. Contemporary life sets diverse questions to which the Church  has to respond, basing itself on Holy Scriptures and ecclesial Tradition by making use of  developments in theology. Among many of the events experienced daily is the problem  of the interconnectedness of humanity with surrounding nature which lately is drawing  general attention to the catastrophic consequences of the exploitation of the world's re-  sources and environmental pollution.  Today one of the fundamental causes of the ecological crisis is usually said to be the  incursion into Nature of the highly developed scientific and technological civilization of  Western society.  The aspiration of human beings to master Nature was restrained — researchers pre-  sume — not only because of the insufficient development of science and technology, but  also because of psychological barriers.  The real difficulty in today's economic and social problems is that they can only be  solved by recourse to a spiritual principle.  When the Patristic period analyzed the conceptions of Jjustice or peace in relation to  God's divine act of creation for the sake of the whole humanity, it must have been struck  > G, Limouris (Ed.), Justice, Peace and the Integrity of Creation, Insights from Orthodoxy, Geneva 1990. This  volume includes reports and papers presented at two Inter-Orthodox Consultations in preparation of the Seoul  Convocation (Sofia/Bulgaria 1987 — Minsk/USSR 1989).  © Cf. Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios I., On the Day of the Protection of the Environment, Phanar 1989, Or-  thodoxy and the Ecological Crisis, Gland/Switzerland 1990, pp. 3: »In view of this (world) situation, the  Church of Christ cannot remain unmoved ... we paternally urge ... all the faithful in the World to admonish  themselves and their children to respect and protect the natural environment, and all who are entrusted with the  responsibility of governing the nations to act without delay taking all necessary measures for the protection and  preservation of natural creation.«al] the al In the (0)8 admonishthemselves and eIr children [O respect and protect the natural envıronment, and all who Nntruste: ıth the

responsıbility of governing the natıons aCTL wıthout elay takıng all for the protection and
preservatıon of natural creat1on.«
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by the degree 16 the Church Fathers cons1idered socılal doctrine and commıtment
be essential peoples 1ıfe and the ole of Christianıty. Already in the Sixth cCentury
S{ John Chrysostom violently condemned the apathy of Christians: >>I SCC the body of the
Church stretched Out the ground 1ke SC6 its members, but 1ke 1Teless

body, NOMNC of them 15 functionıngGennadios Limouris  218  by the degree to which the Church Fathers considered social doctrine and commitment to  be essential to peoples' life and to the whole of Christianity. Already in the sixth century  St John Chrysostom violently condemned the apathy of Christians: »I see the body of the  Church stretched out on the ground like a corpse. I see its members, but like a lifeless  body, none of them is functioning ... We call each other sisters and brothers. We are  members of the same body — in name. In fact, however, we are divided like wild ani-  mals.«' Nothing else makes us imitators of Christ, but showing concern for the  neighbour.® No miracle, no martyrdom can save us, if we do not have perfect agape  (love) — solidarity with one another.”  »Be perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect.« The Patristic exposition of this max-  ime is consistent and explicit. Every effort towards personal holiness must have a social  dimension. St John Chrysostom says that to seek only one's own salvation is the surest  way of losing it; he compares the Christian to a soldier who is tempted to save himself in  the midst of the battle. Our King, he says, commands us to stand and fight not looking to  personal interests, but to the survival of the whole army. Vladimir Soloviev is only re-  peating him when he says: »Salvation is, for me, those ‚who save others.«  While the struggle continues, no single social form can ever be »dogmatized«, for each  form is relevant and incarnates only more or less the ideal of justice and of the good.  Being the locus of the »Word which judges«, the Church stands above all existing politi-  cal and economic regimes. It can live under religiously indifferent capitalism, as it is the  case in many of the First World societies; it can lead the life of martyrdom under athe-  istic Marxism, as has happened for many decades in many of the Central and Eastern Eu-  ropean countries and in other parts of the world; however, since a few months or in some  cases years, the »Iron Curtain« has fallen, and freedom and liberty reigns everywhere.  This freedom has enabled the Church to be the conscience of humankind and to minister  charismatically by seeking approaches to the absolute through the changing and relative  forms of history, in order to rediscover its true identity and mission within the world  where it lives.  Christ's Teaching  The New Testament does not extol any social system in particular. Christ proclaims the  coming of the Kingdom, not any kingdom but his Father's, God's Kingdom, and he has  not a word to say about the political, social and economic institutions of his time. The  difficult saying, »Render to Caesar what is Caesar's and to God what is God's« (Mt  22:21), at least teaches us not to confuse heavenly and earthly kingdoms. »Seek first the  (heavenly) kingdom and all the rest (the earthly kingdom) will be added to you.« (Mt  6:33) This means that the invisible absolute validates the visible relative. Anyway, rela-  tives exist by relation to an absolute. Caesar is not Caesar except in relation to God. As  7 Homily on 2 Cor. 27, ch. 4.  8 Homily on 1 Cor. 25, ch. 3.  9 Ibid., ch. 4.We call each other s1ısters and brothers We AIC

members of the Sa1llle body in NANAAME In fact, however, UTE divided ike wıild ANL-

mals.«' Nothing else makes us imıtators of Chriıst, but howıng CONCECINMN for the

neighbour.® NO miracle, martyrdom Can SaVC us, 1f do nOTL ave perfect
(love) solıdarıty wıth ONC another.?

»Be perfect dASs yOUI eavenly Father 15 perfect.« Ihe Patrıstic exposıtion of thıs INaX-

ime 15 consıstent and explicıt. E verYy towards personal holiness must ave soclal
dimensı1ıon. St John Chrysostom SayS that seek only ONe'’'s OW salvatıon 18 the Ssurest

WaY of losıng 1t; he COMPATCS the Christian oldıer who 1s empted SaVC himself in

the m1ıdst of the battle Our Kıng, he SdaV5S, commands us stand and 1g not ookıng
personal interests, but the survıval of the ole adımır Solovıev 15 only I1C-

peating hım when he Say>S »Salvatıon 1S, for 1981  9 those who SaVC others.«
1ıle the struggle continues, single socı1al form Call CVCI be »dogmatized«, for each

form 15 relevant and incarnates only I1NOTIC less the e4 of Justice and of the g00d
eing the locus of the »Word ICJudges«, the Church stands above all existing polıti-
cal and eCONOMIC reg1ımes. It Can lıve under relig10usly indıfferent capıtalısm, A4Ss ıt 18 the
Casc In Mal y of the First (0)8 socletles; it Call ead the ıfe of martyrdom under athe-
istic Marx1ısm, AS has appene: for Man Yy ecades In Man y of the en and Kastern Eu-

FOPCAaN countries and in other parts of the world; however, S$1INCEe few months in SOMIC

the »Iron Curtain« has fallen, and teedom and lıberty re1gns everywhere.
Thıs reedom has nabled the Church be the conscience of humankınd and miıinister
chariısmatically by seekıng approaches the absolute through the changıng and relatıve
forms of hıstory, In order rediscover ıts tirue identity and mı1ss1ıon wıthıin the WOT.
where ıt lıves.

Christ’'s Teaching
The New estamen does not extol aı y socı1al SySstem In partiıcular Christ proclaıms the

comıing of the ngdom, not dI1Yy kıngdom but hıs Father's, ngdom, and he has
nNnOL word 5Sd y about the polıtical, socıal and eCONOMIC institutions of h1s time. The
dıfficult sayıng, »Render (aesar what 1s Caesar’'s and God what 15 (10d's« (Mit

al least teaches us nNOTL confuse eavenly and earthly kıngdoms »Seek first the
(heavenly) kıngdom and all the rest (the eart. kıngdom) 11l be (Mt
6:33) Thıs that the invisıble ahbsolute valıdates the visible relatıve. Anyway, rela-
t1ves ex1ist Dy relatıon absolute. (aesar 15 not (aesar eXCEePL in relatıon (0d As

Homuily Cor. T ch
omıly Cor. Z ch.
Ibıd., ch
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ST Paul SaVYS, » There 1s authorIity EXCEPL COMEC from G0d« Rom ID Wıthout God,
Caesar WOUuU be only manıfestation of the absurd In Dostoevsky's Possessed OINCONE

fficer that God does not ex1ist and he crl1es out. »If God does not exI1st, STl
captaın ?«
Human beings gel theır dıgnity from eıng »theophany«, and the love of umankın!:

1S Justified because of what Nıcolas Cabasılas. Byzantıne church writer, called
»Insane love« for umankın:! By becoming flesh, God identifies hıimself wıth »>INan«
and reveals that he has been created In image. But God 1Ss ONMNC and three, unıty In
pluralıty and dıversıty. Ihıs that the human eing 1S alone.

