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The Settlement of the Half-Century Dispute
between the Serbian Orthodox Church and
the Macedonian Orthodox Church

Ohrid Archdiocese as an Example
of Church Coexistence

liche Micevski-Ignat

1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to briefly describe the events that occurred
in the past and contributed to the resolution of the half-century dispute
between the Macedonian Orthodox Church and the Serbian Orthodox
Church in 2022. Starting in the 19* century, individual individuals would
try to restore the Ohrid Archdiocese and fulfill the people’s desire to have
their own church, but those attempts would be unsuccessful. When Mace-
donia became a free territory during World War II and was a federal state
within Yugoslavia, the initiative to restore the Ohrid Archdiocese, abol
ished on January 16, 1767, began again. The people and the clergy did
not forget the glory and importance of the Ohrid Archdiocese, and want-
ed to have their own church and clergy again. A process began that last-
¢d several years until the desire of the Macedonian people was fulfilled
n the middle of the 20" century. Obtaining their own autocephaloys
church was not easy for the Macedonian people, nor for the other Balkar
Psnples. l.n the period that followed, the priests and the people Were fac:
:&\i;(h d.cm.al and_non'recognition of the Macedonian OrthodoX Cgll:;ls
Bcls,:(c::t(y)]r.ha” a century, dialogues were held to overcome the }3:{2].6 i
Maccdnnia; lf:‘i/:)r]thj.rCheS .WIFhOUt any progress. On one S“.jiwn inde-
Sndgste et '()ps who insisted on the right to h.ave theu ™ o di
church, and on the other side were the Serbian bishoPs”
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ot want to grant and "C‘_:”g”i"’«t‘ that right. However., the waiting and
satience of the l\/laccdomz.m bishops and the Macedonian people bore
it After half a century since the beginning of the dispute between the
Serbian Orthodox Church (SOC) and the Macedonian Orthodox Church
_ Ohrid Archdiocese, a solution was found and the dispute was resolved.
In the continuation of the text, we will try to briefly describe the events
(hat are part of the history of the two neighboring Orthodox churches,
the mutual dispute and of course the resolution of the dispute. Finally,
we will try to identify the new challenges for the Macedonian Orthodox
Church.

2 Attempts to restore the Macedonian Orthodox
Church

Before the middle of the 20" century, during World War 11, the Macedo-
nian people and the Macedonian clergy made an attempt to restore the
Ohrid Archdiocese. The people realized that they had their own state and
wanted to have their own independent church, even though the state of
the Macedonian people was within the formed federation called Yugo-
slavia. Although they found themselves in such a political arrangement,
they still wanted to realize their centuries-old desire to restore the Ohrid
Archdiocese. They decided to restore that ancient Archdiocese under the
name of the Macedonian Orthodox Church. The restoration of the Ohrid
Archdiocese in the person of the MOC began in the liberated Macedo-
nian territories, with the Priestly Assembly held on 20 October 1943, in
Izdeglavje (Ohrid)'. Later, a new, larger assembly was held at which the
Important decision to restore the Ohrid Archdiocese was made. That as-
sembly was the First National Church Assembly, held in Skopje on (4) 5
and 6 March 1945, in the presence of over 300 delegates®, priests and
laymen, at which unanimous decisions were made for the restoration of
the Ohrid Archdiocese as the Macedonian Orthodox Church. The Assem-
.bl_X referred to canon 17 of the Fourth Ecumenical Council, as well as

Cnagko Humescky, Vcropuja na Makegonckara [TpaBocnasha IIpKBa, Cxkorje 1?8‘).
10] 2; ]()Ball Be}moscxu, MCTOPMCKI/ITC OCHOBM 3a aBTOKe(bﬂHHOCTa Ha MakeqoHCKaTa
I'H)auocnunna pxBa, Ckomje 1990, 139,

Aitmencigy, Mcropuja na Makeponckara, 1029; Bemrdocku, VicTopnckute 0CHOBH,

141; Done Ilievski, The Macedonian Orthodox Church. The Road to Independence.

