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tiered account of doctrine (dogma, authoritative teaching, permitted diversity), and an 
enforceable model of discipline that can survive modern ethical divergence. The paper then 
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1. Introduction: What “Complete and Total Reunification” Means 

The word reunification is often used loosely in Christian conversation, ranging from warm 
aspirations about cooperation to serious proposals for sacramental communion. This paper uses 
the term in its strictest, most demanding sense. By complete and total reunification, I mean a 
single, globally recognizable Church that is not merely sympathetic across boundaries but 
structurally one: one binding authority capable of speaking for the whole, one mutually 
recognized ministry, one shared sacramental reality in which Eucharistic communion is not 
selectively granted but ordinarily shared, and one discipline that can govern belief, worship, and 
moral teaching without recurring fracture. Anything less may be good and holy, but it is not 
what is being analyzed here. 

That target can be stated plainly as four unities. 

First, there must be unity of authority. The reunited Church must possess a legitimate decision 
procedure and a final court of appeal that binds the whole Church across nations, cultures, rites, 
and theological schools. It must be more than consensus-by-accident. It must have a structure 
that can decide, correct, reconcile, and, when necessary, discipline—without turning every 
dispute into a new denomination. 

Second, there must be unity of ministry. Reunification cannot remain rhetorical if Christians do 
not agree, in practice, on what counts as a valid bishop, presbyter, and deacon, and on how 
authority and sacramental stewardship are transmitted. A church that cannot recognize its own 
ministers across formerly divided bodies cannot, in any rigorous sense, be one Church. 

Third, there must be unity of sacramental life. In historic Christianity, the Eucharist is not an 
optional symbol attached to faith; it is the lived center where the Church becomes visible. A 
reunited Church must therefore have a single sacramental ecology—mutual recognition of 
baptism, a settled account of Eucharistic reality and presiding ministry, and stable norms for 
admission to communion. Otherwise unity remains an idea rather than a shared body. 

Fourth, there must be unity of discipline. This includes the rules by which doctrine is taught and 
protected, the processes by which disputes are judged, and the moral and pastoral norms by 
which the Church governs its common life. Discipline is often treated as the boring 
administrative layer, but in reality it is the spine of unity. Without discipline, disagreement 
becomes a centrifugal force, because nothing exists that can adjudicate conflict without 
separation. 

These four unities define the “hard case.” They also clarify what this paper is not attempting. 
Many ecumenical initiatives pursue spiritual unity: a unity of love, prayer, repentance, and 
mutual recognition of sincere Christian faith across denominational lines. This is real and 
valuable. It can reduce hostility, heal historical wounds, and foster cooperation in mission and 
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service. But spiritual unity does not require a single jurisdiction, a single authoritative teaching 
office, or a single set of disciplinary courts. It can flourish in the presence of ongoing 
institutional division. In that sense, spiritual unity is the most attainable form of reunification—
and perhaps the most common aspiration in everyday Christian life. 

Another form is intercommunion, or partial sacramental sharing. Here the aim is not a single 
institution but a negotiated sharing of the Eucharist and other sacramental acts under specific 
conditions. Intercommunion can be a powerful symbol of unity and sometimes a step toward 
deeper reconciliation. Yet it can also function as a compromise that postpones the hardest 
questions. If two bodies share communion while disagreeing about who has the authority to 
define doctrine, what ordination is, or how moral teaching binds, then intercommunion may 
become a fragile bridge suspended over unresolved chasms. It can endure only so long as those 
chasms do not widen under stress. 

A third form is institutional unity without totality: federations, councils, and “communions” of 
churches that remain distinct but accept shared structures for consultation, mutual recognition, 
and limited joint decision-making. Such arrangements can be significant, and historically they 
have been among the most practical vehicles for Christian cooperation at scale. But they do not 
achieve the strict target of this paper. A federation can tolerate persistent doctrinal 
contradiction by lowering the stakes of authority. A single Church cannot. A federation can 
survive because it does not claim the kind of binding unity that forces final decisions. Total 
reunification must. 

So why focus on the hardest case? Because total reunification functions as a diagnostic lens. If 
one starts with the most demanding definition, the true load-bearing obstacles become visible. 
Goodwill is not enough. Shared worship experiences are not enough. Even substantial 
theological convergence is not enough if the Church lacks a binding authority architecture that 
can adjudicate and enforce decisions. The hard case reveals that many divisions, especially the 
most enduring ones, are not merely disputes over propositions but disputes over the legitimacy 
of the court itself: who is authorized to decide, how decisions become binding, and what 
happens when a minority refuses. 

This paper therefore begins from a sober premise: “one Church” is not merely a devotional 
claim; it is a governance claim, a sacramental claim, and a disciplinary claim. Total reunification 
would require a structure capable of holding unity under pressure—pressure from modern 
ethical divergence, pressure from national politics, pressure from cultural pluralism, and 
pressure from the ever-present human temptation to build identity by separation. By aiming at 
the hardest definition, we can state the real conditions for unity rather than settling for inspiring 
language that cannot survive contact with conflict. 
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The goal is not to demean partial unity, spiritual cooperation, or ecumenical friendship. Those 
may be precisely what Christians are called to pursue in the present. But if one asks what 
complete reunification would actually require, the answer cannot remain sentimental. It must 
become concrete: one Church, one binding authority, one recognized ministry, one sacramental 
communion, one discipline. Only then can we evaluate whether reunification is a plausible 
future, a remote hope, or a regulative ideal that guides lesser but real forms of unity. 

 

2. A Compressed History of Division as a Governance Problem 

If Christianity were only a set of private beliefs, division would look like a purely intellectual 
phenomenon: different people read the same texts and form different conclusions. But 
Christianity has never existed merely as private belief. From the beginning it has also been a 
public body with worship, sacraments, teaching, discipline, and leadership. That means division 
is never only about ideas; it is also about the machinery by which ideas are judged, settled, and 
translated into common life. When that machinery is weak, contested, or absent, disagreements 
do not simply persist; they harden into parallel structures. In other words, schism is often the 
visible symptom of an unresolved governance problem. 

This section compresses two millennia of history into a single organizing lens: how the Church 
makes decisions when Christians disagree. The point is not to reduce theology to politics, but to 
clarify a recurring dynamic. The Church’s most durable fractures frequently occur where 
authority is disputed, adjudication is rejected, and enforcement is either impossible or resisted 
as illegitimate. The more Christianity expands across languages, cultures, and empires, the more 
it requires decision technology to remain one. The more that decision technology is questioned, 
the more unity becomes aspirational rather than institutional. 

2.1 Early plurality and the emergence of councils as decision technology 

Early Christianity was plural in practice even when it strove for doctrinal and moral unity. 
Congregations were spread across cities, regions, and cultural worlds. Communication was slow. 
Local leadership was strong. Customs varied. Even in the New Testament period, we see 
disputes requiring deliberation, arbitration, and authoritative letters. From the start, unity was 
not self-executing. It had to be maintained. 

Out of this reality emerged a basic pattern: when disputes threatened communion, the Church 
sought a way to speak with a common voice. Councils became a form of decision technology. 
The phrase may sound modern, but it captures something important. A council is not merely a 
meeting; it is a mechanism that converts distributed disagreement into a binding outcome. It 
does so by gathering recognized leaders, defining questions precisely, debating, deciding, and 
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then expecting reception and compliance. Councils are governance instruments designed to 
preserve a single faith and a single sacramental body across distance and difference. 

This did not happen all at once. Local and regional councils existed before the great ecumenical 
councils. They were responses to practical pressures: divergent teachings, contested discipline, 
rival claimants to authority, or moral failures that demanded consistent standards. As 
Christianity became intertwined with empire and public life, councils gained the ability to issue 
decisions with wider force. That power, however, came with a price: the Church’s unity 
increasingly depended on whether parties accepted the council as legitimate and binding. 

Here is the key: councils are effective only if two things hold. First, there must be an agreed rule 
for who gets to participate and decide. Second, there must be an agreed rule for what makes a 
decision authoritative for everyone else. These are governance questions. Theology supplies the 
content of decisions, but governance supplies the binding force. When the binding force is 
widely recognized, councils can heal disputes. When it is contested, councils can catalyze new 
fractures. 

So early plurality did not automatically lead to endless fragmentation. The Church developed 
tools for unity: shared creeds, shared liturgical practices, and above all, councils that functioned 
as a structured method of resolution. In healthy moments, this technology worked because 
Christians accepted that unity required more than persuasion; it required a legitimate 
adjudication process. 

2.2 Schism as an outcome of unresolved authority and adjudication 

Schism rarely begins with the intention to become “another church.” It more often begins with 
the claim: we are the Church, and the others have departed. That claim reveals the governance 
core of schism. The fight is not only about what is true, but about who has the authority to 
define what must be held in common, and how disagreement is resolved without breaking 
communion. 

When authority is disputed, disagreement becomes structurally unstable. The logic is simple. If 
two parties disagree and there is no recognized court of appeal, then the dispute cannot be 
conclusively settled. If it cannot be settled, it will be managed informally through power, 
influence, and local enforcement. That management breeds resentment. Resentment hardens 
identity. Identity demands boundaries. Boundaries produce separate jurisdictions. Over time, 
the separation becomes normal and then sacred. 

This is why many historic splits are not just disagreements over doctrines, but disagreements 
over the legitimacy of decisions. One side receives a council as authoritative; another rejects it 
as overreach, distortion, or betrayal. Once that happens, the decision technology becomes an 
accelerant rather than a solvent. The very instrument designed to preserve unity is now 
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interpreted as the tool of domination or corruption. The disagreement shifts from the content 
of belief to the validity of the process. At that point, reconciliation becomes vastly harder, 
because it requires a shared account of authority before the specific doctrines can even be 
adjudicated together. 

Another dynamic appears repeatedly: adjudication without enforceable reconciliation 
pathways. When a conflict is framed as pure condemnation, the only stable outcome is 
separation. A durable unity system requires not only the ability to declare error, but also the 
ability to restore communion through agreed procedures of repentance, clarification, and 
reintegration. Where those pathways do not exist or are not trusted, parties choose exit or 
excommunication, and the fracture becomes permanent. 

Finally, schism is often enabled by geography and politics. When the Church spans empires, 
kingdoms, and later nation-states, a governance dispute can align with political boundaries. 
Once that alignment occurs, church unity is no longer only a theological question. It becomes 
bound up with language, law, culture, and security. The dispute is now protected by institutions 
that have reasons to keep it alive. The schism gains inertia. 

In short, schism is frequently the outcome of unresolved authority: no shared court, no shared 
rule of decision, no trusted mechanism of reception, and no credible process that can reconcile 
parties without humiliation. The doctrinal disagreements matter, but the permanence of 
division is often a governance artifact: once parallel structures exist, they acquire a logic of self-
preservation. 

2.3 Why modern fragmentation accelerates: low-cost exit and identity formation 

Modernity introduces a new accelerant: exit has become cheap. In earlier centuries, religious 
identity was often tied to geography, law, and community. One did not easily switch churches 
without consequences. Today, especially in pluralistic societies, denominational choice is 
normal. New congregations can form quickly. Funding can be raised independently. Legal 
incorporation is routine. Broadcast and social media allow instant audience-building. The result 
is a structural shift: when disagreement occurs, forming a new body is often easier than 
reforming the old one. 

This low-cost exit changes incentives. If you know you can leave and keep your community, 
donors, and platform, then the pressure to remain in difficult communion decreases. 
Governance becomes fragile because discipline and adjudication are perceived as optional. 
Authority must now persuade not only by truth but by attractiveness. Leaders become 
vulnerable to faction formation because factions can immediately become institutions. 

At the same time, modern identity formation intensifies denominational distinctives. In a 
crowded marketplace of beliefs, groups differentiate themselves to survive. Theological nuance 
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often collapses into slogans that signal belonging. Distinctives that were once secondary 
become markers of identity: worship style, political posture, cultural attitudes, and moral 
emphases. When identity is built on difference, unity feels like erasure. Denominational 
boundaries become emotionally charged because they are no longer merely administrative; 
they are personal. 

Another accelerant is the speed of conflict. In the past, disputes unfolded over years or decades. 
Now controversies erupt in days. Outrage cycles reward escalation. Public statements are 
demanded immediately. Institutional due process looks like weakness or compromise. This 
environment punishes slow, careful adjudication, exactly the kind of adjudication that 
historically allowed the Church to remain one while thinking hard. When adjudication cannot 
keep pace with conflict, exit becomes the default resolution. 