TIhe ealıty of the people of God, become ONeEe in Christ, 1Ss the basıs UuDON 16 the
Church formulates the Soc1al 02ma of the fraternal koinonia/communion of all humanı-
LYy, for it 18 in this COomMmmun1lonN that hrıs 15 really present.

ıthout criticızing socı1al Structures, the Gospel Incarnates basıc attıtude In human
relatıonshi1ps, the attıtude 1C St John Chrysostom WOU later call sacramental He
SaYyS that the love of the ne1ghbour, better the »Commıtment the ne1ghbour«, 15
crame  << because under the 1sıble form of the ne1ghbour recelive the of the
invisıble of Chrıst It 18 thıs 7 FE makes uSs everyone’'s ne1ghbour.The ole ast udgment CONCeEeNtTrates thıs »sacramental attıtude« towards the sıck,
the ungrTy, the DOOT, the prisoners, eic

But aIic entering completely I>  < CIra The problems of capıtalısm, technocracy,1V OTr War, hunger and rel1210us conflicts have become burning 1SSUes for all the
churches. Eschatology longer masks lazıness, theological obscuratiısm, indıfference
toward the WOFr and passıvıty.

The deep realızation of the present CYIISIS, of the threat of H6  < barbarianism wıth the
destruction of the human PCTISON and poss1ıbly of the WOTr. 15 visıbly the Judgment of
God the WOT and the Church Every ADC has ıts OW. CTISIS and Judgment, and thıs 1S
what eschatology should study, not absolutely the end of the WOT. hıdden in tran-
scendent decree.

Ihe eschatology, ASs ıt 15 developed In the Holy Scriptures and In the Father's eology,emands solutions for OUT soc1al Structures and 1fe CONCETNS The only efficac10us ICVO-
lution for socılal ethical 1SSuUEeS CONCETNS the ONeE from the o00d News>for here
God hımself enN]Oo1Ns human beings se1lZe the ingdom and instal hıs eternal Justice(a10N10S dıka10syne (cf. Isa 55:3 61:8) According the Church Fathers, humankind 1S

MICFrOCOSM, but the Church, the Christian human communiıty 1S macro-anthropos, ıt 15
the sıte of the apokatastasis, the sphere of the DArousia and the world« in W!and strength. Christianity 15 NOtT the relıg10n of the indıvıdual salvatıon, but the rel1ıg10n of
the transfiguration of the human consclence.

Thıs that NCW soclal form 11l NOL COINC only from people's mınds, but rather
Irom the Holy pırı PTaVyCer, nvokıng the Holy Spirıt, SaySs »Heavenly Kıng, Com-
Torter, the Dpırı of truth, who AIe present everywhere hıllıng all things, ITreasury of g00dthings and Giver of lıfe, OMe and wWwe In us SC NO eology OT ecclesio0logy 1s DOS-S1  e, partıcularly wıth regarı Church and WOTr. ıf ONeE neglects o0ok al the WOT. dASs

whole, created and supporte: Dy God and fulfilled In hıs creatlon. The Church, whose
CSSCHNCE 1Ss the dıyine-human ulness of 1fe In the Holy Dırıt, rCepresenNts thus the O0-
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COSII of the ole creat1on. Its unıty in Church reflects the unıty of the COSINOS created
Dy God In T1S and hI1s Body, the Church of (Dr He 15 the head, everythıng Was

created and reconcıled (Col1

The »Sacramental« Dimension of the C reatıon

> Thıne OW of thıne OW er Uuntio thee.« Wıth these words the Liturgy of St
Chrysostom the he.  Z of the TtNOdOX understandıng of OUT relatıonshıp CICAa-

t1o0n and (’reator. Creation 18 of God We do not OW creation but AIC the free agents
through whom creation 1S ffered the Creator.!!

The DUIDOSC of creation 1S summed u ın 1ts worshıp of the Creator. Ihıs 1S MoOost beau-
ıfully expressed ın the Chrıstmas ymns » What er Jhee, Christ, who for
OUuT sake Was SCCH earth d man? For CVEIY thıng, created DYy Ihee, offers Thee thanks
The angels er Thee theır hymn; the heavens, the Star; the Magı theır gıifts; the shep-
erds, theır wonder; the earth, the CaVC, the wılderness, the MAaNSCTI, 11e er Thee

Vırgın other, pre-eternal God, have uUuDON us.« 12
The ole of the unıverse worshı1ps and offers g1ifts ıts C'reator. In the VE shape of

the churches and the placıng of the 1CONS, MOSalCs OT frescoes wıthın them, fınd
m1icrocosm of the unıverse 16 Jlarıfıes the role both of humanıty and of the rest of
creation In relatıon G0od For ıt 1$ express1on NO Just of what 15 eart Oday, but
of what ex1Ists in heaven and what 1S COMIEC the eschatological promise and the 1IC-

demptive transformatıon of al] creation hrough the salvatıon brought Dy T1S Jesus.
Thıs 15 expressed Dy St Paul In h1is letter the Romans, chapter As the Tee Fathers
have also taught, »God became INan that INan Caln become« and Gregory Pa-
lamas used SaYy >whıiıle creation Can be transfigured by the actıon of the uncreated
energles of God«

In worshıp the Orthodox Church CONVCYS thıs profoun understandıng of creatl1on. In
partıcular, the role of humanıty d the »priesthood of creat1on« 15 MOST clearly shown.

TIhe essing of the aters SsShows us the sanctıfyıng and redemptive W g1ven
element of creation hrough the invocatıon of the Holy Spırıt by the Church » Iherefore,

Kıng, who lovest mankınd, do Thou Thyself be present NO AdS then hrough the de-
of Thy Holy pırı and sanctıfy thıs And confer uDON ıt the of 1C-

demption, the essing of the Jordan Make ıt SOUTCEC of incorruption, gift of sanctıf1-
zatıon, rem1ss1ion of SINS, protection agaınst dısease, destruction demons, 1INnaC-
cess1ıble the adverse POWCLIS and filled wıth angelıc strength: that all who draw from ıt
and partake of it INAaYy have ıt for the cleansıng of theır soul and body, for the healıng of
their pass1ons, for the sanctıfıcatıon of theır dwellings, and for DULDOSC that 15
pedient For Ihou OUT God, who hast enewed hrough and spiırıt OUr nature

(3 LimourI1s, Ihe Integrity of Creation In WOT'| of Change oday Patrıistic Perspectives, Iheotlogıa
(1990) Off.

1 1 (: Orthodoxy and the Ecological CTISIS, Gland/Switzerland 1990, H B M
Hymn of Christmas Vespers.
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W old through SIN « Worship 1s about the celebration and uUsSsc of al aSpecCts of the
SCHNSCS It 18 about S12 sound, SmMe and touch It uUsSCcsSs and apprecılates the mater1al

be that WO0Od and paılnt, wrıting materı1als, TeAl and wıine burning incense.
» [ NOL reverencıng atter, Dy INCcCans of : 164 salvatıon has been a._.

hıeved R John Damascus in hıs defending 1CONsS. The USe of materı1als
make 1CONs and the of elements of the natural WOTr. in MoOSstT 1CONs anı-

mals, plants, countrysıde, mountaıns, MNvers all allırm the od-given nature of CICA-
tıon, ıts transfiguration and 1ts place wıth N In salvatıon. TIhe antı-znostic teachıngs of
the Church INcan that the materı1al WOT. 1S held be of (G0d and 15 thus, in ıts CSSCNCE,
g00d

ımılarly, Byzantıne churches WEeEeIC ul In armonYy wıth theır natural surroundings.
The of archıtecture W ds NOTL UuUtOoNnOmMOuUSsS but together wıth 1cConography and chant
contributed the ethos of worshIip, o1ving it ıts physıcal, materı1al eXpress10n. Thus ıt
Was natural that absolute SymmeTrY Was usually avoıded; each archıtectural feature IC-
taıned ıts OW character 11e maıntainıng complete armonYy wıth the verall CONCCD-
t10n.