Skopje 1973 75
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canon 38 of the Sixth Ecumenical Council. Canon 17 of the Fourth Ep.
umenical Council states that if a change occurs in the state and Civil formg
of government, then that change should also be followed by the chyrep,
episcopacies’. The decision was voted for the MOC to be independent
and have its own bishops and clergy. They decided that the future Arch.
bishop of the restored church should bear the title of “Ohrid Archbishop”
In order to acquaint the Orthodox world with the restoration of the Ohyig
Archdiocese, they requested that all Orthodox churches be notified. These
requests were sent to the Synod of the SOC. At the synodal session of
the SOC, held on September 22, 1945, the request of the Macedonian
people and clergy was considered. With the adopted decision No. 1279
and Pov. No. 81 reg. 471, the request of the Macedonian deputies was
rejected and a call was sent to remain under the jurisdiction of the Ser-
bian Orthodox Church?*.

After receiving a negative response, the Macedonian side decided to
hold a new assembly. On May 9 and 10, 1946, a clergy assembly was
held in the presence of 200 priests. At the assembly, it was decided to
propose an autonomous status for the MOC instead of autocephaly’.
The same year, in November, the Holy Synod of the Serbian Church held
a session and with the decision 10/23, 1946 AS no. 18/reg. 12, conveyed
a clear message that they would not give up what they had gained in
history. It was about the autocephaly of the SOC and the Tomos of Con-
stantinople confirming their autocephaly. That is why they declared them-
selves against the granting of autocephalous status to a new church in the
territories of the Serbian church jurisdiction: “We will never agree to
surrender what history had granted us™. These words were not what
the Macedonian priests and people wanted to hear, but they nevertheless
decided to continue the fight for the restoration of the Ohrid Archdiocese.

The Macedonian people and clergy will reorganize again and form an
initiative board to organize the Macedonian Orthodox Church. The
formed initiative board will propose indigenous candidates for bishops’

CBewTenn KaHoH Y Ha cBetara npaBociasHa 1{pksa, Benec 2011, 130 (Serbian: Cpe-
TeHU KaHoHe []pkae, beorpan 2005).

Jlmmencku, Victopuja wa Makenonckara, 1032-1033; Benvoscku, Vctopuckmte
OCHOBYM, 142-143,

JInmenckny, Mcropuja na Makegonckara, 1033-1034; Benuoncku, Mctopuckute
ocHoru, 143; Tlievski, The Macedonian Orthodox Church, 77-78.

Humesckn, Mc ropuja Ha Makeponckara, 1035: Ilievski, The Macedonian Orthodox
Church, 79.

Humenckn, Mcropuja na Makenonckara, 1049, 1052,



The Settlement of the Dispute between SOC und MOC 153

1o the SOC, but .it dic!lnot accept them. Despite the promises of the Ser-
ian Patriarch Vikenti] (]‘)SQ—I 958_), that the proposed candidates would
ve confirmed by th‘e C9L|11c11 of Bishops of the SQC, this did not hap-
e’ The game of patience of .the people who' tried to offer practical
solutions to resolve tk}e chu_rch Issue on the territory of the then federal
Republic of Macedonia, Wth.h .vxfer'ce rejected every time, slowly came to
an end. The delegates of the initiative board decided to g0 one step fur-
ther. Well, having no other solution, at the beginning of October (4-6)
1958 the Second National Church Assembly® was convened and the
proposed candidates for bishops were elected. The Toplica Bishop
Dositej, the vicar of the Serbian Patriarch German, originally Macedo-
nian, was elected as the Head of the MOC'°. Then, at that Council, the
Constitution of the MOC, as an independent Church, was adopted!!.
Great joy and applause filled the hall where this historic assembly was
held and where the desire of the Macedonian people to have their own
autocephalous Orthodox Church was fulfilled. The head of the renewed
Ohrid Archdiocese and the other elected candidates for bishops, in addi-
tion to great joy, accepted the new reality of their mission with respon-
sibility.