Modern fragmentation is also driven by the expansion of the “matters that divide.” Historic 
splits often centered on core claims about Christ, sacraments, and authority. Contemporary 
splits increasingly center on moral teaching, anthropology, and the Church’s posture toward 
modern social orders. These issues touch daily life and identity, which makes them less 
negotiable for many believers. When moral divergence is perceived as faithfulness versus 
betrayal, compromise becomes morally unintelligible. In such cases, governance cannot merely 
manage disagreement; it must define the moral boundaries of communion. That is precisely 
where many modern bodies fracture. 

Put together, modern conditions create a denominational multiplication engine: cheap exit, 
rapid conflict, platform-driven faction formation, and identity built on differentiation. Even if 
theological creativity were unchanged, these structural factors alone would increase 
fragmentation. For any project of total reunification, this means an agreement among leaders is 
insufficient. A reunified Church would need governance strong enough to resist the modern 
incentives to splinter. It would need trusted adjudication that is both legitimate and durable 
under media pressure, and it would need a culture that can sustain belonging even when 
disagreement is painful. 

This is why the paper frames division as a governance problem. Not because doctrine is 
secondary, but because without a credible and accepted decision architecture, doctrine cannot 
remain common. Total reunification would require not only theological convergence, but a 
governance design capable of holding unity in an age that constantly manufactures reasons to 
leave. 
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3. The Reunification Test: The Five Non-Negotiables 

Total reunification is often imagined as a mood: if only Christians loved each other more, unity 
would return. Love is indispensable, but love does not by itself generate a single Church. A 
single Church requires shared structures that can hold unity when love is strained, when 
passions run hot, and when disagreements become existential. For that reason, this paper 
proposes a simple diagnostic: a reunification test made of five non-negotiables. These are not 
“nice to have” items. They are the minimum conditions under which “complete and total 
reunification” becomes an institutional reality rather than an ecumenical wish. 

The five are authority, doctrine, ministry, sacraments, and discipline. Each is a unity-bearing 
load. If any one is left unresolved, the reunited Church will either be a federation that cannot 
bind its members or a fragile coalition that fractures under stress. The point is not that every 
Christian must think identically on every question. The point is that a reunited Church must have 
a shared way to decide what must be held in common, what may differ, and how conflicts are 
resolved without spawning new churches. 

3.1 Authority: who can bind the whole Church 

Authority is the keystone. Without a recognized authority capable of binding the whole Church, 
the other four categories remain negotiable, and negotiability is the seedbed of schism. The 
central question is straightforward: when Christians disagree at scale, who has the right to 
decide, and by what procedure does that decision become obligatory for all? 

In practice, “authority” includes at least four components. 

First, there must be a recognized decision-making body or office whose judgments are more 
than advisory. Advisory bodies cannot reunify a splintered Church because advice can be 
ignored without consequence. A reunited Church requires a legitimate court of final appeal. 

Second, authority must have limits. Unbounded authority invites fear, resistance, and eventual 
revolt. Any authority structure capable of universal binding power must also be constrained by 
law, due process, and transparency. Otherwise reunification becomes a demand for submission 
rather than an invitation to communion. 

Third, authority must be capable of adjudication. It must be able to hear disputes, interpret 
doctrine, and settle conflicts without resorting to raw power. Where adjudication is absent, 
politics fills the vacuum. 

Fourth, authority must be receivable. A theoretically perfect constitution is useless if ordinary 
clergy and laity do not experience it as legitimate. Reception is not a sentiment; it is a 
sociological fact. If a major portion of the Church refuses to recognize the authority as binding, 
the “reunified Church” exists only on paper. 
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In short, total reunification requires a universal authority architecture that is binding, limited, 
adjudicative, and receivable. The Church must know not only what it believes but how it decides 
what it believes. 

3.2 Doctrine: what must be believed, what may vary 

Doctrine is the content that authority protects and clarifies. But doctrinal unity does not mean 
uniformity on every theological question. Historically, Christianity has sustained diversity in 
spirituality, liturgy, and theological schools while insisting that certain claims are not optional. 
Reunification therefore requires a shared rule for doctrinal tiering: what is non-negotiable, what 
is authoritative yet open to development, and what belongs to permitted diversity. 

A reunited Church would need to answer at least three doctrinal questions. 

First, what constitutes the core confession that defines communion? Without this, unity 
collapses into mere sociological affiliation. The Church becomes a brand rather than a body of 
truth. 

Second, what is the status of later doctrinal developments? Even if Christians agree on early 
creeds, many divisions persist because of later doctrinal definitions and the question of whether 
they are binding, reformable, or even legitimate. Reunification demands not only agreement on 
doctrines but agreement on the authority of doctrinal acts. 

Third, what is the rule for tolerable disagreement? A reunited Church must be able to say, 
calmly and consistently, “You may believe this within the bounds of communion,” and also, “You 
may not teach this as Christian truth.” Without such boundaries, doctrinal conflict becomes 
constant and destructive. With boundaries that are too narrow, unity becomes impossible. With 
boundaries that are too wide, unity becomes empty. 

Doctrinal reunification is therefore not only a catalog of propositions; it is a constitutional 
framework for defining dogma, governing development, and licensing diversity without 
dissolving truth. 

3.3 Ministry: what counts as valid ordination and succession 

Ministry is where authority becomes embodied. If the Church cannot identify its own ministers 
across formerly separated bodies, then it cannot meaningfully speak of one Church. Total 
reunification therefore requires mutual recognition of orders: bishops, presbyters, and deacons, 
or whatever terminology a tradition uses for those offices. 

This is not merely a staffing issue. It is a question of sacramental stewardship and governance 
legitimacy. Ordained ministers preside at worship, teach officially, administer sacraments, and 
exercise pastoral authority. If one body denies that another body’s ministers are truly ordained, 
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then Eucharistic communion is blocked, sacramental acts are disputed, and governance cannot 
be unified. 

Two specific problems arise immediately. 

First is the nature of ordination itself. Is ordination a sacramental act that confers an indelible 
character, or is it a commissioning by a community? Different traditions answer differently, and 
those answers shape what recognition would require. 

Second is succession. Some traditions ground legitimacy in apostolic succession through historic 
episcopacy; others see succession primarily in fidelity to apostolic teaching rather than tactile 
lineage. Reunification requires either a shared account of succession or a mutually acceptable 
equivalence: a way to say, “This form of succession is recognized as valid under the reunited 
Church’s constitution.” 

Transitional mechanisms would be essential. Total reunification cannot practically demand that 
millions of clergy are suddenly “re-ordained” in a way that implies their prior ministry was 
invalid. Yet without some reconciliation of orders, sacramental unity cannot be achieved. The 
reunified Church would need a non-humiliating pathway: recognition where possible, 
supplementation where necessary, and reconciliation rites that honor conscience while 
establishing a single ministerial system. 

3.4 Sacraments: what counts as Eucharist, and what communion requires 

Sacraments are the lived center of unity. If reunification stops at joint statements while 
communion remains divided, the Church remains visibly fragmented. Total reunification 
requires a single sacramental ecology: shared recognition of baptism, settled norms for 
Eucharist, and a common account of what communion signifies and requires. 

The Eucharist is the decisive test because it is not merely a ritual; it is the enacted claim that the 
Church is one body. When communion is withheld, it signals that unity is incomplete. When 
communion is shared, it declares that unity is real. That is why Eucharistic unity cannot be 
achieved by sentiment alone. It requires agreement on at least four elements. 

First, what is the Eucharist? Is it primarily memorial, real presence, sacrifice, communion, or 
some synthesis? Disagreements here are not minor; they shape worship, piety, and theology. 

Second, who may preside? Eucharistic unity depends on ministerial unity. If a presider is not 
recognized as validly ordained, the sacramental act becomes contested. 

Third, what are the conditions for admission to communion? Traditions differ on whether 
communion is a means for healing divisions or a sign that divisions have already been healed. 
Total reunification requires a shared rule. 
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Fourth, what is the relation between Eucharist and doctrine? In many traditions, communion is 
inseparable from shared confession. If confessional unity is absent, communion becomes a lie. 
Others stress the Eucharist as a medicine that can precede full intellectual agreement. A 
reunited Church must choose a coherent synthesis and enforce it consistently. 

Without a settled Eucharistic framework, reunification remains symbolic rather than 
sacramental. And without sacramental unity, the claim to one Church lacks its most concrete 
expression. 

3.5 Discipline: how moral and pastoral teaching remains coherent without fracture 

Discipline is the most underestimated non-negotiable because it looks procedural. But discipline 
is how a Church survives disagreement without dissolving into factions. It includes the rules for 
teaching, correction, pastoral governance, clergy accountability, and moral boundaries. In a 
reunited Church, discipline is the system that prevents every conflict from becoming a new 
schism. 

Discipline has at least three dimensions. 

First is doctrinal discipline: who can teach officially, how heresy is defined, how correction 
occurs, and what processes protect against both false teaching and authoritarian abuse. A 
reunited Church must be able to correct error without turning correction into persecution. 

Second is moral discipline: how the Church speaks and acts on contested moral questions. 
Modern divisions often erupt here because moral teaching touches embodied life. If a reunited 
Church permits radical divergence in moral norms, it risks becoming two moral churches under 
one logo. If it enforces uniformity without legitimacy, it risks rapid defection and renewed 
fragmentation. Total reunification therefore demands either convergence on moral teaching or 
an agreed constitutional method for adjudicating moral disagreement that is binding and stable. 

Third is pastoral discipline: how the Church cares for sinners, wounds, and failures without 
collapsing into either moral laxity or harsh legalism. A Church can fracture not only from 
permissiveness but also from rigidity. Total reunification requires a coherent pastoral system: 
one that preserves truth and mercy together, with clear processes for repentance, restoration, 
and protection of the vulnerable. 

In the modern world, discipline also includes anti-corruption safeguards: transparent 
procedures, checks on power, and mechanisms for accountability. Without them, reunification 
would concentrate authority in ways that many Christians would rightly fear. A reunited Church 
must be not only one but trustworthy. 

Together, these five non-negotiables form the reunification test. Authority determines who can 
bind the Church. Doctrine determines what binds conscience. Ministry determines who can act 
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for the Church. Sacraments determine how unity is enacted. Discipline determines how unity 
survives conflict. If a reunification proposal cannot answer each category concretely, it is not a 
proposal for total reunification. It is a proposal for cooperation, partial communion, or 
federation—good things, but not the hardest case. 

The rest of the paper builds from this test: it identifies where the deepest incompatibilities lie, 
and it proposes what a reunified Church’s constitutional architecture would have to look like to 
carry these five loads without breaking. 

 

4. The Central Impasse: Universal Primacy vs Conciliar/Synodal Governance 

If total reunification has a single bottleneck, it is the question of “final say.” When Christians 
disagree in a way that threatens communion, who has the authority to decide for the whole 
Church? Every serious reunification proposal collides here, because every tradition has 
developed not only doctrines but instincts about how the Church remains faithful across time. 
Those instincts are encoded in governance. They are not merely “how we run meetings.” They 
are beliefs about how Christ governs His Church, how truth is preserved, how the Holy Spirit 
guides, and how abuse is restrained. 

The dispute is often summarized as universal primacy versus conciliar or synodal governance. 
That summary is useful but incomplete. The real clash is between two fears. The first fear is a 
Church that cannot decide and therefore fractures endlessly: a Christianity of permanent 
schism-by-disagreement. The second fear is a Church that can decide too easily and therefore 
can be captured: a Christianity where a single office or center can impose error, drift, or 
corruption on the whole. Total reunification requires a settlement that answers both fears at 
once. That means primacy must be real but constrained, and synodality must be real but not 
impotent. 

4.1 Competing models of “final say” 

At the heart of the impasse are competing models for where ultimate adjudicative authority 
resides. 

One model locates final say in a universal primate. The logic is that unity requires a visible 
center. When disputes arise, there must be an office with recognized competence to judge, to 
clarify doctrine, and to maintain communion across local and national boundaries. In its 
strongest form, this model holds that without such primacy the Church becomes a 
confederation of regional bodies with no binding unity, vulnerable to national capture and 
doctrinal drift. 
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A second model locates final say in an ecumenical council or universal synod. Here the highest 
authority is not a single office but the gathered episcopate (or the Church represented through 
its bishops), deliberating and deciding together. The logic is that no one bishop has jurisdiction 
over the whole Church by divine right. Unity is maintained by shared faith and conciliar 
adjudication. In its strongest form, this model fears that any universal primacy risks turning the 
Church into a monarchy that can override the Church’s collective discernment. 