At the Centre of worshiıp 18 the Eucharıst, the mMoOost ublime express1on and experlıence
of creation transformed Dy pırı hrough redemption and worshıp In the form of
TrTeal and wıne, elements coming irom creation moulded into 6i form by human ands,
adIc Ifered God wıth the acknowledgment that al of creation 1S and that
returnıng God what 1S Hıs In the that thıs the prıimordial relationship
of dam both G0od and creatiıon, it 1s sıgn of restoring that relatıonshıp of koinonia
and CVCN INOTE than that, foretaste of the eschatologıica of creation. When
partake of the body and 00 of Christ, (0d us ın the VC. substance of OUr rela-
tiıonshıp wıth creation and truly enters into the VC eing of OUT biologıical
istence.

TOmM thıs know that humanıty OcCcuples the MOST specı1al place of all in creation
but 1$ NOL the ole of creati1on. We know that dSs al] 15 Irom (G0d (CE Job 8—3
Must respect creatiıon and acknowledge that AIc not Its OWNECTS, but the ONESs who IMNAaYy
enhance It by IN of OUT technology and skıll, only however A er it agaln ıts
Creator. ere 18 CSCaADEC from the conclusıon that aAic responsıble, before God, for
the CaTre of creatiıon. It 1S OUT responsı1bilıty 8 protect ıts extraordınary richness and PTIC-

through WISse uUSC, ıts FTESOUTCES, not least that of CHNCISV, 1C has become
crucılal example of OUT W Over creation and also of the potentially dısastrous results
of the greedy exercıise of thatW

Meanwhile, Just d the celebrant al the Eucharist offers the ulness of creation and
recCe1lves it back, aSs the essing of In the form of the consecrated Tea and wiıne,

share 1t wıth others, must be the hannel 0Ug 1C and eHV-
15 shared wıth all creation. The human eing 1S sSımply, yel glori0usly, the

Prayer for the Blessing fWaters Epıphany
On the Images, B 16

15 ( John Z1zi0oulas, The Eucharistic Understanding of the OT'! and the ern Man, Christian Symposium(1967) 183 IT (1ın Greek)
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for the eXpression of creation In its ulness and the comıng of delıverance for all
creatlon.

As the yrıan wrıter Salnt Isaac taught, »the human inan approaches ravenıing beasts,
and when theır SaZC uUuDON hım, theır wıldness 1S tamed They COMIC hım A4Ss

theır Master, Wa theır ea| and taıls, and ick HIS an and feet, for they Ssme. comıng
irom hım that Samle NO that xhaled firom dam before the fall, when they WEeIC gath-
ered ogether before hım and he SaVC them Namlecs in Paradıse Thıs Was taken AWdY from
u  9 but Jesus has enewed ıt, and g1ven 1t back us hrough Hıs Coming. Thıs it 15 what
has sweetened the iragrance of the LACC of men«.1©

But, when ook oday al OUuI WOTL. SCC completely dıfferent picture. Humanı-

ty's rebellıon, pride and gree has chattered the primordial relatıonshıp of dam. H has

gnored 1SCarde: the Church'’'s understandıng of OUTI role 4S »priests of the creat1on«
for behave 1ke the exploılters and obbers of creation. BYy o1ng S have de-

stroyed notL Just specl1es but entire eCO-SYSiEMS. Our WOT. 15 facıng CT1SIS of ea and

corruption degree before experienced. The Church Fathers, 1ie eing able

recogn1ze the basıc SInN, had experience such all-embracıng and 1fe-

threatenıng CONSCQUENCCS of SIN creation d do oday
» The eart 1S mournıng, wıthering, the heavens ATIC pinıng AaWaVY wıth the earth«, saılah

preached. » I he earth defiled under ıts inhabitants' feet, for they have transgressed the
Jaw, violated the precepL, broken the everlastıng COWV! So the earth
and ıts inhabıtants suffer the penalty, that 18 why the inhabıtants of the dIiC burnt
and few left.« (Isa 24:4-6)

Throughout the WOTI1d, forests AIC eıng estroye: Dy fiıres and ogg1ng, wetlands
eing raıned for development and agrıculture; specles disappearıng N result of

STeE and 1ZNOranCce; natural TESOUTCCS AIcC eing wasted faster than they Can be replen-
15  el waters eing so1lled and ckı1es polluted. Thıs global CT1SIS 1S threatenıng the VeC.
world:upon C human beings depend.

Humanıty must attempt DIrODCI relatiıonshıp wıth the Creator and h1s CTICAa-

t10n2. Thıs MaYy ell iINecan that Just ASs shepher wiıll, 1n times of azar! lay
down hI1s ıfe for h1is flock, human beings INa y need forego part of theır and
needs in order that the survıval of the natural WOTI. Can be assured. Ihıs 1S iien  < s1tua-
t1on 191  S challenge. It ca for humanıty bear SOTMIC of the paın of creation AdSs ell
d> eN]JOYy and celebrate it. It ca fırst and foremost for repentance but of order
not previously understood by ManYy

»LOve all creat10n«, Fyodor Dostoevsky, »the ole of it and CVELY grain
of sand. Ove CVCLY leaf, CVCLY LaYy of lıght! Ove the anımals, love the plants, love

everythıng. If yOU love everythıng, yYOU 11l perce1ve the divine mMYySterYy in thıings. And
ONCEC YOU ave perce1ived 1t, VOU 111 egın comprehend it ceaselessly, INOIC, IMNOTC and
IMOTC CVCIY day And yYOUu l COME al last love the ole WOT. wıth abıdıng unı-
versal love. OVve the Oe WOT. wıth abıdıng unıversal love. Ove the anımals: (God
has g1iven them the rudıments of hought and untroubled JOYy Do nOL, therefore, rouble 1t,
do NOTL torture them, do nOoTLt deprıve them of theır ]JOY, do not SO agalınst intent.«

Ascetical Homulies, omıily
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But repentance wıthout actıon 15 meanıngless. As 15 5SdaYyS, »Many 8 call I

OT'! Lord'« (EL. Rom but only those »who do the l of IN Y Father
heaven« (cf. Acts 20 Joel 2323 So mMust call for ascet1ic approac o1ve
pression In OUT everyday lıfe, thıs repentance.

The monastıc and ascet1ic tradıtions of UOrthodoxy er important insıghts ıt Ihey
develop sensit1vıty the suffering of all creation; there INanYy storlies of saınts lıving
s1ıde Dy sıde wıth other Creatures: sharıng theır everyday 1fe They er celebratory usc
of IESOUTCES of creatiıon In spirıt of »enkrate1a« (self-control, voluntary abstention) and
lıberation from the pass10ns. ıthın such tradıtion Ian Yy have experlienced INOTEC HEU>-
OUnN!| JOYy and INOTE astıng satısfactıon than the ephemer: pleasures of
soclety. The emphasıs in the cenobitic monastıc tradıtion communıty rather than 1iN-
1V1CQU2. 1ıfe 1Ss central alance! understanding of OUT aıly needs.

It 1s In thıs asceticısm that INanYy people ll experlence the paın C 1Ss that of the
shepher: wiıllıng suffer for the sake of thıs flock For wıthout substantıal changes In
how lıve and what CXDECL from lıfe, 111 faıl fulfil ()UT od-g1ven role In
creati1on.

Hence. Orthodox spırıtuality underlines an y notion of solıdarıty wıth the WOT. and 15
always eminently realıstic and wıthout superfic1al emotionalısm. Thıs phenomenon of
spiırıtualıty has nothıng do wıth certaın indıvıdual attıtudes of rg1d onservatısm and
other-worldliness e deny the realıty of the WOT. and CNCOUTASEC contemplation
oUg form of monasticısm that 1Ss not genuine experlence of the authentic Orthodox
mentalıty Monastıcısm and the contemplatıve 1ıfe AIC, for the Orthodox, sSımply S1gNs of
the end of history and of the eschatological discussion of the Church inaugurated in time
Dy the arrıval of the Paraclete. Ihus, monastıcısm 15 viviıfyiıng lıturgical of
continuous PIaYyCI and OXOlogy that humanıty addresses the work of T1S 111e
awaıltıng the Second oming ın glory

100 INaDY have Hlowed oreed, selITISANESsS and 1gnorance alter OUT WOTr. and the
WdY relate ıt Ihe agrıcultural land, ONMNCEC clean and productive, has been poled Dy
eXCEesSsSIVe IN of chemical fertilizers and pesticıdes. Through the burning of forests and
grabbers aAIic destroying fragıle sSımply gaın Negal tıtle and Both large
and SMa developers who dump Ia  < SCWaLC into the ONCEC crystal-clear SCxads and who
ul the beaches AIc attackıng NOL only those of us who WEIC content lıve in har-

dSs ole
INONY wıth nature, nature that 1s 19(0)  S vanıshıng, but also INanYy aSpects of the creation

Humanıity Cannot continue plunder creation wıthout eapıng the results of ıts
eventual destruction.