The Council of Bishops of the SOC agreed with the decisions of the
National Church Assembly, by adopting a decision confirming that the
Constitution of the SOC was no longer valid for the dioceses in Mace-
donia. With decisions AS no. 47/1959 and 6/1959, reg. 57 of 17 June
1959, the SAS of the SOC agreed with the decisions of the Macedonian
National Church Assembly of 1958'2, announcing that the Constitution
of the SOC ceases to be valid®®;: “VI. This decree abrogates all the reg-
ulations of the Constitution of the Serbian Orthodox Church referring
to the eparchies and bishops within the People’s Republic of Macedo-
ma..,”#The unity between the Serbian and Macedonian Churches was
agreed to be expressed in the person of the Serbian Patriarch, who should
have had the tit]e Patriarch of Serbia and Macedonia, that is, Patriarch of

¥ Ibid., 1062; bemuoscku, Vcropucknre OCHOBH, 148.
MeBcky, U

150 CTopuja Ha Makenonckara, 1065; Beruosckit, VcTopucknTe OCHOBH,
30,
| H:HMEBCK”’ Vcropuja na Makeponckara, 1066; Ilievski, The Macedonian Orthodox
 Church, 97,
ﬁ:;:encxu, Ucropuja na Makenonckara, 1067.
T I_()68; benmuoncky, Wcropuckure OcHosu, 151.
Ievski, Th

¢ Macedonian Orthodox Church, 99.
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the Serbian and Macedonian Orthodox Church. With the
of the autocephaly of the MOC, we see that the Macedo
did not renounce the Serbian Patriarch, but proposed that he continye to
remain the head of the church in Serbia and Macedonia. This decision of
the Macedonian delegates proves that although they wanted to have thei;
own autocephalous church, they wanted to remain in unity and cop.-
munion with the Serbian Patriarch, who would also be the Patriarch of
Macedonia. Their intention was not to be completely separated from the
SOC. The desire was to have their own church with indigenous bishops,
but always in unity with the SOC and the rest of the autocephalous Or-
thodox churches.

A good cooperation began between the Macedonian Archbishop
Dositej and the Serbian Patriarch German. During the visit of the Serbi-
an Patriarch German to Skopje, accompanied by Serbian bishops and
with the Macedonian Archbishop Dositej, on July 19, 1959, they per-
formed the ordination of Archimandrite Kliment as Bishop of Prespa and
Bitola®. The following week, in Shtip, July 26, 1959, Archbishop Dosite;
and Bishop Kliment ordained Archimandrite Naum as Bishop of the Zle-
tovsko-Strumica Diocese', with which the MOC acquired two more
canonical bishops, in addition to the Head — Archbishop Dositej. In that
way, the gracious apostolic succession in the MOC was preserved. This
meant that the bishops of the renewed Macedonian Church were the
bearers of the apostolic succession and could pass it on to other bishops,
if there was a need to ordain new bishops. The Macedonian people ac-
quired their own indigenous bishops who served and preached in their
native language. The gesture made by the Serbian Patriarch at that time,
to ordain indigenous candidates for bishops, showed that he was not
opposed to the idea of the Macedonians having their own bishops and
their own church. His arrival in Macedonia at that time is of great histor-
ical significance for the beginnings of the renewed church in the three
dioceses formed. This meant that he accepted the proposal to be the
Patriarch of the Serbian and Macedonian Churches, perhaps not official-
ly through a document, but through his visit and the ordination of the

Macedonian bishops. Although the joy for the renewed Macedonian
}{”MEBCK”’ Uctopuja na Maxeponckara, 1069; [lievski, The Macedonian onhofiox
Church, 101; Iloxe Mnuescku, Cmucnara pa HEKOW OTIIOPYM TPOTHB aBTOKedaIM)aTd
Ha Makenonckara I[Ipasocnapua [Ipkpa, Ckonje 1970, 20.

)[."MCBCK"’ Mcropuja a Makenonckara, 1069; Ilievski, The Macedonian Orthodox
Church, 103; Unuencin, Cmucnara, 20,

Proclamatiy,,
nian delegate

15
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Church was great, it did not last long. A new period began when that joy
rurned into a struggle to preserve the already established church and once

qcain demand the right to an independent church, equal to other Orthodox
churches.

3. Change in attitude towards the MOC and
declaration of autocephaly

Soon after the joyful moments caused by the restoration of the Ohrid
Archdiocese as the MOC, a period of change in the attitude of the bishops
of the SOC towards the status of the church’s autonomy on the territory
of Macedonia began. The Serbian bishops began to deny the autonomy
of the Macedonian church. The Macedonian bishops requested that oth-
er local Orthodox churches be notified of the autonomous status they had
received, but the Serbian church refused to do so, denying its decision
on the already granted autonomous status!’. The Synod of the Macedo-
nian Church, led by five bishops, will seek autocephaly from the SOC in
order to overcome misunderstandings'®, which refused that request.
Since they did not find a reasonable understanding for their demands and
the misunderstandings continued, the Macedonian bishops decided to
declare autocephaly of the restored Ohrid Archdiocese. That decision®
of the Macedonian bishops will be confirmed and approved by Third
National Church Assembly, held on July 17, 19672,