A third model, prominent in many Protestant traditions, relocates final say to Scripture as 
supreme authority, mediated through confessional standards, synods, presbyteries, or 
congregational governance depending on polity. Here “final say” is often functionally 
distributed: doctrines are settled by confessions and preaching, discipline by church courts (in 
some forms) or local congregations (in others), and unity is maintained primarily by shared 
belief rather than a single binding global structure. 

These models collide because they are answers to different historical problems. Universal 
primacy is a response to centrifugal forces: fragmentation, local corruption, political domination 
of regional churches, and the inability to settle disputes. Conciliarity is a response to 
centralization risks: capture, error imposed from the top, and the reduction of the Church’s 
catholicity to a single administrative center. Scriptural-supremacy polities are responses to 
perceived failures of centralized or episcopal authority: they aim to anchor unity in the Word 
rather than in an office. 

But total reunification cannot evade the question. A reunited Church must have a mechanism 
for final adjudication. It cannot simply proclaim that “the Spirit will guide us” while leaving the 
institutional question unanswered. The Spirit does guide; the question is how that guidance 
becomes ecclesially actionable in a way the whole Church recognizes. 

4.2 Why primacy is not just administrative but theological 

It is tempting to treat primacy as a management problem: every large organization needs a CEO. 
That framing fails because the Christian Church is not merely an organization; it is a sacramental 
body claiming divine origin and continuity. Primacy, in the traditions that affirm it strongly, is 
tied to theological claims about the nature of unity and the visible structure of the Church. 

Primacy makes at least four theological assertions. 

First, it asserts that visible unity is not optional. The Church is not simply an invisible fellowship 
of believers. It is a public body. Therefore unity must have visible expression, and visible 
expression requires a unifying office with actual jurisdictional competence. 
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Second, primacy asserts that doctrinal disputes require a definitive resolution that preserves the 
Church’s teaching integrity. Without a final arbiter, dogma becomes a matter of local 
preference. The Church may remain spiritually connected, but it will not be doctrinally one. 

Third, primacy asserts that the Church needs a protection against national or regional capture. If 
the highest authority is purely regional, then political power can pressure regional leadership, 
shaping doctrine and discipline. A universal primacy can serve as a counterweight to state 
power and local interests. 

Fourth, primacy asserts a pastoral logic: unity requires not only deliberation but guardianship. A 
primate is not merely a judge but a steward of communion, charged with holding the whole 
together when it would otherwise tear itself apart. 

These are theological claims. That is why debates about primacy are so emotionally charged: 
they are not about efficiency; they are about what the Church is and how Christ intends it to 
remain one. 

At the same time, the theological stakes cut both ways. If primacy is treated as a simple 
necessity of scale, it can drift into functionalism: “we need a boss.” If primacy is treated as 
sacrosanct and unlimited, it becomes vulnerable to the charge that it substitutes a human office 
for the Church’s conciliar discernment. Total reunification demands a form of primacy that is 
recognizably theological without becoming an unchecked instrument of control. 

4.3 Why synodality is not just democratic but ecclesial 

Synodality and conciliarity are often misunderstood as “the Church doing democracy.” That 
misunderstanding is one reason dialogue gets stuck. In its strongest forms, synodality is not a 
concession to modern politics; it is a claim about catholicity and the nature of episcopal 
responsibility. 

Synodality makes at least four ecclesial assertions. 

First, it asserts that the Church is catholic, meaning it is not the possession of one see, one 
nation, or one office. The Church’s fullness is expressed across the whole body. Therefore 
governance must reflect the Church’s distributed reality: many churches, many bishops, one 
faith. 

Second, synodality asserts that truth is discerned in communion, not delivered from a single 
center. Councils are not parliaments. They are instruments of shared episcopal responsibility. A 
council embodies the conviction that the Holy Spirit guides the Church through the gathered, 
deliberative witness of its shepherds. 
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Third, synodality asserts that the Church needs structural resistance to unilateralism. Because 
human beings can err, and because power can corrupt, the Church must embed checks and 
balances into its governance so that no single person can impose distortion on the whole. The 
more universal the claim of authority, the more essential the checks. 

Fourth, synodality asserts a pastoral logic: bishops are not branch managers of a central office. 
They are real shepherds of real local churches. If they are reduced to administrators carrying out 
central decisions, local pastoral reality is flattened, and the Church becomes less truly catholic. 
Synodality protects the dignity and responsibility of local churches within the whole. 

Again, these are theological claims. That is why synodality is not satisfied by mere consultation 
without authority. A synod that cannot decide is not synodality; it is public relations. And a 
synod whose decisions can be overridden at will is not a real check; it is decorative. 

Total reunification requires synodality that is truly ecclesial: authoritative deliberation, shared 
responsibility, and real constraints on unilateral power—without turning the Church into a 
federation that cannot maintain doctrinal unity. 

4.4 Minimal requirements for a mutually acceptable primacy-synodality synthesis 

The hard truth is that total reunification cannot be achieved by making one side “lose.” If 
reunification is to include traditions that emphasize universal primacy and traditions that 
emphasize conciliarity, the settlement must produce a synthesis that each side can recognize as 
faithful to its deepest theological instincts. That synthesis must be more than a compromise. It 
must be a stable design. 

At minimum, four requirements would have to be met. 

First, primacy must be real, not symbolic. There must exist a universally recognized primatial 
function with actual competence: the ability to convene councils, to require adjudication of 
disputes, to act as a final court of appeal, and to guard communion when local conflicts 
threaten to fracture the whole. If primacy is merely honorary, the traditions that fear endless 
fragmentation will not trust reunification. 

Second, primacy must be legally and ecclesially constrained. The primate must be bound by a 
constitution, by due process, and by the necessity of synodal consent for defined categories of 
decisions. There must be clear limits: what the primate can do alone, what requires synodal 
agreement, and what requires a universal council. Without this, the traditions that fear capture 
and unilateral error will not trust reunification. 

Third, synodality must be authoritative, not consultative. A universal synod or council must 
possess defined jurisdiction that cannot be bypassed. It must be able to decide on doctrine, 
discipline, and governance questions under specified procedures, and its judgments must bind 
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the primate as well as the bishops. If synodality is reduced to advice, it becomes meaningless as 
a check. 

Fourth, the reception mechanism must be explicit. One reason councils historically become fault 
lines is that “reception” is left vague: who receives, how, and what happens if reception fails? A 
reunified Church would need a constitutional rule for reception that is neither purely top-down 
nor purely populist. It must define how a council’s decisions become binding, how dissent is 
handled, and how reconciliation is pursued. Without a reception rule, every major decision risks 
re-triggering schism. 

These requirements imply a constitutional architecture: a primacy-synodality system with a real 
court of appeal, defined categories of authority, and enforceable procedures. One can imagine a 
model in which the primate has the power to convene, to unify, and to represent the whole 
Church, while the universal synod has defined legislative and judicial authority, and neither can 
unilaterally override the other in matters reserved to shared adjudication. 

Such a synthesis would also require a pastoral tone: primacy must be perceived as service, not 
domination; synodality must be perceived as communion, not parliamentary struggle. The 
design must embed humility into its procedures: transparency, reasons given, appeal rights 
protected, and a deliberate bias toward reconciliation over punishment. Reunification cannot 
survive if its governance is experienced as a contest for power. 

This is why primacy and synodality form the central impasse. They are not mere polities. They 
are theological intuitions about how the Church remains one and remains true. Total 
reunification demands a settlement in which both intuitions are honored, disciplined, and fused 
into a single constitutional reality that can decide without tyrannizing and can deliberate 
without dissolving. 

 

5. Doctrinal Settlement Without Doctrinal Erasure 

Total reunification fails if it requires doctrinal amnesia. It also fails if it demands doctrinal 
uniformity on every question. A reunited Church must be able to say two things at once: there is 
a core of truth that binds the conscience of the whole Church, and there is legitimate diversity 
that does not threaten communion. The task is to secure doctrinal unity without erasing history, 
without humiliating consciences, and without turning every theological nuance into a boundary 
line. That task requires more than agreement on a list of doctrines. It requires agreement on a 
rule: how the Church classifies teachings, how the Church decides what is binding, and how the 
Church handles development, disagreement, and correction. 
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The deepest doctrinal conflicts among Christians are often less about individual propositions 
than about what counts as a binding doctrinal act in the first place. One tradition regards a later 
definition as a legitimate clarification of apostolic faith; another regards it as an unlawful 
innovation. One tradition treats certain councils as ecumenical; another denies that they were 
received by the whole Church and thus denies their universal authority. Reunification therefore 
requires a doctrinal constitution—an agreed method for defining, receiving, and delimiting 
teaching across the whole. 

5.1 A tiered doctrine rule: dogma, authoritative teaching, permitted diversity 

A reunited Church cannot function without a tiered doctrine rule. Without tiers, every 
disagreement becomes potentially church-dividing because there is no shared way to 
distinguish essentials from disputables. With tiers, the Church can preserve a stable center 
while allowing theological exploration at the edges. 

A workable tier system has at least three levels. 

First is dogma: doctrines that are definitive, non-negotiable, and binding on the whole Church 
as conditions of communion. Dogma is not “everything the Church teaches.” It is the core that 
the Church claims to have received as apostolic truth and to have definitively confessed. The 
purpose of dogma is not to suffocate inquiry but to prevent the Church from losing its identity 
under pressure from novelty, politics, or mere fashion. 

Second is authoritative teaching: teachings that carry real weight and guide the Church’s 
preaching, catechesis, and moral formation, but that may admit development, refinement, or 
even correction under defined conditions. This category covers a large portion of what churches 
typically mean by “doctrine” in ordinary use. It binds in a genuine sense, but not all 
authoritative teaching is equal in finality. Some points are settled and stable. Others are stable 
in direction but open in articulation. The reunited Church would need to specify how this 
category functions: what level of assent is required, how debate is permitted, and what process 
governs revision. 

Third is permitted diversity: theological opinions, devotional emphases, liturgical 
interpretations, and speculative frameworks that may differ without threatening communion, so 
long as they do not contradict dogma and do not undermine authoritative teaching. This 
category is crucial because it turns a Church from a brittle system into a living one. Historically, 
Christianity has contained schools of thought that differ substantially in metaphysical language, 
philosophical style, and even emphases in spirituality, while remaining united in core 
confession. A reunited Church must explicitly bless such diversity rather than treating it as a 
tolerated anomaly. 
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The tier system is not merely abstract. It is a stability instrument. It gives the Church a way to 
say, with confidence, “Here we must be one,” “Here we must listen to the Church’s teaching 
with real deference,” and “Here we may differ without fear.” Total reunification requires 
agreement not only on the content of tiers but on the rule that assigns teachings to tiers. 

5.2 The problem of reception: when a council “counts” 

Every doctrinal settlement eventually runs into the question of councils. Councils are the 
Church’s historical method for defining and clarifying doctrine at scale. But councils also 
generate division when their authority is disputed. The reason is the problem of reception: 
when does a council’s decision “count” as binding for the whole Church? 

In practice, different traditions answer this question differently. Some emphasize the authority 
of the bishops gathered and the confirming role of a primatial office. Others emphasize the 
reception of the whole Church—meaning that a council becomes ecumenical not merely by 
convening but by being received across the Church in worship, teaching, and life. These answers 
are not easily harmonized because they assign final legitimacy to different loci: office, council, 
or the Church’s lived reception. 

A reunited Church cannot leave reception vague. Vague reception produces instability because 
any controversial decision becomes contestable indefinitely. If one party can always say, “We do 
not receive this,” then the Church cannot bind itself. Conversely, if reception is reduced to mere 
obedience to authority, then those who fear capture and coercion will refuse the system as 
illegitimate. Total reunification requires a reception rule that is both authoritative and realistic 
about how churches actually internalize teaching. 

A credible reception rule would need to specify at least four things. 

First, what constitutes an ecumenical council in the reunited Church. Who convenes it? Who 
votes? Who has voice? What constitutes representation of the whole? 

Second, how decisions become binding. Is there a role for primatial confirmation? Is there a 
defined period for reception? What is the legal moment when a decision becomes normative? 