It should also be noted that humanıty o0ok al creation and decıde what 15 useful
and what 15 nNnot Jesus taught us that 1t Wäas ouUg. those thıngs 46 I1eCN called oolısh
that God has often spoken IN The weak, the »useless«, the oolısh, the broken have
be taken ds of the ole of creation, for through them often lımpse INOTE of
God than oug the9 the powerftul and the useful
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Humanıty's Failure

One of the aspects that Justice and determinıng 15 reedom. What 15 freedom?
Thıs word 1S normally used ıIn order indıcate the capacıty choose [WO OT ITMNOTC DOS-
<ibilıties. Why choose between what 1S g1ven and nOoL be free create IN Y OW

possibilıties? You Cal SCC how the question of reedom and that of creatıon, Out of noth-

Ing, AIC interrelated:; 1f ONC creates Out of somethıng, ONC 15 presented DYy somethıng
g1ven; ıf ON creates out of nothıng, ONC 1s free in the absolute of the term.

But what about the human being? » Man« (anthropos) 1S Dy definıtiıon Thıs
that he 15 presented wıth g1ven ealıty Ihe fact that in the 1DI1Ca aCCOUNL of

humanıty's creation he EMCISCSH al the end of the creatıve DIOCCSS makes human beings
doubly restricted:;: the word 1S g1ven them, and (G0d the ('reator 15 g1ıven them, L00

They Can choose what they lıke, but they Cannot aVvO1d the fact of g1venness. Are they
therefore free in absolute sense‘”?

It 1S at thıs pomint that the iıdea of the imago Dei CMCTISCS. Christian anthropology, SINCEe
1fs earhest days, insiısted that SINalnlı« Was created »IN the image and lıkeness of God« The

1dea, rather the eXpress1on, aAappCal> for the fırst time in the Old J estament, in the Gen-
es1s aCCOUNLT of the creatlon. It 1S taken u Dy the Church Fathers and Christian theology
throughout hıstory. Varıo0us meanıngs have been g1ven thıs experilence C identi-
fes the image of God In IiNan wıth h1s 1C4SOMN Whatever the Casc MaYy be, ONC ıng MuUuUStL

be certamln: ıf speak of image and ınk God, must refer inevitably SOMNC-

ing IC character1ızes God in exclusıve WdYy It the »1mago De1« consısts in SOINC-

ing be OUnN! outsiıde God, it 1S nOot image of God We therefore talkıng about

quality pertainıng God and nOoTt creatiıon.
Thıs forces us seek the imago Del In tTeedom. In the fourth CeNtury Gregory of NyS-
already efined thıs idea d »man's reedom the aster of himself« If thıs Treedom

15 taken in the WaY ın 35 it 1s applıed God 1C 15 what it 0Ug be ıf aAfc

talkıng about image of (30d then. talkıng about absolute reedom in the
of not eing confronted wıth anythıng o1ven. But thıs WOU be absurd For INan 15

and cannot but be confronted wıth anythıng o1ven.
It 18 al thıs pomt that another CalegOTY, pertainıng exclusıvely the definıtion of the hu-

EMETSCS. 1S tragedy, the tragıc. Tragedy 1s the impasse created Dy TrTeedom ving
towards its fulfilment and eing unable reach it. The tragıc apphıes only the human
condıtion and 1S not applıcable eıther God the rest of creation. 1S impossıble have

complete definıtion of INal wıthout reference the trag1c element, and thıs 15 elated dı-

rectly the subject of freedom. Dostoevsky, theg prophet of modern times, put
hıs finger thıs crucılal 1issue when he placed the ollowıng words In the mouth of Kırılov,
ONC of the heroes » IThe Possessed«: »Everyone who wants attaınm complete rTeedom
mMust be darıng enough kall himselfGennadios Limouris  224  II. Humanity's Failure  One of the aspects that justice and peace are determining is freedom. What is freedom?  This word is normally used in order to indicate the capacity to choose two or more pOS-  sibilities. Why choose between what is given to me and not be free to create my own  possibilities? You can see how the question of freedom and that of creation, out of noth-  ing, are interrelated; if one creates out of something, one is presented by something  given; if one creates out of nothing, one is free in the absolute sense of the term.  But what about the human being? »Man« (anthropos) is by definition a creature. This  means that he is presented with a given reality. The fact that in the biblical account of  humanity's creation he emerges at the end of the creative process makes human beings  doubly restricted; the word is given to them, and God the Creator is given to them, too.  They can choose what they like, but they cannot avoid the fact of givenness. Are they  therefore free in an absolute sense?  It is at this point that the idea of the imago Dei emerges. Christian anthropology, since  its earliest days, insisted that »man« was created »in the image and likeness of God«. The  idea, or rather the expression, appears for the first time in the Old Testament, in the Gen-  esis account of the creation. It is taken up by the Church Fathers and Christian theology  throughout history. Various meanings have been given to this experience which identi-  fies the image of God in man with his reason. Whatever the case may be, one thing must  be certain: if we speak of an image and link to God, we must refer inevitably to some-  thing which characterizes God in an exclusive way. If the »imago Dei« consists in some-  thing to be found outside God, it is not an image of God. We are therefore talking about a  quality pertaining to God and not to creation.  This forces us to seek the imago Dei in freedom. In the fourth century Gregory of Nys-  sa already defined this idea as »man's freedom to the master of himself«. If this freedom  is taken in the way in which it is applied to God — which is what it ought to be if we are  talking about an image of God — then, we are talking about absolute freedom in the  sense of not being confronted with anything given. But this would be absurd. For man is  a creature and cannot but be confronted with anything given.  It is at this point that another category, pertaining exclusively to the definition of the hu-  man, emerges. It is tragedy, the tragic. Tragedy is the impasse created by a freedom driving  towards its fulfilment and being unable to reach it. The tragic applies only to the human  condition and is not applicable either to God or to the rest of creation. It is impossible to have  a complete definition of man without reference to the tragic element, and this is related di-  rectly to the subject of freedom. Dostoevsky, the great Christian prophet of modern times, put  his finger on this crucial issue when he placed the following words in the mouth of Kirilov,  one of the heroes in »The Possessed«: »Everyone who wants to attain complete freedom  must be daring enough to kill himself ... This is the final limit of freedom, that is all, there is  nothing beyond it. Who dares to kill himself becomes God. Everyone can do this and thus  cause God to cease to exist, and then nothing will exist at all.«  If man wishes to be God, he has to cope with the givenness of his own being. As long  as he is faced with the fact that he is »created«, which means that his being is given to  him, he cannot be said to be free in the absolute sense.Thıs 15 the final lımıt of freedom, that 18 al x} there 15

nothing beyond ıt. Who dares kall himself becomes God Everyone do thıs and thus
God exIist, and then nothıng wıll ex1ist al all.«

If mMan wıishes be God, he has CODC wıth the g1venness of h1s OW eing As jJong
d he 1S A6E wıth the fact that he 1S »created«, 1C that hıs eiıng 1s g1ven
hım, he CcCannot be sa1d be free in the absolute
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Yet INan in Man y WdYS manıfests h1s desıire attaın such absolute ireedom: it 15

In fact prec1sely thıs that distinguishes hım from the anımal WOT. Why dıd God o1ve
hım such unfulfillable drıve? In fact, INan y people WOU wısh for themselves ds ell
A4S for others that they WCIC nNOoL free In thıs absolute Ihe Chrıistian Church iıtself
has produce oughout the centurlies devıices Dy 1C INan, partıcularly the Christian,
WOU be tamed and domesticated that he WOU g1ve up al claıms absolute free-
dom, eavıng such claıms only God But certamly, ıf G0d SaVC such drıve INan, f
He made hım In Hıs ( W image, He MuSst have had PUTDOSC We suggest that hıs DUF-
DOSC has do prec1isely wıth the survıval of creatıon, wıth man’'s call be »the priest of
Creation«, dSs have mentioned earher.