The decision of the Macedonian bishops did not please the Serbian
bishops. On several occasions, the Serbian bishops, in the printed news-
papers of the SOC, would disparage the MOC and its bishops. They
would lead an action to denigrate the Macedonian bishops before other

" I'mmeBcku, Vicropuja na Maxenosckara, 1072-1075; Ilievski, The Macedonian

Orthodox Church, 105-106.

bemyoscky, Vicropuckure ocuosu, 153; Letter No. 226 of 3.12.1966, requesting

autocephaly of the Macedonian Orthodox Church, published in: Ilawne Mojanockwu,

ABtokedaniocta na Makefionckara paBociaBHa 1jpKBa (TokymerTi), Cxorje 2004,

259-268.

" For the decisions and events surrounding the proclamation of the autocephaly of the

Macedonian Orthodox Church, see: [lone Mnuescku, Apxuenuckon OXpuacku u

’ Makenoncky Hocurej, Cxomnje 1995, 98-108.

© Iumencky, Mcropuja na Makenonckara, 1078; Bemuoscku, VIcTopuckuTe 0CHOBII,
154; Nievski, The Macedonian Orthodox Church, 111-112,

B T T e o . o 4
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Orthpdox churches. On May 24, ?9‘67, the Holy Synod of the SOC .
session, through the adopted decision AS no. 44/reg. 10, woulq i at its
warning to the MOC. In that warning, it indicated that jf the Mosém a
clared autocephaly, severe sanctions would be taken. A fte the Mge-
declared autocephaly, the Council of the SOC would not recognize thC
autocephaly. Moreover, they declared the Macedonian zﬁ\utocephaloueS
Church a SChlSTnatIC organization, but emphasized that they would not
break communion with the faithful people of Macedonia?!.

The following year, on October 28, 1968, Serbian Patriarch German
sent letters to all bishops of the MOC, calling on them to repent?, The
Macedonian bishops did not feel the need to respond to the call for re.
pentance, nor did they accept to be judged for what they had done. Peace-
ful letters were sent several times to the Serbian Patriarch and the Synod,
to which they did not respond, acting with indifference. The purpose of
the letters was to explain the good intentions of the Macedonian bishops
and their desire for good inter-church relations. The reason why the Mace-
donian bishops did not want to accept the call for repentance, nor to be
judged by the Serbian bishops, is that they were no longer considered
part of the SOC. From 1958 until 1967, when the autocephaly of the
MOC was proclaimed, the Macedonian bishops were not part of the
Council of Bishops of the Serbian Orthodox Church?. They were never
invited to the sessions of the Council of Serbian Bishops and did not take
part in the decisions of that Council. On the other hand, the Macedonian
bishops did not take an oath before the SOC, because they were ordained
bishops for the MOC, therefore they were not responsible for their ac-
tions?*. They referred to the decision of the SOC from 1959, which
clearly stated that the Constitution of the SOC ceased to be valid for. the
dioceses in Macedonia that had separated into a separate church. Since
the Constitution of the SOC no longer applied to the dioceses in Mace-
donia and the Macedonian bishops were not part of the Council- of Ser-
bian Bishops, they could not accept being tried by a body of which they
were not a part and before which they had not taken an oath.

2 IlnmeBcky, Mcropuja na Makeponckata, 1088.
Wimenckn, Cmucnara, 17—18. 4-45
“ Ilievski, The Macedonian Orthodox Church, 125; Mnuescku, CMuciaTa, 3 '

Nnuesckn, Cmucnara, 39,
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4 Dialogue to overcome misunderstandings

The relations between the MOC and the SOC deteri
of refusal to talk and restore communion between the
The MOC, from 1967, when it declared its autoceph

stantly tried to enter into dialogue with the SOC, but was always reject-
ed. During that pe}'1od, at the level of the commissions of the two church-
es, only two meetings took place. One meeting took place in 1978, in the
monastery “St. Prokhor Pchinjski” in Serbia. The second
held in 1979, at the Monastery of the Most Holy Theotokos in Kalishta,
Macedonia. Both meetings were unsuccessful. The commissions did not
find a solution to overcome the misunderstandings. At those meetings,
the main topic of discussion was the question of who has the competence
and who can grant autocephaly. The SOC commission believed that the
issue of the autocephaly of the MOC could be resolved by the Ecumen-
ical Patriarchate or a future Ecumenical Council. Previously, their posi-
tion was that the only factor that could resolve this issue and has the
competence was the Mother Church. Regarding this issue, the SOC has
always acted according to its current interests and possibilities.