Third, how dissent is handled. Is dissent always schismatic? Or can it be tolerated within a 
defined window while clarifications occur? A reunited Church must avoid both extremes: 
immediate fragmentation at the first objection and indefinite refusal that nullifies authority. 

Fourth, how the Church can correct or clarify a council’s teaching without collapsing into 
relativism. If a council decision can never be revisited, the Church risks ossifying mistakes. If it 
can be revisited too easily, dogma dissolves into policy. 
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Reception is thus the hinge between doctrinal definition and ecclesial life. If the hinge fails, the 
door of unity does not stay shut. 

5.3 Doctrinal development and the fear of innovation 

Even with tiers and a reception rule, reunification faces a psychological and spiritual obstacle: 
fear. Many Christians fear doctrinal development because they hear “development” as 
“innovation,” and innovation as betrayal. Others fear that refusing development is a refusal to 
think honestly in the face of new questions, new languages, and new historical self-knowledge. 
Reunification requires a path between these fears: a way to affirm continuity while permitting 
real clarification. 

Doctrinal development is inevitable in at least three senses. 

First, language shifts. The Church must speak across cultures and centuries. To teach the same 
faith, it must often use new terms or refine old ones. 

Second, controversies arise. The Church does not define everything at once. Many doctrines 
become clear in response to challenges. Definitions often function as fences built after 
wandering has already occurred. 

Third, new questions emerge. Bioethics, technology, and political modernity pose questions the 
early Church did not face in the same form. The Church must respond without pretending it is 
still in the same cultural world. 

Yet the fear of innovation is not irrational. It is the fear that development will become a pretext 
for importing the spirit of the age. It is the fear that elites will reinterpret faith to match current 
fashion. It is the fear that the Church will lose its identity in a flood of “updating.” In a reunited 
Church, this fear would be amplified, because any perceived drift at the center would threaten 
the whole. 

Therefore, a reunited Church must define development with strict constraints. Development 
must be distinguishable from contradiction. It must be anchored in continuity with apostolic 
faith. It must proceed through transparent processes and require broad consent. And it must 
preserve the stability of dogma while allowing authoritative teaching to mature. 

The challenge is that Christians disagree about where development has already occurred and 
whether it was legitimate. Some communions view later dogmatic definitions as faithful 
developments; others view them as additions beyond apostolic warrant. Total reunification 
cannot simply declare one side right by fiat without recreating the schism inside the new 
structure. It must instead create a shared method for evaluating claims of development and for 
distinguishing growth from mutation. 
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5.4 A proposal: a shared rule for defining, revising, and delimiting teaching 

What would a shared doctrinal rule look like if the goal is total reunification without doctrinal 
erasure? The answer must be procedural as well as doctrinal. It must say not only what the 
Church believes, but how the Church responsibly binds itself. 

The proposal here is a constitutional rule with five parts: a common core, a tiering charter, a 
reception protocol, a revision protocol, and a delimitation protocol. 

First, a common core: the reunited Church explicitly anchors communion in a shared confession 
recognized across the whole, serving as the doctrinal baseline. This core functions as the unity 
center of gravity. It is not the entire doctrinal system, but it is the non-negotiable heart. 

Second, a tiering charter: the reunited Church adopts a formal method for assigning teachings 
to dogma, authoritative teaching, or permitted diversity. This charter would specify criteria such 
as apostolic rootedness, universality across time, necessity for coherent worship, and historical 
consensus. It would also specify what level of assent is expected at each tier, and what forms of 
debate are permitted without disciplinary action. 

Third, a reception protocol: the reunited Church defines how ecumenical councils are convened, 
how they decide, and how their decisions become binding. The protocol includes a structured 
period for clarification and catechesis, mechanisms for raising objections, and a defined 
endpoint after which the teaching is legally normative. It also includes a reconciliation pathway 
for those who struggle, so that dissent does not automatically become schism but cannot 
indefinitely paralyze the Church. 

Fourth, a revision protocol: the reunited Church acknowledges that non-dogmatic authoritative 
teaching can be refined or corrected under strict conditions. Those conditions might include 
demonstrated conflict with dogma, clear historical evidence of misinterpretation, or the 
emergence of new information that changes the Church’s understanding of a factual claim 
embedded in teaching. Revision would require a high threshold of synodal agreement and 
would proceed slowly, with transparent rationale, precisely to prevent “updating” from 
becoming ideological drift. 

Fifth, a delimitation protocol: the reunited Church develops a habit of defining boundaries 
rather than attempting total systematization. Many church divisions occur because communities 
try to settle everything exhaustively, leaving no room for mystery or legitimate difference. 
Delimitation means the Church says: “Here are the boundaries of faithful speech; within these 
bounds, there is room.” This is how the Church remains both doctrinally coherent and 
intellectually alive. 
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This proposal intentionally treats doctrine and governance as interlocked. Doctrine without 
procedure becomes a battlefield of competing claims. Procedure without doctrine becomes an 
empty bureaucracy. Total reunification requires a rule that binds doctrine to a legitimate, 
trusted decision architecture. 

The result would not be doctrinal erasure. Different traditions would still bring their theological 
schools, spiritual emphases, and liturgical languages into the reunited Church. But the Church 
would possess a shared way to say what is essential, how it is taught, how it is received, and 
how it can be clarified without collapsing into fragmentation. In other words, it would possess 
what two millennia of division have shown to be indispensable: a credible method for remaining 
one while thinking, speaking, and growing in time. 

 

6. Orders and the Eucharist: Where Unity Becomes Concrete 

If governance and doctrine are the architecture of reunification, orders and the Eucharist are 
the poured concrete. They are the point where unity stops being aspirational and becomes 
embodied, public, and testable. It is relatively easy for separated churches to sign statements of 
goodwill. It is much harder for them to recognize one another’s ministers as truly ordained and 
to stand at one altar without equivocation. That difficulty is not merely emotional or political. It 
arises because ordination and Eucharist sit at the junction of theology, authority, and lived 
ecclesial identity. They decide whether “one Church” is a real sacramental body or a cooperative 
network. 

The hard truth is that total reunification will not be achieved by skipping this junction. You can 
harmonize governance on paper and still remain divided at the altar. But the Church, historically, 
is visible most clearly at the altar. If the Eucharist remains partitioned, reunification is 
incomplete by definition. Therefore any serious proposal must specify, in practical terms, what 
mutual recognition of ministry requires, what transitional mechanisms prevent humiliation and 
chaos, what Eucharistic communion signifies, and how to bring radically different sacramental 
theologies into one common life without either erasing conscience or dissolving meaning. 

6.1 What “mutual recognition of ministry” would require in practice 

Mutual recognition of ministry sounds straightforward until one asks what it entails. In practice 
it means that the reunited Church can answer, with institutional clarity, who is authorized to 
preach publicly in the name of the Church, who can absolve or reconcile, who can preside at 
Eucharist, who can ordain others, and who can exercise jurisdiction. It means that ministers 
from formerly separated bodies can function as ministers of the one Church without being 
treated as visitors, exceptions, or second-class clergy. 
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To achieve that, at least five practical requirements must be met. 

First, the reunited Church must adopt a single definition of ordination’s nature and effect that is 
broad enough to include historic sacramental understandings and yet precise enough to prevent 
ambiguity. If ordination is understood as a sacramental act that confers a stable capacity to act 
for the Church, then recognition has to address whether and how that capacity was conferred in 
each tradition. If ordination is understood primarily as ecclesial commissioning, then recognition 
has to address whether the commissioning body is itself recognized as the Church in full sense. 
Total reunification cannot leave this unresolved because Eucharistic presidency depends on it. 

Second, the reunited Church must specify the “matter and form” requirements for ordination in 
its own constitutional law: who ordains, by what rite, with what intention, under what 
authority, and in what succession. The point is not to micromanage ritual detail but to establish 
a recognized minimum such that ordinations are not later challenged. 

Third, there must be a clear account of succession. A reunited Church must decide whether 
apostolic succession is defined principally by historic episcopal lineage, by fidelity to apostolic 
teaching, or by a synthesis of both. Whatever answer is chosen must be applied consistently. 
Otherwise the reunited Church inherits the same legitimacy disputes that currently divide 
Christianity. 

Fourth, the reunited Church must establish standards for ministerial formation and moral 
accountability. Recognition is not only about the validity of a rite performed years ago; it is also 
about whether the Church trusts the formation, doctrine, and moral discipline of its clergy. Total 
reunification would require harmonized standards for training, ongoing oversight, and 
discipline—otherwise mutual recognition becomes a pipeline for scandal or doctrinal confusion. 

Fifth, the reunited Church must solve the jurisdiction question. Even if a minister is recognized 
as validly ordained, who assigns that minister? Who can remove him or her? Who hears 
appeals? A single Church requires a single system of incardination or placement, and a single 
disciplinary court structure. Otherwise, ministers remain functionally tied to their former 
denominational jurisdictions, and unity becomes a formal claim without operative integration. 

These requirements reveal why mutual recognition is not an isolated theological gesture. It is a 
full-system integration. It touches sacramental theology, authority, standards of formation, and 
legal jurisdiction. Total reunification requires all of that to be explicit and stable. 

6.2 Transitional mechanisms: conditional recognition, supplementation, reconciliation rites 

Even if the reunited Church defines what valid ministry is, it still must cross a pastoral minefield: 
how to incorporate existing clergy without declaring large portions of Christian history “invalid,” 
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without forcing humiliating re-ordinations, and without triggering conscience crises among both 
clergy and laity. 

Transitional mechanisms are therefore not optional. They are the mercy-architecture of 
reunification. Three families of mechanisms are especially important. 

First, conditional recognition. This does not mean “maybe you’re ordained.” It means the 
reunited Church recognizes a ministry as valid under defined criteria while acknowledging that 
historical irregularities may exist. Conditional recognition is a way of acting with pastoral 
prudence: the Church receives a minister into the unified structure while the juridical details are 
clarified, rather than freezing unity until every disputed edge case is settled. 

Second, supplementation. Supplementation is a method by which the Church supplies what is 
judged missing without negating what is already present. For example, if a reunited Church 
decides that episcopal ordination in apostolic succession is required for certain sacramental 
functions, then clergy from traditions without historic episcopacy might be “supplemented” 
through a rite that confers what the reunited Church requires, while explicitly avoiding the claim 
that their past ministry was a sham. This is not merely semantic. The psychological and spiritual 
integrity of reunification depends on not turning millions of sincere Christian lives into 
retroactive invalidity. 

Third, reconciliation rites. Reconciliation is different from supplementation. It is used where 
there is a recognized break in communion and the goal is to restore full ecclesial standing 
through a rite that expresses repentance, forgiveness, and incorporation. Reconciliation rites 
acknowledge that separation existed and that something real is being healed. But they must be 
designed carefully: if they are framed as “the other side returns to the true church,” they will be 
rejected as conquest. If they are framed as mutual repentance and mutual healing under a 
shared constitution, they can become sacraments of unity. 

These mechanisms must be paired with catechesis. Ordinary Christians need to understand 
what is happening and why, otherwise they will interpret transitional rites as either betrayal of 
their tradition or insult to their faith. Total reunification cannot be built only by bishops and 
theologians; it must be received in parishes. That requires a disciplined communication strategy 
that is honest about differences while emphasizing the shared aim: one Church without 
humiliation. 

6.3 Eucharistic communion as the unity boundary, not a reward badge 

The Eucharist is often treated in ecumenical discussions as either the prize at the end or the 
medicine at the beginning. Total reunification requires a clearer statement: Eucharistic 
communion is the boundary marker of visible unity. It is not a reward badge handed out for 
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good behavior. It is the Church’s embodied claim that its members share one faith, one 
sacramental life, and one ecclesial authority. 

This matters because two opposite errors are common. 

The first error is to treat communion as a tool for achieving unity by ignoring unresolved 
fractures. In this view, sharing the Eucharist is supposed to create unity by emotional and 
spiritual force. The risk is that the Eucharist becomes a gesture of friendliness rather than the 
sacramental expression of a real, already-existing unity. If core disagreements remain—about 
authority, ministry, or doctrine—then communion is asked to carry a weight it cannot carry 
without becoming ambiguous. 

The second error is to treat communion as a trophy for doctrinal perfection. In this view, the 
Eucharist is withheld until every detail is resolved. The risk is that communion becomes a badge 
of ideological purity and a weapon of exclusion, rather than the sacrament of reconciliation and 
common life that it is meant to be. 