Chrıstian anthropology speaks of the first IMNan, Adam, d havıng been placed In Dara-
dise wıth the order exerc1ise dominıion OVCT creatiıon. That he Was Suppose do thıs,
ıIn and hrough hıs freedom, 1S mplıed Dy the fact that he Was presented wıth dec1is1on

obey OT dısobey certaın commandment Dy God Thıs cCommandment involved the
invıtatiıon exerc1ise the trTeedom mplied In the imago Del, 1€e aCtT dSs ıf INan WEIC
(10d Thıs dam dıd. and the result Was the fall and S1IN.

At thıs point the question arlses: why dıd INan fall Dy exXxerc1sing what (0d Himself had
o1ven hım, namely freedom? ou ıt have been better for hım and for creation had he
NO EXEreised., but rather sacrıfıced and abolıshed, thıs absolute kınd of treedom? ou
it not perhaps ave been better for all of us if Adam had been Content wıth relatıve
Teedom ASs befits creature? Dıd the tragedy of the fall consıst In the CXCESS of the lımıts
of human treedom and Justice?

The ANSWeT 16 should ommonly be g1ven these questions 1s posıtıve OM  @ YCS,
dam exceeded the lımıts of hıs ireedom, and thıs 1s why he tfell It 15 for thıs ICason that
am s fall 1s commonly assocı1ated wıth am s au au be understood therefore
forensically.
ere AIic Varıous WaYysS of interpreting the Fall other than the ONe involving ame

Adam for havıng exceeded the lımıts of h1is rTeedom We perhaps have bandon
forensic categories of gul It IMaYy be INOTE logıcal, INOTE consıstent wıth OUTr VIEW of the
imago Del, ıf oOllowe: not St Augustine but rather St Irenaeus In this respect.

St Irenaeus took VE »philanthropic«, VC Compassıonate VICEW of dam: fall He
hought of hım as placed In Paradıse in order STOW adulthood Dy exerc1sıng
hıs Teedom But he Was decei1ved and dıd the ıng What does thıs mean? It Wäas
nNnOot question of exceeding the lımıts of Iireedom, but rather question of applyıng abso-
lute Teedom 1n the WaY That 15 VE dıfferent from sayıngz that Adam 0Ug
have adjuste: the drıve of hıs tTeedom hıs creaturely limıtations. For had he adjuste:
hıs tTeedom thıs WAaY, he WOU ave lost the drıve absolute ireedom, whereas 19{0)  < he
Can S{l have 1t, but re-adjusts and re-orlents 1t.

The implications AdIic Tar-reaching and nclude all SOTTS of CONSCQHUCNCES for legalıstic
VIEWS of SIN 1C. not by accıdent, hand in hand wıth crles for relatıvised Teedom
Man W as g1ven the drive absolute ireedom, the imago Del, NOTL for hımself but for
creation ıtself.

Thus, the ole COSINOS 1S ready reCcelve the creat1o0n« 1C 15 celebrating
manıfestation the and Ne  < horizons for revolution. It 15 ready
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ecelve thıs creat1on« only wıth Justice and and unıty of humankınd Hu-

manıty becomes recel1ver of the heaven and the 191  < earth« 16 trıes be
transformed into 191  < re. and ea and SIn TIhe ole WOT. 1s

pecting thıs 191  < transformatıion, transfiguratiıon, the day of the Epıphany«, and it 15
ST1L the WaY the aASC of hope and expectation.

IIl »Personal« Approach Creation

It has already been noted that creatıon does nOL DOSSCSS an Yy natural of Ssurvıval.
Thıs that 1f eft tself, ıt WOU. die Ihe only WaY avVvO1d thıs WOU. be the
restoration of the koinonia/communı1on wıth the eternal God Thıs, however, WOU

quıre MOVvem! of transcendence beyond the boundarıes of creation. It WOU requıre,
in other words Justice, Teedom and in the absolute f creatıon WEeIC at-

emp ıts urviıval only Dy obedience God, in the of ıts realızıng, SaYy, ıts
OW lımıtatiıons and nNOTL attempting transcend them, and John Zizioulas WOU say, + ıts
survıval WOU requıire the miracle of the Deus eX machina intervention. Thıs WOU
have result ın claım 16 WOU bear logıcal relatıon the rest of doectrine, AS

1t's prec1ısely the Casec wıth Deus machina solutions. If accept the VIEW that the
WOT. needs transcend itself in order SUrviıive (whıich 15 the logical CONSCQUENCC of

havıng accepted that the WOTr. had beginnıng), need fiınd WaYy of achtieving this
transcendence. 'Thıs 18 what the imago Dei Wäas g1ven fOr.

The transcendence of the lımıts of creation 1s5 the condıtion for ıts Survıval, requiıres
the p of creatiıon drıve absolute reedom. TIhe fact that hıs drıve Was g1ven Man

made the ole creatiıon reJO1Cce, 1n the words of St Paul »awaltıng wıth eXpecla-
t10n the revelatıon of the glory of the cCAıldren of (0]  « 1.e of 190028  - Because INall, unlıke
the angels (who arc also regarde d> ndowed wıth reedom forms organıc part of the
materıal WOT. eing the hıghest pomit In ıts evolution, and he 1S abhle wıth hım
the ole creation its transcendence. TIhe fact that the human eing 1S also anımal,
A Darwın has emıinded us, far from eing insult, constitutes in spıte, perhaps, of
Darwin's intentions the sıine qua NO condıtion for hıs lor10us 1ssıon in creation.
If HNan DaAVC h1is claım absolute freedom, the ole creatiıon WOU automatically
lose 1ts hope for Ssurvıval.

But hOow Cal InNan lıberate creation irom ıts boundaries and ead 1t urvıval through
hI1s freedom? At thıs pomint Chriıstian eology has rely ıts doctrinal TESOUTCECS rather

heavıly aVO1d A far d poss1ıble makıng ıt matter of »esoter1cC« language understood
only Dy those who ave ACCECSS it DYy virtue of theır doctrinal commitment. ®

Reference Was already made man's tendency of creating NC  < WOT. 'Thıs tendency
continues his specıfic characterıistic compared wıth anımals and 1S, in th1ıs CS-

sentıial eXpress1ion of the image of God in hım f analyzed deeply, thıs that Man

Q John Zizioulas, Preserving Creatıon, three Lectures of eology and Ecology, g1ven Kıng
College, in January 1989 (mimeographed). We an the esteemed author for the substantıal materı1al 1C)
ave sed for hıs

Ibıd
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wıishes DadSs hrough hIs OW an! everythıng that ex1ists and make it hIis OW. Makıng
it »h1s INa Yy INCcan that 190702108 Cal IN creation for hıs OW benelit, in 16 GasSc Dy
eing placed In man's hand creati1on 15 191011 truly lıfted the eve of the human, but sub-
Jected it. Ihıs 1S OTMNC of the WAaYS in IC Nan understand commandment
have domınıon OVer the earth it COUu be called the utilıtarıan WdYy

Anthropologically peakıng INan WOU Cut hımself off irom nature A ıf he dıd NOL
belong it hıimself. The utilıtarıan attıtude creation WOU then 240 hand in hand wıth
the VIEW that Ial dıffers from the rest of creation Dy WaY of h1ıs capacıty dissoc1ıate
hımself irom ıt rather than assoclate hımself wıth ıt It WOU also 240 ogether wıth the
poss1bıilıty of denyıng G0d and dıvinısıng INa  3 Atheism and man’'s dissıc1ation Irom
ture WOU thus be shown be interconnected. They both spring irom the imago Dei
and confırm the VIEW that the dıfference between INan and creation relates the question
of reedom eediless SdY, the ecologıcal problem has its phılosophy rooted deeply in
thıs kınd of anthropology. An understandıng of the WOT. dA4S man'’'s possession d

of drawıng from it selfsatısfaction and pleasure thıs 1S what ng the WOT. in
man's anı In thıs Casec

Scıence and technology then sıgn1ıfy the employment of man’'s intellectual superlor1ity
for the PUTIDOSC of discovering WdYy> and by 16 INan IMaYy draw the bıggest
poss1ıble profit from creation for hıs OW. PUTDOSC In thıs CasSC, theology ase: the
assumption that the CSSCIIGCE of INan hes In hIs intellect WOU be CO-respons1ıble wıth
Cclence and technology for the ecologıcal problem.