Such behavior of the SOC continued, refusing dialogue or resolution
of the dispute with the MOC. The Macedonian bishops wanted a solution
to the dispute and entry into communion with the other Orthodox church-
es. Having been told that one of the parties that could grant them auto-
cephaly was the Ecumenical Patriarchate, a delegation of the MOC vis-
ited the Patriarch of Constantinople, Mr. Bartholomew, in the Phanar on
March 16, 1992. The meeting that took place there was also attended by
the Serbian Patriarch Pavle. At the end of the meeting, an agreement was
reached that in the future the issue of the autocephaly of the MOC should
be resolved through dialogue between the two churches involved. The
following month, on April 15 and 16, 1992, a meeting was held between
the SOC and MOC commissions in the aforementioned Kalista monastery
In Struga. The Metropolitan Jovan of Zagreb and Ljubljana, the president
of the Serbjan commission, made a proposal and a cj‘ommorl PO‘S“}OH wa3
accepted. The two commissions agreed to establish Eucharistic untll;y
betW%n the hierarchs and clergy of the two Churches, and to resolve the
Issue of the autocephaly of the MOC through dialogue. it dobithe

The proposal of Metropolitan Jovan was accepFEd by Fhe gr;na dalthe
MOC, but the Synod of Bishops of the SOC rejected it an e
OPPosite decision, Their decision consisted in encroaching on theJ

orated and a perjod
two churches began,
aly, until 1991, ¢on-

meeting was
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diction of the MOC, appointing an administrator for the
an dioceses in the Republic of Macedonia. However,
ministrator never came to Macedonia. Regardless of the violatiop of th
jurisdiction of the MOC, the Macedonian bishops continued to strive f, ¢
dialogue with the SOC. Later, the Serbian side returned to dialogye ;\)r
a confirmation of this, there were frequent meetings at the leve] of cé,mf
missions. One of those meetings was the meeting held in Nig, which
the signatures of the working document that had been adopted Were mis-
used. The Serbian side made them public and accepted the working doc.
ument as official. On the other hand, the Synod of the MOC rejected the
working document?, Once again, negotiations between the two church-
es stagnated and no solution was reached. Later, things changed whep
the SOC found an ally among the Macedonian metropolitans and created
an entirely new church body in Macedonia.

SOC found an ally in the person of the then Bishop of the MOC,
Metropolitan Jovan of Povardar, who, with the already present title of
the Head of the MOC, appointed him as “Archbishop of Ohrid and Met-
ropolitan of Skopje” for the newly formed autonomous Orthodox Ohrid
Archdiocese (POA), as the Serbian Church in Macedonia®®. Then the
SOC ordained two more candidates and with them made a Serbian Ex-
archate in the Republic of Macedonia. A division occurred within the
church and among the believers, but the majority of the faithful remained
on the side of the MOC.

At the session of the Council of Bishops, in May 2005, the SOC of
the so-called The POA even granted it a Tomos for an autonomous
Church, and extended the Decision of 1967 against the MOC, excommu-
nicating it, in addition to the bishops and clergy of the MOC, anq t}}e
entire Orthodox people in the Republic of Macedonia, if they remain in
communion with the MOC. Negotiations and dialogue between the Ser-
bian Orthodox Church and the Macedonian Orthodox Church were once
again interrupted. Only time remained to heal the old wounds.

SO-calleq Serb.
the appointeq 4y

Jocud Iejoscku / Ipuropuj Hacrecku, Asrokedannocra nHa MakesoHcKaTa npand
¢/laBHa ipkea — Oxpujicka apxuenvckonuja, Kymaunoso 2018, 122.