Total reunification needs a synthesis: Eucharistic communion must be restored when a real 
ecclesial settlement exists—meaning there is a shared authority structure, a shared recognition 
of ministry, and a shared doctrinal core—while also understanding that communion itself is part 
of how unity is lived and deepened. In other words, communion is neither the first move nor 
the last ornament. It is the central act of a reunited Church. 

Practically, this means the reunited Church must define Eucharistic communion in constitutional 
terms. It must specify the conditions for ordinary admission: baptism, catechesis, being in 
communion with the Church’s authority, and not being under discipline. It must define 
extraordinary cases (pastoral emergencies, mixed marriages, war, persecution) without creating 
loopholes that become permanent norms. And it must ensure that Eucharistic sharing is not 
used to paper over unresolved authority conflicts. 

The Eucharist must also be insulated from politicization. Modern divisions often align with 
political identities, and communion can become a political signal. A reunited Church must teach 
and enforce the truth that Eucharist is not a tribal marker. It is the sacrament of Christ’s body, 
which means it must never be reduced to a badge of factional belonging. Total reunification 
cannot survive if the altar becomes the stage for ideological theater. 

6.4 Handling communities with radically different sacramental theologies 

The hardest sacramental problem in reunification is not minor differences in liturgy. It is the 
existence of communities whose sacramental theologies diverge so sharply that they interpret 
the Eucharist itself differently, and who sometimes interpret ministry differently as well. Total 
reunification must decide how to incorporate these communities without either forcing them to 
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say what they cannot say in good conscience or allowing such variance that Eucharistic unity 
becomes meaningless. 

There are only a few possible strategies. 

One strategy is absorption: communities with non-aligned sacramental theology adopt the 
reunited Church’s sacramental doctrine as a condition of full communion. This produces clarity 
but risks massive exclusion. It also risks framing reunification as conquest, which historically 
produces resistance and new schisms. 

A second strategy is dual-track membership: communities are brought into the reunited Church 
in a staged way, perhaps as “affiliated rites” that share core confession and submit to the 
reunited authority structure while undergoing extended catechesis and theological formation 
toward full sacramental convergence. This allows time and avoids humiliation, but it requires 
strong governance to prevent permanent two-tier Christianity inside the one Church. 

A third strategy is minimal sacramental core: define the Eucharist in a way broad enough to 
include divergent interpretations, emphasizing mystery and shared practice while bracketed 
metaphysical disputes remain open. This can sound attractive, but it has a severe risk: it may 
hollow out doctrine and turn unity into ambiguity. If the reunited Church cannot say what the 
Eucharist is in a coherent way, it will be unstable. People will interpret it according to factional 
theology, and the altar will become a site of contested meaning. 

The only viable pathway for total reunification, if it is to include radically divergent sacramental 
communities, is a staged convergence strategy combined with a tiered doctrinal rule. The 
reunited Church would define dogmatic boundaries for what must be affirmed about the 
Eucharist, define authoritative teaching on how it is to be preached and celebrated, and permit 
limited theological diversity on certain explanatory models—so long as those models do not 
contradict the dogmatic center. 

Similarly for ministry, the reunited Church would define the essential features of ordination and 
oversight while allowing legitimate diversity in how ministry is spiritually described and 
pastorally enacted. This is how a single Church can include multiple liturgical families and 
theological temperaments without becoming incoherent. 

But the key is that the end state cannot be indefinite divergence. Total reunification, by 
definition, requires a single sacramental reality in which the Eucharist means the same thing at 
the level of dogma, even if different spiritualities express that meaning differently. If the 
reunited Church permits contradictory sacramental doctrines indefinitely, then it is not one 
Church. It is two churches sharing a building. 
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Therefore, handling radically different sacramental theologies demands candor. Some 
communities would need to change. Some would need time. Some might refuse. Total 
reunification is not a magic wand that makes contradictions disappear. It is a constitutional and 
sacramental project that either produces convergence at the altar or fails at the altar. 

This is why orders and Eucharist are where unity becomes concrete. They are the point where 
governance and doctrine become embodied in bread, wine, hands, and vows. If reunification 
can pass this test—recognizing ministry, restoring Eucharistic communion without ambiguity, 
and integrating sacramental diversity without contradiction—then it has crossed from aspiration 
into reality. If it cannot, then the most honest conclusion is that unity remains partial, spiritual, 
or federative—but not total. 

 

7. Moral Divergence as a Church-Unity Stress Test 

If authority and Eucharist are the classical fault lines of Christian division, moral teaching has 
become the modern accelerant. In many contemporary schisms, the precipitating disputes are 
not about the metaphysical language of the Trinity or the metaphysics of grace, but about how 
the Church governs embodied life: marriage, sex, family, medical ethics, and the boundary 
between compassion and permission. These issues trigger schism faster because they touch 
identity, daily practice, public reputation, and perceived righteousness. A church can tolerate 
metaphysical ambiguity for a long time because it does not always demand immediate 
behavioral change. Moral divergence does. It tells people how to live now, what to bless, what 
to refuse, and what to call sin. 

Total reunification must therefore treat moral teaching as a stress test: if a reunified Church 
cannot handle ethical divergence without breaking, it will not survive in the modern world. This 
section argues that the moral domain is where unity faces its hardest operational demands, and 
it proposes that reunification requires not merely moral agreement but an enforceable method 
for moral adjudication that can hold global diversity without collapsing into either relativism or 
coercion. 

7.1 Why modern ethical disputes trigger schism faster than metaphysical ones 

Modern ethical disputes schism faster for four reasons: immediacy, visibility, identity, and 
institutional liability. 

First, immediacy. Moral teaching governs practice. When a church decides how it will treat 
divorce, remarriage, same-sex unions, contraception, abortion, or end-of-life decisions, it is not 
merely articulating theology; it is deciding what pastors must do next Sunday and what families 
must do this week. Metaphysical disagreements can sometimes be held in suspense while 
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theologians debate. Moral disagreements force action: bless or do not bless, permit or forbid, 
discipline or accommodate. 

Second, visibility. Moral disputes are public in a way metaphysical disputes rarely are. They 
intersect with law, politics, and social movements. They are broadcast, litigated, and 
weaponized. This visibility increases pressure on leaders to take positions quickly and 
unmistakably. In a media environment that rewards outrage, slow adjudication looks like 
cowardice. The church gets pushed into performative clarity, which often means factional 
entrenchment. 

Third, identity. In modern societies, many people experience moral stances as identity 
commitments. Disagreement is not merely “I think you’re wrong,” but “you deny my dignity” or 
“you betray holiness.” That intensity is not always the result of bad faith; it is a consequence of 
living in a world where moral language is bound to belonging. When moral stance is identity, 
compromise feels like self-erasure, and unity feels like capitulation. 

Fourth, institutional liability. Churches now operate in legal and reputational environments 
where moral teaching carries financial, legal, and social risks. Positions can affect employment 
law, school accreditation, nonprofit status, lawsuits, and public trust. These pressures can push 
churches toward decisive rupture because unity is experienced as exposing the institution to 
unacceptable costs. 

These factors create a schism dynamic that is faster than older doctrinal disputes. Instead of 
decades of theological controversy and council politics, ethical conflicts can split churches 
within a few years, sometimes within months. For total reunification, this implies a harsh truth: 
even if a reunified Church could solve primacy and Eucharist, it could still fracture rapidly if it 
lacks a stable method for moral adjudication. 

7.2 Uniform teaching vs constitutional variance: two rival stability strategies 

When a global Church faces moral divergence, it has only two basic stability strategies. 

The first strategy is uniform teaching. The Church defines a single moral doctrine and enforces it 
everywhere. This approach has clear strengths. It preserves doctrinal coherence, signals unity to 
the world, and prevents local churches from becoming different moral religions under one 
name. It also maintains a strong link between Eucharistic communion and moral discipline: 
communion means communion in life, not merely in words. 

But uniform teaching carries risks. It can become brittle in a culturally diverse world. It can 
appear as domination by one cultural bloc. It can produce defections where local communities 
find the teaching impossible to receive, either because they sincerely believe it wrong or 
because the pastoral consequences seem cruel. It can also concentrate pressure on central 
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authority: every contested case becomes a global crisis, and every exception becomes a 
precedent. 

The second strategy is constitutional variance. The Church sets a global core—certain non-
negotiable moral boundaries—while allowing regional or local variance on disputed questions 
under defined constitutional rules. This approach has strengths too. It respects cultural 
difference, reduces centralized conflict load, and allows pastoral adaptation. It may prevent 
schism by giving communities space to remain in communion while disagreements are worked 
through. 

But constitutional variance has a fundamental risk: it can collapse unity into relativism. If one 
region blesses what another condemns, then the Church’s moral teaching becomes incoherent. 
The Eucharist becomes a sign of unity that masks moral contradiction. Over time, the Church 
begins to resemble a federation of moral systems rather than one body. And because moral 
questions touch salvation, holiness, and discipleship, many believers will conclude that 
communion with a morally divergent region is impossible. Variance then becomes schism by 
other means. 

These two strategies are rivals because each solves one problem by creating another. Uniformity 
preserves coherence but risks exclusion and revolt. Variance preserves inclusion but risks 
incoherence and moral civil war inside the Church. 

Total reunification cannot avoid choosing. Or rather, it cannot avoid establishing a rule that tells 
the Church when uniformity is required, when variance may be tolerated, and how variance is 
evaluated and resolved over time. Without such a rule, the reunited Church will either fracture 
into factions that weaponize discipline or drift into a polite incoherence that eventually 
becomes formal division. 

7.3 The pastoral problem: divorce/remarriage, sexuality, and bioethics across cultures 

Moral divergence is not merely an academic debate. It is the lived suffering of people whose 
lives are complicated, wounded, or culturally shaped in ways that resist simple rules. That is why 
the moral domain generates so much heat. Churches are not debating abstractions; they are 
deciding how to treat real persons in front of them: the abandoned spouse, the remarried 
couple with children, the teenager struggling with desire, the faithful believer in a same-sex 
relationship, the infertile couple considering reproductive technologies, the family facing 
terminal illness, the elderly person fearful of prolonged suffering. 

Three pastoral arenas illustrate the difficulty. 

Divorce and remarriage expose the tension between moral truth and mercy. Churches must 
decide what marriage is, what breaks it, and what repentance looks like when life has become 
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entangled. In some settings, divorce is common and sometimes necessary for safety. In other 
settings, the sanctity of marriage is defended against a culture of disposability. A global Church 
must offer moral clarity without creating a pastoral policy that functions as a cruelty machine. 

Sexuality intensifies conflict because it combines identity, desire, and community recognition. 
The Church must speak about chastity, marriage, family, and the meaning of the body, but it 
must also avoid reducing persons to controversies. Across cultures, the social meaning of 
sexuality differs, the political stakes differ, and the pastoral situations differ. A one-size rule may 
feel faithful in one context and brutally misapplied in another. 

Bioethics adds a third layer: technological novelty. Questions surrounding contraception, 
abortion, IVF, embryo selection, gene editing, surrogate pregnancy, euthanasia, and end-of-life 
care are not merely moral; they are technical, medical, and deeply emotional. They involve 
timing, prognosis, access to care, and pressures from healthcare systems. A global Church must 
create guidance that is both principled and realistic. If it speaks too abstractly, it becomes 
irrelevant. If it speaks too permissively, it loses coherence. If it speaks too rigidly, it may be 
ignored. 

In each arena, the pastoral problem is not solved by repeating moral claims. It requires 
processes of discernment, confession, restoration, and accountability that are consistent 
enough to preserve unity and flexible enough to care for human complexity. 

For total reunification, the question is not simply “what is the right moral teaching?” but “how 
can a reunited Church govern these pastoral realities without breaking communion?” That 
governance requires both theology and procedure. 

7.4 A reunification requirement: an enforceable method for moral adjudication 

Because moral divergence triggers schism quickly, a reunited Church must possess an 
enforceable method for moral adjudication. This method must do four things: define 
boundaries, allow deliberation, adjudicate disputes, and enforce outcomes. 

First, it must define moral boundaries that are explicitly tied to communion. A reunified Church 
must decide which moral claims are dogmatic in force—non-negotiable boundaries of Christian 
life—and which are authoritative but subject to development or pastoral adaptation. This 
returns to the tiered doctrine rule, but applied in the moral domain. Without tiers, every moral 
disagreement becomes a communion-breaking crisis. 