Makıng the WOT Dass through the anı of INan MaYy INecan somethıng entirely dıffer-
ent irom what humanıty and the WOT. ask for. Of COUTSC, INan WOU still uUusc creation d

SOUTCEC firom 16 he WOU draw the basıc elements NCCCSSALY for hI1s creation d
SOUTCE for h1ıs 1fe such ASs food, clothing, ulldıng of houses, eic but all thıs he
WOU g1ve dımension 16 COU call »personal«.'”

Man (anthropos Cannot be understood ın 1solatıon but only ın relatıon somethıng 0)1
OMeONe else. personal approac creation dAS distinct from individualistic OMNC
WOU regar. the human eing 4S OINCONC whose partıcular identity arıIses from HIS rela-
t1on wıth what 1S NOTL human. Thıs COUuU be both eıther G0d and/or creation. It 1S nOL,
therefore., in Juxtaposition nature but in aSSOcC1atiıon wıth it that INan WOU iind h1s
specıfic dentity Man WOU be other than nature, NOL Dy separatıng hımself from 1t, but
Dy relating hıimself it. Ihıs 1l become immediately evıdent In culture; the WdY INan
eats 15 dressed buıllds h1s house and WOU involve close relatiıonshıp wıth what 1s
nNnot human, wıth what 1S sıgnıfiıcantly »the envıronment«. personal approac
creation WOU thus elevate the mater1al WOT. the eve of man’'s ex1istence. The mate-
ral creation WOU in thıs WAaY be lıberated firom ıts OW. lımitations and Dy eıng placed
In the anı of Man, it WOUuU iıtself acquıre personal dımens1on; it WOU. be human-
ised

Ihe personal dımensı1on, ASs dıistinct from the indıvıdual ONC, involves what INAaYy call
hypostasisation and catholicity. ese terms dIcC technıcal in theology but they Can be
ecasıly translated into non-theological language. hypostasıs 1S ıdentity 4C

C bıd.
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bodies and CXPICSSCS in itself the totalıty of nature The personal approac makes CVEIY
eing un1ıque and irreplaceable, whereas the indıvıdual approac makes of it number in
stat1ıst1ics. If INan aCTts 4S PCISON rather indıvıidual in treatıng creatıon, he not only
1t up the eve of the human., but he SCCS ıt d totalıty, d catholıcıty of interrelated
entities. Creation 1S, thus, able fulfıl the unıty whiıch, d natural clence observers {O-

day, 1S inherent in 1fs VE Structure
Therefore, the personhood In INan demands constantly that creati1ion be created dS SOIMINC-

ıng destined Dy God NOL only Survıive but also De »Tulfilled« In and hrough man'’'s
anı ere dIC [WO basıc dimens10ns In personhood, both of IC enable the human
eing tulfıl hıs role dAS the ınk between (G0d and creation. One 1S what INaYy be called
ıts hypostatic aspectT, 0Ug 16 the WOT. 18 integrated and embodie into nıfıed
realıty. The other 18 what CZH be called ıts ecstatic aspect Dy virtue of 1C the WOT. Dy
eing eferred (G0d and ffered Hım d »Hıs reaches iıtself infınıte poss1bil-
11es. Thıs constitutes the basıs of what Call be called man'’s priesthood. By takıng the
WOT. into hIs anı and creatıvely integrating it and Dy eferring it God, INan lıberates
creation Irom ıts lımıtatiıons and lets it truly be Thus, in eing the priest of creatıon, INan

15 also Crealor, and, perhaps, 1t MaYy be sa1d that in all of h1s truly creative actıvıtles
there 1S hıdden para-priestly character. In peakıng of »priesthood«, therefore, spea
of broader ex1istential attıtude encompassıng all human actıvıtles that involve CON-

SCIOUS CVCN UNCONSCIOUS manıfestation of these [WO aSspects of personhood: the hypo-
statıic and the ec-static, dAS have Just escr15Be: them

10 put thıs in terms of doctrimme, Chrıistians belıeve that what Adam aıule|
do Chriıst dıd Christ 18 egarded d the embodiment of recapiıtulation (anakephalaı0sıs of
creation and, therefore, aAs the Dar excellence and the QaVI1OUFr of the WOT'| We regar!
Hım, because of thıs, AS the »1image of (J0d« and assoclate Hım wıth the final fate of
the WOTL. We, therefore, elieve that in the PCISON of Christ the WOT. DOSSCSSCS ıts priest of
creation, the MO of man s DTrODCT relatıon the natural WOT.

On the basıs of thıs behef, communıty 15 formedu takes from thıs creation CETI-

taın elements (the rea| and the w1ne) 16 AIC ffered God wıth the solemn ecla-
ratıon > Ihıne OW. of thıne OW er unto Thee«, thus recogn1zıng that creation does
not belong us but God, who 1S ıts only »OWIN1CT« By O1ng, belıeve that CICAa-

t10Nn 1s brought back into relatıon wıth God the ('reator.

Man:'s Priesthood

It that the ecologıcal CT1ISIS 15 CTISIS of culture. It 15 CTISIS that has do wıth
the loss of the sacralıty of nature 1n OUT culture. Can SCS only [WO WaYySsS of Oovercomıng
thiıs One WOU be the WdYy of paganısm. The regards the WOT. as sacred because
ıt 15 permeated by dıvıne9he thereforer ıt (to the point of worshipping ıt
explicıtly implıcıtly and does not want amage it But equalliy, he worries
about 1ts fate he beheves in its eternity. He 15 also UuNaWaIe of an Y need for transforma-
t1on of nature OT transcendence of ıts lımıtations: the WOT. 15 g00d ASs ıts stands and DOS-
SCSSCS In ıts nature all that 1S for 1ts urv1ıval.
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The other WaY 1S what have often tried describe here d eing the Chrıstian WaYy
The Christian regards the WOT. d sacred because 1t stands in dıalectica relatıonshıp
wıth God thus he ıt (wıthout worshıpping 1t, SINCE 1t has dıvıne in
1ts nature), but he regards the human eing dASs the only poss1ıble ınk between (30d and
creation, ınk that Can eıther bring nature COoMMUNI1ON wıth G0d and thus sanctıfy 1t,
0)8 {u  m} it ultımately towards 111a OT nature iıtself and condemn ıt the of
thıng whose meanıng and PUIDOSC exhausted wıth the satısfactiıon of human eing

Of these [WO WdYS, the second OMNC that attaches INnan ECaVYy responsı1bıilıty for the
fate of creat1on. The first ONEC SCCS 111a d part of the WOT. the second, Dy considering
INan be the cruc1al ınk between the WOT. and God, SCCS hım d the only PCISON In
creatıon, 1e AdSs the only ONEC who WOU be deeply respectful of the impersonal WOT.
d not sSımply »PTESCIVC« it, but cultivate and embody ıt In forms of culture 1C
wıll elevate 1t eternal Surv1ıval. Unless decıde paganısm, thıs
be the only WadYy respect ONCEC agaın the sacralıty of nature and face the ecologıical CT1-
S15 For it 18 110 clear that the MO of human domiıinatıiıon OVCT nature, such d have

ıt iın OUT present day technologıical ethos, 111 longer do for the urvıval of CICA-

105
The apostolıc communıty of Jerusalem the VYCar succeeded in practisıng, A

Paul vdokımov used SaYy, voluntary »COMMUNI1ON of love«z0 ira remaıns MO
and SOUTCE of inspiration. Furthermore, In spıte of the fact that the expectatıon of the p S
rouslia mıiınımızed materıal CaIc, the apostles chose and ILCN for the sOoc1al MI1INIS-

the dıakonia., of the Church charısmatic ervıice quıte distinct Irom the priestly
office and ONEC 1C WOU later become the task of the parısh laıty The Didache.
however, ONC of the mMoOst ancıent OUTCECS of informatıion of that tiıme, counsels fraternal
sharıng gıven identified hrough the richness of the creatıve WOT.

Later U:  9 The Renalssance brought rel1g10us and eCONOMIC indıyıdualısm. Spırıtuality
took interest in the problems of work, the body the materı1al and increasıngly SCCU-
arıze: WOT. and CONteEMPOTALY soclety chut Ouft the ONECINCSS of the soul. Ihe capıtalıst
SyStem enCounter moral resistance firom the already decadent Chrıistian soclety 3C
tolerated, then sanctioned, eCONOMIC and ndustrial exploıtatıon.