For the harmfulness of the formation of the POA and the negative consequeﬂci‘a Ha
that decision against the MOC-OA, see: Ilejoscku/HacTeckn, ABTokedanHo
Maxejionckara, 49, 50, 52-55, 56-57, 58, 81-82, 84, 86, 88, 122.

es Of
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5. Eucharistic unity with the Orthodox ecumenism

The creation of a new churc.:h bc?dy did not bring the desired result. The
helievers continued to remain faithful to the MOC, which remained their
church. The Orthodox Ohrid Archdiocese (POA) had only a small num-
ber of believers, and its bishops did not come to Macedonia to take over
their dioceses. There was already a church hierarchy in the country that
did not allow other bishops to take over the already existing dioceses,
This is contrary to church canons. Seeing that the situation was not chang-
ing, the Synod of the MOC sent a delegation to the Patriarch of Constan-
tinople, which would ask him, through the right of appeal, to find a solu-
tion to the church situation in Macedonia, in order to resolve the dispute
with the SOC. It would take some time until the Ecumenical Patriarchate
gave its answer.

The response from the Ecumenical Patriarchate will be officially an-
nounced on May 9, 2022, when, after the session of the Synod of the
Ecumenical Patriarchate, they will adopt a document including the MOC
in canonical and Eucharistic unity with all local Orthodox churches, rec-
ognizing it under its old name — the Ohrid Archdiocese?’. Immediately
after the publication of the document by which the MOC is placed in
canonical and Eucharistic unity with the Orthodox ecumenism by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate, the Bishops’ Council of the SOC will issue a
statement on May 16, 2022, announcing that the autonomous status of
the MOC obtained in 1959 is being restored, full liturgical and canonical
communion is being established, and announcing that the status of the
dioceses in Macedonia should be resolved?.

After that Decision of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, a joint worship
service followed with the Patriarch Mr. Porfiry and Archbishop Stefan
on May 19 in the cathedral “St. Sava” in Belgrade, with bishops and
priests from both Churches?. The joy of those moments was reciprocal-
ly expressed, as was the fulfillment of the time for the MOC to be accept-
ed into canonical and Eucharistic unity with the SOC. In those days, a
"egular session of the Holy Council of Bishops of the SOC was held and
@ unanimous decision was made to recognize the autocephalous status of
the MOC-OA. That position was announced by the Patriarch Porfiry at

i ; ; : in: WK,
Statement of the Holy Synod of the Ecumenical Patriarchate published in: Bect

) orxrasid 2022), 5.

- Cnyx6en nmucr na Makezonckata npasociasha 1pksa, LXIV (2022), 5
Becuu, 6,
Becuuy, 7,
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the joint Liturgy in the “St. Kliment Ohridski’’ church in Skopje, on M
24, 2022°°. The joy of the believers was overwhelming, GXpresszs
through loud applause and tears in their eyes. Those words, spoken
the mouth of the Serbian Patriarch Porphyry, were xpected by the Mgge.
donian believers for 55 years. They finally became a reality and entered
the history of the MOC. Macedonian Archbishop Stefan expressed hig
gratitude to the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew and to the Serbjqp
Patriarch Porphyry for coming forward to meet the MOC-OA and thanks
to them, the MOC-OA is now a full member of the One, Holy and Cathy.
lic Church — the Body of Christ®!. He noted that Archbishop Dositej and
Patriarch German are probably also happy about the restored Ohrid Arch-
diocese, as are those who wanted to see it independent, but theijr grand-
children have come to see what they failed to achieve®?. A joint Liturgy
followed again and it was celebrated on June 5 in the “St. arch. Michael”
in Belgrade. It was then that a Tomos was granted, recognizing the MPC-
OA with its autocephalous status under its constitutional name33,

The dispute between the MOC and the SOC finally found its solution
in 2022. Thanks to the Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew and the un-
derstanding of the Serbian Patriarch Porphyry, the issue of the autoceph-
alous status of the MOC-OA was resolved after 55 years of dispute. We
cannot know the true motives from the past that contributed to the dispute
not being resolved. Perhaps it was a matter of politically motivated par-
ties or the personal convictions of individuals. But it would be wrong for
this to happen to persons who are, first and foremost, bishops of the Holy
Church and should be an example of love, patience and understanding.
We can say that such was the will of God and now the time has come for
the recognition of the autocephalous status of the MOC-OA. After the
recognition of the autocephalous status of the MOC-OA by the SOC,
relations between the two local churches are at the best level ever. The
understanding shown by Patriarch Porphyry in resolving the half-centu-
ry-old dispute is a reflection of the love of a true shepherd who cares for
the good of the Church and the salvation of the faithful, His initiative to
finally resolve the dispute and the peaceful manner in which it was re-
solved, give us an example of how disputes should be resolved. The re-
sults are seen in the community that was instantly created between the

% Becnuk, 8, 20.