Second, it must allow deliberation without destabilizing authority. Moral adjudication must be 
able to proceed through councils, synods, and learned commissions, incorporating theological 
reasoning, Scripture, tradition, and credible knowledge of human life and medicine. But 
deliberation must be bounded. There must be rules about what may be publicly taught while a 
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question is under adjudication, and rules about how pastors are protected from being 
whipsawed by every cultural wave. 

Third, it must adjudicate disputes with due process. A reunited Church would need moral courts 
or tribunals at multiple levels, with clear procedures for appeals. This is not about turning 
morality into bureaucracy. It is about preventing arbitrariness. Without due process, discipline 
becomes factional, and factional discipline creates schism. 

Fourth, it must enforce outcomes credibly and mercifully. Enforcement requires real authority: 
sanctions for defiance, standards for clergy discipline, and mechanisms for restoring 
communion. But enforcement must also include mercy: pathways for repentance, 
accommodation in extraordinary cases, and protection of the vulnerable. Otherwise discipline 
becomes punitive and provokes revolt. 

A practical reunification method would likely involve a layered system. 

At the local level, bishops and pastors apply moral teaching with pastoral discretion inside 
defined boundaries. They are accountable to regional synods for consistent practice. 

At the regional level, synods can issue pastoral norms and clarifications for their cultural 
context, but only within constitutional limits set by the universal Church. Where a regional norm 
pushes those limits, it triggers automatic review. 

At the universal level, a global synod or council defines the boundaries, adjudicates contested 
cases that threaten communion, and issues binding clarifications. A primatial office may 
convene or confirm this process, but it cannot replace it. 

Crucially, the constitution would need to specify which moral questions are global boundaries 
and which can be regionally adapted. If everything is global, the system overloads and becomes 
brittle. If everything is regional, the Church becomes incoherent. The key is an explicit 
classification of moral teachings into tiers, with a defined adjudication path for each tier. 

This system would not remove conflict. It would convert conflict into a process that preserves 
communion. That is the goal. In a modern environment where exit is cheap and identity is 
fragile, unity depends less on avoiding disagreement and more on having a legitimate way to 
endure disagreement without collapse. 

In the end, moral adjudication is the Church’s test of whether it can be both holy and catholic: 
holy enough to speak truth about the good, catholic enough to hold diverse peoples in one 
body, and wise enough to govern disagreement without sacrificing either mercy or coherence. 
Total reunification requires that wisdom to be institutionalized, not merely preached. 
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8. Enforcement, Legitimacy, and Defection Control in a World of Easy Exit 

A reunified Church would not fail primarily because its leaders could not sign a document. It 
would fail because ordinary Christians, clergy, and local communities could decide—quickly and 
at low cost—that the document does not bind them. Modern fragmentation has taught the 
Christian world a hard lesson: unity cannot be sustained by paper alone. It must be sustained by 
legitimacy and enforceability, and in a society where exit is easy, enforceability must be shaped 
by persuasion, trust, and disciplined procedure rather than by coercion. 

This section focuses on the mechanics that turn a reunification settlement into a durable social 
reality. Why do agreements fail? How would a reunified Church adjudicate disputes without 
constant schism? How does it keep unity from collapsing into endless splintering? The answer is 
not a single tool but an ecosystem: authoritative courts of appeal, credible discipline and 
reconciliation pathways, deep catechesis that makes unity intelligible to ordinary believers, and 
trust mechanisms that reduce the fear that authority will be abused. 

8.1 Why agreements fail: parallel magisteria and competing “true Church” claims 

Church agreements fail most often because they do not eliminate parallel sources of authority. 
A reunification treaty can declare “we are one,” but if the underlying authority structures 
remain plural—multiple teaching offices, multiple standards for orthodoxy, multiple disciplinary 
courts—then unity is cosmetic. In practice, parallel magisteria are the engine of re-
fragmentation. 

A parallel magisterium is any alternative authority structure that competes with the official one: 
a charismatic leader, a movement, a network of seminaries, a media ecosystem, a factional 
synod, or a “true church” narrative that claims the reunited institution has betrayed the gospel. 
Such structures need not be formally organized at first. They can begin as influential voices. But 
in a world of cheap platforms, they can rapidly become institutions: new congregations, new 
ordinations, new “authentic” councils, new denominations that claim continuity with “real 
Christianity.” 

Competing “true Church” claims then emerge almost automatically. Schism is usually justified 
by a story: the central authority has become corrupt, compromised, captured, or apostate; 
therefore separation is not rebellion but fidelity. These narratives are powerful because they 
frame defection as holiness. And because Christians care about faithfulness, not merely 
belonging, “true Church” claims can mobilize serious people quickly—especially when the 
reunited Church must make difficult decisions on contested moral issues. 

Agreements also fail because they underestimate the emotional and cultural residue of division. 
Even if doctrines and governance are settled, many Christians have inherited denominational 
identity as a kind of family history. A reunified Church will be interpreted through those 
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histories. Some will suspect it is a political merger. Others will see it as surrender. Others will 
fear being swallowed by a tradition they distrust. If legitimacy is not patiently built at the 
grassroots, agreement at the top becomes brittle. 

Finally, agreements fail because they lack enforcement. If there is no consequence for refusal—
no loss of office, no loss of authorization to minister, no legal boundary between being “in 
communion” and “out of communion”—then the reunited Church becomes a voluntary 
association. Voluntary associations can be valuable, but they cannot claim to be one Church in 
the strong, catholic sense. Total reunification requires a visible boundary of communion that has 
real institutional meaning. 

8.2 Courts of appeal, censures, and reconciliation pathways 

Because disagreement is inevitable, the reunited Church would need a mature judicial and 
disciplinary system. This is not a bureaucratic obsession. It is the institutional form of charity. 
Without courts of appeal and clear procedures, disputes are settled by factional power. That 
produces resentment, resentment produces identity hardening, and identity hardening 
produces schism. 

A credible system would include three elements: courts of appeal, censures, and reconciliation 
pathways. 

Courts of appeal are essential because they provide a non-schismatic way to contest decisions. 
If a bishop, priest, or congregation believes a ruling is unjust or doctrinally mistaken, they need 
a structured path to appeal without threatening unity. The key is that appeal rights must be real 
and protected, not merely theoretical. A system that pretends to allow appeal while rubber-
stamping central decisions will not be trusted; it will provoke defections. Conversely, a system 
that allows endless appeal without resolution will paralyze governance and invite local defiance. 

Censures are the Church’s way of saying that communion has boundaries. Censure does not 
have to mean harsh punishment. It means that certain behaviors—doctrinal defiance, 
sacramental irregularity, abuse, corruption—have consequences that are publicly recognized. In 
a reunited Church, censures would need to be carefully specified: what triggers them, who 
imposes them, how they are reviewed, and how they can be lifted. The goal is not to be 
punitive; the goal is to preserve the truthfulness of communion. If the Church claims unity but 
cannot distinguish faithful from defiant teaching in its own ministers, then unity becomes 
meaningless. 

Reconciliation pathways are the part most often neglected, and therefore the part that prevents 
unity from becoming a machine of exclusion. A reunified Church must have formal rites and 
procedures for restoring communion after conflict. This includes confession and repentance 
where wrongdoing exists, but it also includes clarification and re-alignment where the issue is 
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doctrinal misunderstanding rather than moral failure. People must be able to come home 
without being publicly humiliated. Without reconciliation pathways, censures become 
permanent exiles, and permanent exiles become new churches. 

These three elements must be held in balance. Courts without censures become powerless. 
Censures without courts become authoritarian. Courts and censures without reconciliation 
become schism factories. A reunified Church must design discipline as a healing process with 
teeth—truthful boundaries combined with credible restoration. 

8.3 Catechesis as infrastructure: preventing re-fragmentation at the base 

Even the best governance will fail if ordinary believers do not understand it. Total reunification 
would require a massive catechetical project, because unity is not self-interpreting. People need 
to know what has been agreed, why it matters, what remains diverse, and what the boundaries 
of communion actually are. Catechesis becomes infrastructure: the social system that makes the 
constitution livable. 

Three catechetical tasks are critical. 

First, the reunited Church must teach a shared ecclesiology: what the Church is, why visible 
unity matters, and why authority is not merely power but service ordered toward truth and 
communion. Without this, discipline will look like oppression and adjudication will look like 
politics. People need a theological grammar for unity. 

Second, the reunited Church must teach the tiered doctrine rule and apply it consistently. Much 
modern division is fueled by a category error: people treat non-dogmatic issues as salvation 
boundaries, or treat dogmatic boundaries as optional. A reunited Church must train its 
members to distinguish dogma from disputable matters and to practice disciplined 
disagreement where disagreement is permitted. 

Third, the reunited Church must teach the meaning of Eucharistic communion as a shared life, 
not a tribal signal. In a divided Christian world, communion is often treated as an identity 
marker—who is “in” and who is “out.” A reunified Church must re-train believers to see 
communion as the center of common discipleship and mutual obligation. This is not 
sentimental. It is social. If communion means “we are responsible for one another,” then schism 
becomes a failure of responsibility, not merely a theological preference. 

Catechesis also includes the training of clergy. Seminaries, formation programs, and continuing 
education would need harmonization so that pastors across the reunited Church teach the same 
basics. If clergy are trained in rival ecclesiologies, the Church will carry parallel magisteria in its 
own pulpit. That guarantees re-fragmentation. 
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In short, catechesis is not an accessory. It is the grassroots technology of unity. Without it, the 
constitution will remain elite language, and the Church will continue to splinter at the base. 

8.4 The role of trust: transparency, checks, and anti-corruption norms 

Legitimacy in modern life depends heavily on trust, and trust depends on visible safeguards 
against abuse. Many Christians today carry deep suspicion of centralized authority, often for 
understandable reasons. Scandals, cover-ups, financial corruption, and politicization have 
weakened confidence across denominations. A reunited Church, by concentrating authority, 
would intensify that fear unless it embeds trust mechanisms into its structure. 

Trust mechanisms must be concrete. 

Transparency is the first. Decision-making must be reason-giving. When councils decide, when 
courts judge, when discipline is imposed, the Church must articulate reasons in a way that can 
be examined. Secretive governance produces conspiracy narratives. Conspiracy narratives feed 
“true Church” claims and accelerate schism. Transparency does not mean exposing every 
pastoral detail, but it does mean making the Church’s official acts intelligible, reviewable, and 
accountable. 

Checks and balances are the second. A reunified Church must constrain its own power: defined 
limits on primatial action, defined jurisdiction for synods, independent judicial processes, 
protected appeal rights, and procedural norms that cannot be overridden by sheer influence. 
The more universal the authority, the more essential the constraints. If authority is not 
constrained, it will eventually be captured, or at least feared as capturable. Fear is enough to 
provoke defection. 

Anti-corruption norms are the third. The Church would need robust standards for financial 
governance, conflict-of-interest rules, independent audits, and clear consequences for misuse of 
funds or office. In the modern world, corruption is not merely a moral failure; it is a unity threat. 
Corruption delegitimizes authority, and delegitimized authority cannot bind. 

Abuse accountability is the fourth. Any reunified Church must demonstrate, structurally and 
consistently, that it protects the vulnerable and disciplines abusers. Without that, unity 
becomes morally hollow, and large portions of the faithful will refuse to participate. Moreover, 
failure here generates exactly the kind of “true Church” narratives that turn into schisms: “the 
institution protects itself; therefore we must leave to be faithful.” 

Finally, trust requires humility procedures. The Church must have ways to admit error in 
application, to correct governance mistakes, and to revise non-dogmatic policies without losing 
face. Institutions that cannot repent create revolts. A reunified Church must model repentance 
not only in preaching but in governance. That does not mean doctrinal relativism. It means 
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procedural humility: acknowledging when decisions were made badly, when leaders acted 
unjustly, or when discipline was weaponized, and then repairing the damage through clear 
processes. 

In a world of easy exit, defection control is not about making exit impossible. It is about making 
communion credible. People will remain in a Church they trust, even when they disagree, if they 
believe the processes are legitimate, the authority is constrained, and the moral center is intact. 
They will exit quickly if they believe the system is arbitrary, corrupt, or captured. 