Wıth the French Revolution the soc1al deal temporarıly took hostıle attıtude all
relıg10ns, maınly European, influence. Soc1alısm inherıted thıs attıtude eVvVCcCnN oug ıt
had ıts OrNg1ns In mediıieval evangelıcal pPOVerTY MOvements St S1imon and other utoplans
WeTEe Christian romantıcs, and the climate W as Uunconsc10usly rel1g10us. When Marx
transformed soclalısm into hıistorical and dialectica materı1alısm, the CONscCIeNCE of the
Western Church Was fınally wakened Leo 8! spoke of »eCONOMIC immoralıty«;
1US XI condemned certaın princıples of capıtalısm; Paul VI Ollowe! the doctrine of hıs
predecessors, but he putL much Stronger emphasıs the opposıtion between human
cCommunıity and the eCONOMIC indıyıdualısm. And John Paul IL, wıth the Centesimus An-
1US Encyclical »Rerum Novarum«, renewed the interest of the Roman atholıc
Church for 111e  < evangelısatıon of Europe Aase‘ uDON 11IC  < eCONOMIC Systems ın VIEW of
the changes in Central and Eastern Europe, and unmasked the eternal interest of h1s

(1 Evdokimov, The Socı1al Dımension of TINOdOX cles10logy, eology Digest 18/1 (1970)
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Church Dy »q NC  < CONQqUESL« d Man Yy Orthodox theolog1ans strongly used beheve
in 11  < fertile CId and wıthın 11CcC  < possıbıilıties. Meanwhıle, thıs phenomenon irectly

OT indirectly created, due the recent changes In Central and FKastern Kuropean countries
and churches, 11CcC  < imbrogl10 the Roman Catholic-Orthodox relationshı1ps, particular-
1y In theır theologıca bılateral 1alogue, wıth the cruclal problem of »Uniatism« and the
»Unilate churches«.

oday, Why Not FEarlier?

Since the end of the 16th Century, and especlally after the paınful Sovıiet experlence,
the mystical belief in the »utopla of earthly paradıse« has given WaYy disıllusıion-
ment and deep discouragement. It has become clear that the perfect soclety ın threa-
tenıng creation 1S unattaınable because evolution 111 always SO and230  Gennadios Limouris  Church by »a new conquest« — as many Orthodox theologians strongly used to believe  — in a new fertile era and within new possibilities. Meanwhile, this phenomenon directly  or indirectly created, due to the recent changes in Central and Eastern European countries  and churches, a new imbroglio to the Roman Catholic-Orthodox relationships, particular-  1y in their theological bilateral dialogue, with the crucial problem of »Uniatism« and the  »Uniate churches«.  Today, Why Not Earlier?  Since the end of the 16th century, and especially after the painful Soviet experience,  the mystical belief in the »utopia of an earthly paradise« has given way to disillusion-  ment and deep discouragement. It has become clear that the perfect society in a threa-  tening creation is unattainable because evolution will always go on and on ... Only  Christian personalism has a chance of giving an adequate answer and resolving the  present problems, for, unlike capitalism, individualism and Marxist collectivism, it in-  sisted for many decades on the basic worth of the human person as subject (not object)  and sought his fulfilment only in communion with all other individuals. Here is the so-  called sobornost that Orthodox theology used to affırm. Now the »Iron Curtain« has  fallen, and countries and socio-economic systems of the former Communist societies are  struggling for a new identity and a new vision.  Looking at the Future: An Ocean of Signs of Hope  The Orthodox Church has put behind papal encyclicals and Anglo-Saxon social acti-  vism. As it was experienced in past decades, Marxist ideology was unable either to for-  mulate or express its ideology. But having rediscovered its »false« image as a poOr, Ser-  vant Church, it purged itself of every »triumphant and terrorist« notion of »religion«.  This was its only adequate expression of its mystery: to follow in the footsteps of the  Christ »oikonomos«, the sorrowful and suffering servant of Yahweh. Perhaps there is,  even now, no more disarming answer to the modern forms of atheism. Eastern Europe  has been liberated; and is atheism still alive in people's hearts and minds?  The tragedy for the Church was that it accepted social reforms only after the Bolshevik  Revolution. The Swiss Socialist Ragaz remarked the tragic split between those who be-  lieved in God, but were not interested in his Kingdom and the atheists who wanted to  build the Kingdom, but did not believe in God. But we are entering a completely new  epoch. The problems emerged from the capitalist systems in Europe, in the USA and in  the industrial countries of the northern hemisphere. Hunger and war in the Third World  have also become burning issues for all the churches concerned. And here lies the whole  problem of the JPIC process: churches are in process of reaffirming anew their religious  belief, but on the other hand their vision of God's kingdom — fulfilment — has been in-  fluenced by ideologies, socioeconomic and political systems and others. Eschatology no  longer masks laziness, theological obscuratism, indifference toward the world, and pas-  sivity. The deep realization of the present contemporary world crisis, of the threat of »a  new barbarism« with the destruction of the human person and possibly of the world and  humanity, is visibly the judgment of God in the world and the Church. Every age has itsOnly
Christian personalısm has chance of 91VviIng adequate ANSWEI and resolvine the
present problems, for, unlıke capıtalısm, individualısm and Marxıist collectivism, it 1N-
sisted for INan y ecades the basıc worth of the human PDCISON d ubject (not object)
and sought h1s fulfiılment only in communı10n wiıth other indıvıduals Here 15 the
called sobornost that Orthodox theology used allırm. Now the » Iron Curtain« has
fallen, and countrıes and SOC10-e@CONOMIC SYStems of the former Communist socleties
strugglıng for He  S ıdentity and HC  < V1IS1ON.

Looking At the Future: An Ocean of Signs of Hope
The Orthodox Church has put behind papa encyclıcals and Anglo-Saxon socıal actı-

VviIsSm. As it W as experienced in past decades, arxıst ıdeology W as unable eıther fOr-
mulate OT CXPICSS 1ts 1deology. RBut havıng rediscovered 1ts »Talse« image d DOOTL, SCTI-

vant Church, it purged iıtself of CVCIY »triıumphant and terrorıst« notion of »rel1g10n«.
Thıs Was ıts only adequate eXpression of ıts mYyStery follow In the footsteps of the
Christ »O1kon0omos«, the sorrowtul and suffering servant of Yahweh Perhaps there 1S,
ESEVeR NO  , IMNOTEC disarmıng ANSWEI the modern forms of athe1sm. Eastern Europe
has been lıberated: and 1Ss athe1sm STL alıve ın people’'s hearts and minds?

The ragedy for the Church W as that it accepted socılal reforms only after the Bolshevık
Revolution. The SWISS Socı1alıst agaz remarked the tragıc splı between those who be-
heved In God, but WeTC not interested In hI1s Kıngdom and the atheıists who wanted
ul the ngdom, but dıd nNOL eheve in (G0d But entering completely 191  <

epoc The problems emerged firom the capıtalıst Systems in Europe, In the USA and in
the industrıial countries of the northern hemisphere. Hunger and WAar in the 11' (0)8
have alsoO become burning 1SSues for all the churches concerned. And here hes the ole
problem of the JPIC PTOCCS5S. churches in PTOCCSS of reaffirmıng ADNC W their rel1g10uUs
belıef, but the other hand theır Vvisıon of kıngdom fulfiılment has been 1N-
fluenced Dy 1deologıes, SOC10ECONOMIC and polıtical SyStems and others. Eschatology
longer masks azıness, theologıca obscuratısm, indıfference toward the WOT. and DaS-
S1VILY. The deep realızation of the present cContemporarYy WOT. CHSIS, of the threat of » d

11IC  < barbarısm« wıth the destruction of the human PCrSON and poss1ıbly of the WOT. and
humanıty, 18 visıbly the Jjudgment of (j0d In the WOT. and the Church Every ARC has ıts
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OW CT1ISIS and Judgment, and thıs 1S what eschatology teaches, not the end of the WOTr.
hıdden in transcendent decree.