*' BecHuk, 22.

Becuuk, 23.

7 Becuuk, 10, 30-31, 58-59,.
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«wo churches, as if the qispllte had never existed at all, Patriarch Porphy-
v and Archbishop Stetan §howed that all problems can be overcome if
1i1c1'c is gnodwill and a desire for peaceful dialogue. The concern for the
salvation of the faithful shown by the two Hierarchs is particularly im-
portant, salvation that is possible only in the Eucharistic community of
the one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church. Both Hierarchs set an ex-
ample of coexistence of two local churches and how others should also
get along and live fraternally, as true Christians. The resolution of the
dispute is an example of church coexistence that all local Orthodox
churches should undertake. All problems and disputes have a solution,
only there should be goodwill for dialogue and, above all, a lot of love.
Only through the love that we have among ourselves will we and others
know that we are Christ’s (Jn 13:34-35). Time has shown that Patriarch
Porphyry and Archbishop Stefan were the right persons at the right time
when the dispute between the Serbian and Macedonian Orthodox Church-
es was resolved.

6. The Macedonian Orthodox Church in front
of new challenges

Having received the status of an autocephalous church, the Macedonian
Orthodox Church — Ohrid Archdiocese begins a new era with new chal-
lenges. Now the MOC has turned a new page on which it will begin to
write its history as a local church accepted in canonical and Eucharistic
unity with all Orthodox local churches. In addition to the community and
church coexistence with the SOC, from now on the MOC will need to
have more frequent Eucharistic community with other Orthodox church-
es as well as church coexistence. If until now it was partially isolated
from church coexistence with other Orthodox churches, now it is in com-
munity with everyone and the doors are open for mutual cooperation.
The new opportunities that await the MOC-OA also assume new chal-
lenges in life and existence in community with other churches, but also
personal development and growth. We will try to identify.just a few of
Fhe challenges facing the MOC-OA, which we believe are important for
IS personal development. ot At
The first challenge is to resolve the autocephalous status with t g
Patriarchate of Constantinople. The Serbian Orthodox Church grante
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the Tomos of Autocephaly to the MOC-OA with all the canonicy rights
arising from that document, with a note that the MOC-OA must resolye
the problems with the Hellenic-speaking churches®, The Patriarchate o
Constantinople does not recognize the document issued by the SOC

claiming that only it has the right to grant autocephaly. To date, this issué
has not been resolved and a solution is expected as soon as possible. We
hope that the Ecumenical Patriarch, in dialogue with the Macedonian
bishops, will find a solution to resolve the full autocephalous statys of
the Macedonian Orthodox Church-Ohrid Archdiocese. Good church di-
plomacy and respect for church canons are needed.

The establishment of relations and cooperation with other local Or-
thodox churches, as well as with other Christian denominations, is nec-
essary if good relations are desired. This is another challenge for the
MOC-OA. It is necessary to establish a Bureau for F oreign Affairs, which
will be responsible for relations with other churches and institutions out-
side the state of North Macedonia. This bureay will help facilitate com-
munication between the MOC-OA outside the state, as well as foreign
institutions in cooperation with the MOC-OA. Of course, the external
relations of the MOC-OA are good even without the existence of a Bureau
for Foreign Affairs, but we believe that the conduct of foreign diplomacy
will be greatly facilitated by the establishment of this Bureau.

We live in a time where information is transmitted very quickly and
it is important that that information is transmitted by appropriate individ-
uals. Formation of a bureau for relations with the public and with the
media, for better communication of the decisions and messages of the
Bishops and the Synod of the MOC, with trained persons (spokespeople)
in the field of journalism. The Church should ensure that its message 1s
conveyed quickly and accurately to believers and other interested parties.
It should prepare appropriate individuals who will engage in journalistic
activities and clearly convey the messages of church figures. This is also
necessary for easier monitoring of events in the life of the Church as well
as social developments in the country, their recording, archiving and
publication.