This is the practical lesson for total reunification: unity is not maintained by force. It is 
maintained by a durable legitimacy ecology. Agreements must be enforceable, discipline must 
be reconciling, catechesis must be deep, and governance must be transparent and self-
constrained. Without these, the reunited Church will rapidly generate the very thing it sought to 
heal: new parallel magisteria, renewed “true Church” claims, and another cycle of splintering—
only now, under the banner of unity. 

 

9. The Unromantic Obstacles: Law, Property, Pensions, and Institutional Identity 

Theological agreement is not the only thing that keeps churches separate. Even if every 
doctrinal and governance question were settled, reunification would still face a second 
battlefield: institutional reality. Churches are also legal entities, property holders, employers, 
school operators, charities, and—unavoidably—participants in national legal systems. They 
carry pensions, contracts, archives, trademarks, and liabilities. They also carry memory: ethnic 
belonging, national trauma, and centuries of identity shaped in opposition to someone else. 

This is the part of reunification that rarely makes it into sermons because it feels worldly. But it 
is precisely the worldly layer that can make or break the spiritual project. If reunification is 
imagined as a purely ecclesial act, it will be derailed the first time a parish asks, “Who owns this 
building now?” or a retiree asks, “Who guarantees my pension?” or a national church asks, “Will 
this reunification place us under foreign control?” These are not distractions. They are the 
operational conditions under which unity must be lived. 

9.1 Corporate forms and cross-national legal realities 

No single “Church corporation” can simply absorb the legal identity of global Christianity 
because Christianity exists across radically different legal environments. Some churches are 
established state churches. Some are nonprofits with tax-exempt status. Some are registered 
charities. Some operate under concordats with states. Some are constrained by hostile regimes. 
Some exist as informal networks because legal recognition is dangerous. 
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A reunified Church would therefore face a fundamental legal design problem: it must be one 
ecclesial body while being many juridical entities, each adapted to local law. That is not a bug; it 
is unavoidable. The question is how to maintain ecclesial unity while operating through a 
federated legal structure. 

Practically, this requires at least four legal harmonizations. 

First, a unified constitution that can be “instantiated” through local corporate forms. Think of it 
as a global canonical charter that local entities adopt as their governing document, insofar as 
local law permits. Without that, unity remains theological language without legal binding force. 

Second, trademark and naming rights. Denominations have names and symbols that function as 
identity. A reunified Church would need an agreed naming architecture that does not force 
every tradition to abandon its historical self-description, while still communicating that a new 
ecclesial unity exists. Naming seems superficial until it becomes the symbol that either invites 
participation or triggers resistance. 

Third, regulatory compliance. Employment law, anti-discrimination law, data privacy law, 
financial reporting standards, and charity regulations vary widely. A reunified Church cannot 
assume it can operate globally with a single administrative policy. It must maintain a coherent 
moral and governance framework while allowing compliance adaptations. 

Fourth, clergy status. In some countries clergy are treated as employees; in others they are not. 
In some, visa and residency status is tied to ecclesial role. In others, state oversight is direct. 
Reunification changes who “appoints” clergy, which can trigger legal scrutiny or political 
interference. Therefore the reunited Church must design appointment and oversight 
mechanisms that can be recognized locally without surrendering ecclesial authority to the state. 

This is the core cross-national reality: a reunified Church would have to be canonically one and 
legally plural. If it cannot manage that duality, it will either become politically capturable or 
practically inoperable. 

9.2 Assets, endowments, schools, and liability histories 

Assets are where unity meets fear. People do not only love doctrine; they also love the 
institutions they built: churches, seminaries, schools, hospitals, charities, mission agencies, and 
endowments. Those institutions often exist because of denominational separation. They carry 
distinct educational cultures and theological emphases. They also carry financial obligations and 
liability histories that no one wants to inherit. 
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Four asset realities matter. 

First, property ownership is often local, not denominational. Many congregations legally own 
their buildings through trusts or local corporate entities. Others are held by centralized 
denominations. Reunification would raise immediate questions: will property be seized by the 
new center? will local congregations lose control? These fears can produce instant revolt. 
Therefore any merger must specify property rights and protect local stewardship while 
establishing unified canonical norms for use, sale, and transfer. 

Second, endowments and donor intent. Many funds are legally restricted: donors gave money 
for specific denominational purposes. Reunification may violate donor intent if it redirects 
resources to a new structure. That can trigger lawsuits and regulatory penalties. The reunited 
Church would need legal mechanisms for honoring restrictions, re-chartering endowments, 
and—where necessary—creating parallel funds that preserve donor intent while still serving 
unified mission. 

Third, educational and charitable institutions. Schools and hospitals often have boards, 
accreditation requirements, and contractual obligations tied to specific denominational 
identities. Reunification could threaten accreditation, funding, or public trust. It could also 
create opportunities: unified standards, shared resources, reduced duplication. But this requires 
careful transitional governance: common identity without abrupt restructuring that destabilizes 
institutions. 

Fourth, liability histories. Modern churches carry significant liability exposure: abuse claims, 
employment disputes, property litigation, and historical grievances. Reunification risks 
“successor liability,” where a new entity becomes responsible for old obligations. That is not 
merely financial; it is moral. A reunified Church must decide how it will handle inherited wrongs. 
If it tries to evade them, it loses legitimacy. If it absorbs them without a clear plan, it risks 
insolvency and institutional collapse. Total reunification would therefore require a transparent 
liability framework: shared standards for accountability, pooled compensation funds where 
appropriate, and legal structures that permit restitution while protecting essential ministry 
functions. 

This is where spiritual language must become institutional courage. Reunification cannot 
pretend that liabilities are someone else’s problem. If the Church is one, it inherits one 
another’s burdens. But it must inherit them in a way that does not destroy the Church’s capacity 
to function. 

9.3 Ethnic and national churches: autocephaly, state power, and cultural memory 

Perhaps the most difficult “unromantic obstacle” is not money but identity—especially national 
and ethnic identity. Many churches are not merely religious bodies; they are carriers of 
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language, culture, and national history. In Eastern Christianity especially, autocephaly and 
national churches are not incidental; they are part of how Christianity has been lived under 
empires and nation-states. In Protestantism, churches often formed alongside national 
independence movements or cultural differentiation. In Catholic contexts, relations with states 
have shaped local ecclesial life in complex ways. 

A reunified Church would confront three identity pressures. 

First, sovereignty anxiety. A national church will fear that reunification places it under foreign 
control. Even if the reunited authority structure is fair, the perception of foreign domination can 
be fatal. National memory includes experiences of oppression, forced conversion, colonialism, 
or political manipulation of churches. Reunification must therefore be designed with deep 
subsidiarity, guaranteeing meaningful local governance, language rights, liturgical continuity, 
and protection from external interference. 

Second, state power. Some governments actively use churches as instruments of policy. Others 
actively suppress churches. Reunification could provoke states to interfere, either to control the 
unified Church or to prevent it. A reunited Church must anticipate political pressures: visa 
controls, registration denial, property seizures, propaganda campaigns. Therefore political 
resilience becomes part of ecclesial design. The reunited Church would need decentralized 
operational capacity so that the failure or capture of one region does not paralyze the whole. 

Third, cultural memory. Division is not only theological; it is remembered violence, expulsions, 
persecutions, and humiliations. Communities carry stories of “what they did to us,” and those 
stories become part of identity. Reunification cannot bypass memory with polite statements. It 
requires truth-telling and reconciliation work that is spiritual, historical, and institutional. 
Without that, old wounds will be reactivated by new conflicts, and unity will collapse under the 
weight of unprocessed resentment. 

This is why national and ethnic churches are central to the reunification challenge. Even a 
perfect doctrinal settlement can be rejected if it is experienced as cultural erasure or 
geopolitical surrender. Total reunification must be as attentive to cultural dignity as it is to 
doctrinal truth. 

9.4 A practical merger sequence: what must harmonize first 

Because the obstacles are so complex, total reunification cannot happen by a single act of 
incorporation. It would require a phased merger sequence that prioritizes stability and prevents 
panic. The sequence must harmonize what creates trust first, then consolidate what requires 
trust later. 
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A practical sequence would likely move in the following order. 

First, harmonize constitutional identity before property. The reunited Church must establish a 
clear global constitution: authority structure, doctrinal tiers, ministerial recognition rules, courts 
of appeal, and dispute resolution. Without this, any discussion of assets will be interpreted as 
power grab. People must know what they are joining before they negotiate what they are 
sharing. 

Second, harmonize recognition and governance of clergy before institutional consolidation. 
Clergy are the daily face of the Church. If pastors and bishops are left in ambiguous status, unity 
will not reach the local level. Early in the merger, the reunited Church must settle ministerial 
recognition, appointment, and discipline. This creates operational unity without immediately 
triggering asset panic. 

Third, establish transitional legal umbrellas rather than immediate corporate merger. In many 
jurisdictions, the easiest initial step is to create umbrella entities that coordinate policy and hold 
certain shared functions, while leaving local corporate ownership intact. Over time, as trust 
grows, deeper corporate integration can occur. 

Fourth, ring-fence pensions and establish guarantees early. Nothing produces resistance faster 
than fear for retirees. A reunified Church should create a pension protection mechanism—
funded, legally structured, and transparent—before or alongside any major integration. 
Protecting pensions is not merely financial; it is moral credibility. 

Fifth, address liabilities openly with a shared accountability framework. A unified Church must 
create uniform safeguarding standards and an honest plan for restitution. It must also clarify 
legal exposure and create funding structures that prevent local parishes from being destroyed 
by liabilities they did not create, while still honoring justice for victims. This balance is hard, but 
evasion is worse. 

Sixth, only then move toward deeper asset integration and institutional mergers. Once 
governance is stable, clergy status is clear, pensions are protected, and accountability is 
credible, schools and charities can be integrated, endowments can be re-chartered where 
legally possible, and property frameworks can be harmonized. 

Finally, protect local identity throughout. Every phase must preserve liturgical rites, language, 
and cultural expressions where they do not contradict the unified Church’s dogmatic center. If 
reunification is experienced as homogenization, it will generate splintering faster than it 
produces unity. 

This practical sequence reveals a final, sobering point: total reunification would be as much an 
institutional engineering project as a theological one. The Church would need not only saints 
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and theologians, but canon lawyers, civil lawyers, accountants, actuaries, governance designers, 
and mediators. This is not a concession to worldliness. It is the reality of a Church that lives in 
history. 

If the Church is truly one, then it must be one not only in creed and Eucharist but also in the 
way it bears burdens, honors obligations, and protects the vulnerable. The unromantic obstacles 
are therefore not distractions from unity; they are the place where unity proves whether it is 
real. 

 

10. A Concrete Proposal: A Global Constitution for a Reunified Church 

Total reunification cannot be sustained by sentiment, shared statements, or occasional joint 
worship. It requires a binding constitutional settlement—something like a “Church constitution” 
in the thick sense: a universally received framework that defines authority, sets decision 
procedures, establishes rights and duties, and creates an adjudication system capable of 
handling disagreement without rupture. The goal is not to turn the Church into a modern state. 
The goal is to give the Church what two thousand years of division shows it needs: a stable 
method for remaining one under stress. 

This section proposes an architecture that can plausibly meet the five non-negotiables while 
addressing the central impasse between primacy and synodality, the reality of moral 
divergence, and the world of easy exit. The constitution is designed around a single premise: 
unity must be enforceable, but enforcement must be constrained, transparent, and reconciling. 

10.1 Constitutional principles: subsidiarity, defined primacy, synodal authority, due process 

A workable constitution begins with first principles that are explicit, not assumed. Four 
principles are essential. 

Subsidiarity means that decisions should be made as locally as possible and as universally as 
necessary. The reunited Church must avoid two errors: collapsing into local autonomy that 
cannot bind itself, and collapsing into centralization that flattens catholicity and provokes revolt. 
Subsidiarity preserves the dignity of local churches, languages, rites, and pastoral contexts while 
still allowing the universal Church to define doctrine and protect communion. 

Defined primacy means the existence of a universal primatial office with real competence, but 
with clearly specified limits. The primate is not a CEO. The primate is the guardian of 
communion, the convener of councils, and the final appellate function in defined cases—never 
an unbounded source of unilateral doctrine or discipline. Primacy is real, but it is 
constitutionally bounded. 



43 
 

Synodal authority means that the bishops in communion with the whole Church possess real 
deliberative and legislative authority in the Church’s highest councils. Synodality is not 
consultation. It is a governing reality. Major decisions in doctrine and discipline require synodal 
action, with rules that protect minority conscience while still producing binding outcomes. 