Injustices ead conflıct, violence and WAar thıs from the world's experience
and re. oday For manYy 1s aCcCtT agaınst love, humanıty and creation and there-
fore CannoL be carrıed Outft In the Name of God who 1S the sıde of the victims, the Suf-
er1ng, the POOTL For Chrıistians, G0od and the human beings, and thus the dıvine and hu-
Ian DOWCIS ng  S! dIC longer exclusıve d they ave been ully reconcıled hrough
the vent of Christ's ncarnatıon. Consequently all people of whatever belıef, ultural OT
ethnıc background have been declared equa. and OVEe: Dy the Sallle (G0d of al creatıon.
In thıs Chrıst's nNcarnatıon becomes for Christians the basıs of Justice and

in the WOT. the COSI1NOS

However, the question that Man Yy people aAIc Nal askıng 1s whether Justice and
cshould be attaıned only hrough peacefu OT whether they COU also be legıtımate-
1y eached through War and contlıcts. In thıs regard Christians and people of other lıving
al have adopted »pacıfsm« and the »Just War theory« In the 1ddle kast, for CXAMPD-
le, people have been suffering fIrom the ONgolIng conflıicts in the regıon and increa-
sıngly agaınst and the absurdıty of violence. Sımilar s1ıtuations STü1 continue hap-
DCH In other countrıies, C Northern reland

Every time reflecting OT discussıng international solıdarıty 0)8 the solıdarıty
of the churches, confronted wıth [WO apparently contradıctory hıstorıical trends.

TIhe first 1S internationalism. Ihıs trend, d Gabriel the WISe General decretary
of the 1ddle ast Councıl of urches, ffiırmed*! consıders that the WOT. 15 getting
maller through modern technology, and, the basıs of secular humanısm, it 15 be-
comıng communıty of indivıduals who equal regardless of theır partıcular ethnıiıc,
cultural OT rel1210us background. olıdarıty in this CASC consIists in helping indıvıduals
everywhere become AaWAaTe of theır belonging ONC WOT. communıty and of theır
need for global truggles almed al hlıberating humanıty and creation firom all forms of 9)
press1ion and exploıutations.

The second 1s the search for particularısm. Ihıs end consıders that, althoug the
WOT. 15 etting maller due modern cCommunicatıion, it should be egarded d COM-

munıty, NOotL of indıvıduals, but of communıtıes, ase‘ partıcular ethnic, cultural IC-

1210US crıter1a. In thıs Casc, olıdarıty becomes the close Cooperatıon between such
Christian cCommunities OT churches wiıllıng recognize and respect each other's partıcu-
lar characteristics In the pursuılt of COoMMON goals, V1IS1IONS and mutual cCommıtments. Thıs

ave been the end In INan y countrıies, al least urıng the past [WO decades
11110NS of people, p  icularly AMONS the yYyOUNSCI generatıon, ATIC deeply concerned

and worried about what 1s happenıng the natural environment. They dIc often the
people who question Chrıistianıty and obsessed wıth church polıtics 0)8 wıth the ack
of information, 0)8 al least about theır responsı1bıilıty for today's CONCETNS 1thout allıy
ou Christianity has sıgnıfıcant role play wıth ıts vıtal forces and has espond
posıtıively these WOTITIES Dy offering al hope and love, and also AaNsWCCI, how
PTESCTVE and SdaVC the envıronment. lan Bradley, Scottish miınIıster, introduces ONE of

21 CR Solidarıity for ustice and Peace ın the 1ddle Kast, MECC ewspori Feb./March (1992)
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R recent 00 Dy sayıng > equally SUTIC that f Christians faıl speak what
15 almost certamly the MOST ımportant 1sSsue of OUT time and do nNnOL into 1alogue
wıth those who concerned about the envıronment, 111 not only have lost

M1SS1O0NATY and pastoral opportunıty but l have faıled the human LACC,
the planet and, most ıimportant of all, ll have alle« God; the Father who bears and
CaIics about ONC W Tallıng from heaven, the Son who communed wıth the redeemed
the wayward TfOrces of nature and the Holy Dn who brooders OVCI the face of the
aters Just d che wıthın OUT souls
ere Cal be lıttle ou that the threat, pose by human exploıitation and pollution of

the natural envıronment, N the MOSL Ser10us problem facıng the WOT. d the last
decade of the twentieth CENWUTY. Ihe scale of the ecologıcal CT1SIS 1s CNOTINOUS and MNsINg
all the time but 1(078) 15 the extent of human CONCETN about ıt. The struggle SAaVC the
enviıironment has captured the hearts and imagınatıons of mıllıons f people, NOL Just
those who vote Tor the Gireens 0)8 Ecologısts 0)8 ]Jo1m the Friends of the FEarth It 1S NO  S

fırmly the maılınstream polıtical and socıal agenda of governments and internatıonal
organızations and Can longer be dismissed dASs fringe 1Ssue of interest only cranks
and 1StSsS

The (6)  comıng lıne-up of WOT. eaders in Rıo de Janeıro, Brazıl, for the United Na-
t10Ns Conference Envıronment and Development, where also thousands of 1plomats,
sciıentists, ecologısts, theorısts, Journalıists dS ell A churches eaders and theolog1ans
111 partiıcıpate in order discuss how »Save the earth«, 1S posıtıve sıgn of the
world maın interest in the CONCECINS of the plane' Thıs 0o-called Summlıt, LLOIC

than [WO in the makıng, 111 be the largest and MOSst complex conference BAVDT: held
bıgger than the MOMENLOUS meetings of Versauilles, and Potsdam. oOSse SUMN-

mıts carved u empıres, drew 1IC  S borders and ettled WOT. W dAl: The agenda for the
Ea  e Summit 15 INOTEC far-reachmeg: 1t SEeifs Out confront not only the world MOST

pressing envıronmental problems from global warmıng deforestation but 1 B
LYy and underdevelopment d ell It 15 S{l possıble that thıs WOT. summıt ll be ON of
those andmark events that change the COUTSC of hıstory, recastıng the relatiıonshıp of the
natıons of the WOT. nOot only ONC another but also theıir envıronment. Or ıt COU
end u eing dıplomatıc dısaster of global proportions, ving the wedge deeper bet-
WeCN the industrialızed and developıng countries and thus setting back the of eNVI-
ronmentalısm.

The WOT. has changed dramatıcally SsInce the fırst Eart) Summliıt, held (WenNLY YCaI>s
ADO In oC  olm Scıientists, ecologıists and others ralse Man Yy questi1ons concerning ıts
PUTDOSCS and expectations.

What kınd of planet 111 OUT cCANA1ılaren inherıt? Wiıll they ave LOOMN [OAaN, alr
reathe and food eat? Wıll they EVGTI SCC eagle yıng free OT en]JOoYy the solıtude of
pristine mountaın ake‘? and INalYy, Man y others...

ese SOMNC IM the arger questi1ons the agenda of the Eart! Summıit. TIhe
central premi1se of thıs unprecedented vVe 18 that envıronmental problems Can longer
be solved al the natıonal eve What 11l the dec1isions be, how Call they be 1M-
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plemented international 0)8 natıonal evel, and what ll be the DINCE? TIhe ANSWeT 18
a(011 certaın, but there 1S SOMINC hope“*.

Thıs 15 OUT hope for the Chrıistianıty of the twenty-first CENLUTY. I1 he full realıza-
t10n of thıs hope of OUTSi 15 INOTEC than accıdental dream., also involves churches
and communıtıes, and INCH, eing deeply commıtted and rooted ın the ıfe of
theır communıtıies, In theır experlience of ıfe and al
ere 15 Sal much do According John's Gospel, Jesus al the ast Supper noOot

only promiısed that he WOU remaın wıth h1s dıscıples and GVT be wIıth them AaNCW, but
also that he WOU send them the Paraclete, the pırıt, d ENCOUTASCIT,,consoler
and g1ver of 1fe

The pırı promised by Jesus shapes the eucharıstic Chrıstian and the Eucharıstic
Church from tOp bottom. It OUSsScs hankful remembrance:; it dIOUSCS readıness,
watchfulness and discernment for the present time of salvatıon; ıt o1ves us the strength
become, in keeping wıth these promıises, wı1tness and instruments of the continual
comıng of Kıngdom.

J herefore, In pırıt, creat1on«, capable of ringıng I(0)  S the fruıut
of the pırı »love, JOY, patıence, kındness, goodness, Lal  ulness, gentleness,
self-control« (Gal 5:22)

The Spiırıt's frults AIcC OUT instruments, capable of challenging Christians and
churches espond the needs of today's WOTr. PICSCIVC the integrity of the CICA-

tıon, z  e’} Caic of the envıronment, truggle agalınst 1ts threats for irue and
Justice for the sake of the ole humanıty

»If lıve by the pırıt, let us also alk Dy the Spırıt« (Gal 5:725) The Spırıt
people's CYCS, miınds and hearts, cshows NC horizons for the future and strengthens them
for the fulfiılment of Kıngdom earth ASs In heaven.

See the dıfferent artıcles the Summlıt, Time, 139/22 7