Also, several aspects of the internal mission of the MOC-OA need to
be improved. It is necessary to develop its own Christian television and
radio station, which will broadcast not only local or international news,
but most importantly the word of the Holy Gospel. Macedonia is filled

" Bechuk, 30-31.
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with a rich Christian cu]tura'l heritage that deserves
exhibited before the domestic audience, as wel] as
history. Content will be created for every taste, fo
oldest, In order to be introduced to the teachings of
that they can know their faith better.

[t is necessary to improve the catechetical activity of the church for
adult believers and to pay attention to the mission with young people.
Catechetical classes for adults are needed, since most of them do not
know the teachings of the Orthodox Church well and do not understand
the meaning of the sacraments in the Church. Therefore, catechesis will
help them to better know their own faith. Young people are the future not
only of the state but also of the Church. If young people are not present
in churches, then how will the Christian faith be preserved and transmit-
ted to future generations? There is great potential for working with young
people and the MOC-OA should make sure to use it.

There is also potential in the social and humanitarian work of the
church. This activity has existed for many years in the Macedonian
church, but there is always room for developing the potential and pro-
viding assistance to more people.

MOC-OA already have the activity of translating and publishing the-
ological literature, but it should be enriched with more books for children
and young people, as well as with translations of the works of the Holy
Fathers and teachers of the Church and by contemporary theologians.
And this is one aspect that can be greatly improved in the future.

In reality, there are many challenges that a church faces, but we be-
lieve that the above are the most important ones that the MOC-OA should
pay attention to in the future. Each challenge brings its own struggle, but
if the end result is communion with God and with our neighbors, it de-
serves to be embraced.

to be promoted and
with a rich Christian

r the youngest to the
the Christian faith so

7. Conclusion

[tis difficult to describe events that took place over the course of 55 years
N a small number of pages. That is why there are books that describe
those events in more detail, and here only the most impo-rtant momentcsi
were briefly mentioned. For half a century, the Maced.oman peo‘ple an ,
clergy, together with their bishops, awaited the resolution of the 15:8116 0

the autocephalous status of their church. Their wish to have their OWn
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Z“I]]Ul’(-.“h ll'l~th‘l€nCW€d Qhrnd Afclld{ocese as the Macedonig
wirch was fulfilled. With great patience and expectation
positive response from the Serbian Orthodox Church foro
Macedonian bishops did not give up their goal of obtainin

for their church and to be in Eucharistic communion witiiﬁtoceph?]}’
Orthodox Church and the rest of the Orthodox churches The S?rb'a“
between the two churches not only divided the believers of ihe te e
tries, but ultimately managed to bring them closer together Xl(t)}foun-
both sides went through many trials, through mutual non-recoénitios o
denial, they st.ill realized in the end that only together can they ha\?; i
common coexistence.

The resolution of the dispute between the MOC-OA and the SOC in
2022 became a great joy for the two peoples of the Balkans and strength-
ened their mutual respect. The example set by the heads of the two
churches on how disputes between Orthodox churches should be resolved
sh_ould be an example of church coexistence and love for all Christians.
Disputes have existed and will exist, but we should take care to resolve
them in a timely manner and through love and dialogue. The resolution
of the problems between the MOC-OA and the SOC, although they last-
ed half a century, can serve as an appeal to resolve the contemporary
misunderstandings that exist in the community of Orthodox local church-
es. If the resolution of the misunderstandings is approached in a timely
manner, there is a possibility that the divisions that have begun to occur
between the Orthodox churches, motivated by canonical or political rea-
sons, will end more quickly. Canonical and Eucharistic unity is of great
importance for Orthodox churches if they want to be part of the One;
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church. Our Savior Jesus Christ should b¢
our example, Who did not come into the world to bring divisions; but 0
unite all in one (Jn. 17:21-23). If for half a century the Macedomag
bishops faced the challenge of fighting for an independent church aI:j :
met it, today they are faced with the new challenges brought by ,ﬂ.]e mOhO
ern world. We believe that every time brings its oWl personalitic> f\‘Zre
can bring solutions to contemporary problems and challenges. Ther® -
we think that the bishops of the MOC-OA can and have th¢ ®
respond to the challenges they will face in their pastoral activitys
the faithful towards communion with the Lord Jesus Christ.

f receiving 4

leadmg