Due process means that authority acts through transparent procedures, reasons-giving, and 
protected rights of appeal. This is not an import from secular liberalism so much as an 
institutional form of justice. Without due process, discipline becomes factional. Factional 
discipline generates schism. Due process is therefore a unity mechanism. 

These principles establish the tone of the constitution: neither monarchy nor federation, 
neither authoritarian unity nor impotent pluralism. It is a communion that can decide, 
constrained by law, and oriented toward reconciliation. 

10.2 A bicameral council model: episcopal synod plus representative deliberative body 

Because unity must be both apostolic and receivable, a reunited Church needs a council 
structure that reflects episcopal responsibility and the lived reality of the whole people of God. 
A bicameral model accomplishes this without turning the Church into a parliament. 

The first chamber is an Episcopal Synod. This body comprises bishops recognized under the 
reunified Church’s ordination and succession protocol. The Episcopal Synod has defined 
authority over dogmatic definitions, sacramental norms, ordination standards, and universal 
discipline. It is the primary doctrinal and sacramental legislator of the Church under the 
constitution’s rules. 

The second chamber is a Representative Deliberative Body. This body includes ordained and lay 
representatives selected through a defined, non-partisan process from each region: clergy 
delegates, theologians, monastic or vowed representatives where such exist, and lay members 
with recognized standing. This chamber does not define dogma by itself. Its role is deliberative, 
advisory, and consent-based in specified domains: practical discipline, catechesis standards, 
safeguarding norms, and non-dogmatic policy questions. It also functions as an institutional 
check by requiring transparent deliberation and by ensuring that the bishops’ decisions are 
informed by pastoral reality and reception considerations. 

This bicameral design aims to solve a recurring historical problem: councils fail reception when 
decisions are seen as elite impositions disconnected from the lived Church. By embedding a 
formal representative chamber, the reunited Church creates a structural reception channel 
while preserving the bishops’ doctrinal responsibility. 

Decisions would follow tiered rules. Dogma requires Episcopal Synod supermajority plus 
primatial confirmation and a defined reception period. Authoritative teaching may require a 
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lower threshold. Discipline may require concurrence of both chambers. The exact thresholds are 
less important than the constitutional clarity: what type of decision requires what kind of 
consent. 

10.3 A doctrine tiering charter and a communion charter 

A constitution needs two doctrinal instruments: a doctrine tiering charter and a communion 
charter. 

The doctrine tiering charter formally classifies teachings into dogma, authoritative teaching, and 
permitted diversity, and it specifies the required assent and allowable debate for each. It also 
defines the process for assigning a teaching to a tier, and for revising non-dogmatic teaching 
under strict conditions. The charter includes criteria such as apostolic rootedness, universality 
across time, necessity for coherent worship, and historical consensus. This is the anti-
fragmentation tool: it prevents every dispute from becoming a communion-breaking crisis. 

The communion charter defines what it means to be “in communion” in juridical and 
sacramental terms. It specifies: 

Who belongs in full communion: baptized persons who confess the Church’s core creed, accept 
the authority constitution, and are not under discipline. 
How communion is expressed: Eucharistic participation, recognition of ministry, shared 
catechesis baseline, and mutual obligation. 
What breaks communion: persistent defiance of dogma, sacramental irregularity, and refusal of 
adjudication. 
How communion is restored: confession, clarification, reconciliation rites, and formal 
reintegration. 

The communion charter matters because modern fragmentation often rests on ambiguity: 
people claim to be “part of the Church” while rejecting binding authority. A reunified Church 
must make communion concrete: not as exclusion, but as truthful membership. 

10.4 A sacramental recognition protocol and an ordination reconciliation protocol 

Because Eucharistic unity depends on ministerial unity, the constitution must establish protocols 
that integrate existing clergy without humiliation while producing a single coherent sacramental 
system. 

The sacramental recognition protocol begins with baptism. It establishes universal recognition 
of Trinitarian baptism and sets a single standard for recording, catechizing, and admitting the 
baptized. It then defines Eucharistic norms: what the Eucharist is at the dogmatic tier, who may 
preside, the minimum liturgical integrity required across rites, and the ordinary conditions for 
communion. 
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The ordination reconciliation protocol is the hardest. It provides a pathway for integrating 
ministers from traditions with differing ordination theologies. 

It establishes a unified ordination standard: who ordains, what constitutes the essential rite, 
what intention is required, and how oversight is maintained. 
It provides conditional recognition where historical forms substantially match the unified 
standard. 
It provides supplementation where something essential is judged lacking, using rites that are 
explicitly framed to avoid retroactive invalidation of past ministry. 
It provides reconciliation rites where communion was broken and must be restored 
sacramentally and juridically. 
It includes a transitional clergy registry with clear status categories and an end-date by which all 
active ministry must be regularized under the unified protocol. 

These protocols are not mere administrative tools. They are unity sacraments in the broad 
sense: they embody the claim that the Church is one at the altar and one in ministry. 

10.5 A discipline concordat: what is universal, what is regional, what is forbidden 

The discipline problem is where reunification will either become durable or collapse. The 
constitution therefore needs a discipline concordat: a formal agreement that classifies discipline 
into three domains. 

Universal discipline includes norms that must be the same everywhere because they guard 
dogma, sacramental validity, and the moral credibility of the Church. This includes safeguarding 
standards, basic moral boundaries tied to communion, ordination standards, and judicial 
procedures. 

Regional discipline includes norms that may vary by region within constitutional limits: pastoral 
applications, certain liturgical customs, catechetical emphases, and disciplinary practices that 
respond to cultural and legal realities. Regional variance is permitted only where it does not 
contradict universal discipline and does not create contradictory moral systems under one 
communion. 

Forbidden practices are those that the constitution excludes explicitly because they destabilize 
unity or violate justice. Examples include unilateral declarations of autocephaly without 
constitutional process, unauthorized ordinations, sacramental innovations that contradict 
dogma, and disciplinary cover-ups of abuse or corruption. The point of the forbidden category is 
to remove known schism-generators from the realm of debate. If the Church knows a practice 
leads to rupture, it must constitutionally prohibit it. 
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The concordat also includes an adjudication ladder: local tribunals, regional appeals, and a 
universal court. It defines the standard of review and protects due process. This is how 
discipline becomes coherent rather than factional. 

10.6 A schism-deterrence design: limits on unilateral acts and rapid appeal procedures 

Because modern exit is easy and schism narratives mobilize quickly, the constitution must build 
in schism deterrence. This does not mean coercion. It means removing the structural triggers 
that make defection rational. 

Three design features are critical. 

First, strict limits on unilateral acts. No single bishop, region, or primate may unilaterally change 
dogma, sever communion, ordain outside protocol, or alter sacramental norms reserved to the 
universal Church. The constitution must specify which acts are reserved, which are shared, and 
which are local. Many schisms begin with unilateral acts that force a crisis. The constitution 
should make such acts clearly illegal within the reunited Church. 

Second, rapid appeal procedures. When controversial actions occur—disciplinary sanctions, 
doctrinal disputes, allegations of abuse, claims of overreach—there must be a fast, credible 
appellate process. Speed matters because in modern media environments, conflict narratives 
harden quickly. If the Church cannot respond swiftly with legitimate adjudication, factions will 
form and exit will occur before truth is established. Rapid appeal does not mean rushed 
judgment; it means timely temporary measures, clear timelines, and a structured process that 
prevents vacuum-driven speculation. 

Third, automatic review triggers. Certain actions should automatically trigger universal review: 
regional changes to contested moral policies, large-scale disciplinary innovations, or ordination 
practices that deviate from norms. Automatic review prevents slow drift from becoming a fait 
accompli and reduces the sense that the only way to resist is to schism. 

Schism deterrence also requires positive incentives for communion: shared mission structures, 
shared formation resources, shared liturgical recognition, and visible benefits to unity that are 
not merely bureaucratic. People remain in communion when communion feels real, morally 
credible, and spiritually fruitful. 

The end state of this constitution is not a perfect Church. It is a Church that can hold together 
without lying. It can decide without tyrannizing. It can deliberate without dissolving. It can 
discipline without factional cruelty. It can restore without humiliation. It can include cultural 
diversity without becoming doctrinally incoherent. And it can survive modern fragmentation 
pressures because it embeds legitimacy and due process into its bones. 
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A proposal like this is deliberately concrete because total reunification is not achieved by 
longing for the unity of the early Church while ignoring the size, diversity, and legal reality of 
global Christianity today. If reunification is to be complete and total, it must be constitutional. 
And if it is constitutional, it must be designed to endure the real world, not a romanticized one. 

 

11. A Plausible Pathway: Reunification as Re-Founding, Not Merger 

If complete reunification is pursued as a “merger,” it will fail. Mergers presume negotiable 
identities, divisible assets, and a shared willingness to be absorbed into a new corporate 
structure. But churches are not corporations, and denominational identities are not just brands. 
They are inherited claims about truth, holiness, sacraments, and legitimacy. That makes 
reunification less like merging two companies and more like re-founding a polity: a 
constitutional act in which previously separate bodies consent to be governed by a new 
common framework that neither side can control unilaterally. 

Re-founding does not mean inventing a new religion. It means reconstituting one Church’s 
visible unity by creating a single shared decision architecture—then letting doctrine, ministry, 
sacramental life, and institutions converge under that architecture over time. The key is 
sequence. If you try to unify Eucharist before authority, communion becomes ambiguous. If you 
try to unify assets before legitimacy, it becomes a power grab. If you try to unify everything at 
once, you trigger panic, defection, and parallel magisteria. A plausible pathway is staged: begin 
with what can be received broadly, then test governance, then move to the altar, then 
consolidate institutions, then stabilize over generations. 

11.1 Phase 1: common creed and shared adjudication norms 

The first phase must create a unity center of gravity that is theological enough to matter and 
procedural enough to be real. That means two deliverables: a common creed and shared 
adjudication norms. 

The common creed is not an attempt to compress all theology into a minimal statement. It is a 
public, binding confession that defines the reunited Church’s identity and establishes what 
communion means at the doctrinal core. It must be recognizable as continuous with historic 
Christianity, capable of being proclaimed in every parish and catechism class, and strong enough 
that Christians can truthfully say, “This is what we hold together.” 

Shared adjudication norms are the second deliverable, and they are the more underestimated 
one. Before the Church can decide disputed matters, it must agree on how it decides. Phase 1 
therefore establishes baseline rules: what counts as legitimate theological dispute, what counts 
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as dogma-level conflict, what processes protect due process, how appeals work in principle, and 
what forms of unilateral action are off-limits even before full reunification is completed. 

This phase is about building trust and a common language of unity. It does not require everyone 
to agree on every contested doctrine or moral question. It requires agreement that the Church 
will not settle those questions by schism or by raw power, but by shared procedures. 

The practical output of Phase 1 would look like an agreed “Unity Charter” with three parts: 
creed, adjudication norms, and a covenant against unilateral rupture. It is intentionally limited 
but binding: it creates a framework within which deeper convergence can occur. 

11.2 Phase 2: authority constitution and reception testing 

Once a common creed and adjudication norms exist, the next step is the hardest: the authority 
constitution. This is where reunification must stop being ecumenical diplomacy and become a 
governance commitment. 

Phase 2 establishes the global constitutional structure described earlier: defined primacy, 
synodal authority, bicameral councils, courts of appeal, and due process. The critical element in 
this phase is reception testing. The constitution cannot be imposed from above and called 
“unity.” It must be received by the bishops, clergy, and laity in a measurable way. 

Reception testing means the reunited Church deliberately runs real disputes through the new 
system before sacramental communion is restored. This is crucial. If the Church cannot decide 
disputes peacefully under its new constitution, it is not ready for Eucharistic unity because 
Eucharistic unity will amplify conflict: every dispute becomes a communion crisis. 

So Phase 2 includes controlled “test cases.” The test cases should be chosen carefully: disputes 
serious enough to require adjudication, but not so explosive that they guarantee defection. The 
purpose is to prove that the constitution can deliver legitimacy: transparent decisions, real 
appeal, reasoned judgments, and reconciling outcomes. 

During this phase, the reunited Church also establishes its global catechetical infrastructure: a 
shared ecclesiology curriculum, formation standards, and a disciplined teaching on doctrinal 
tiers. Without that, reception will be shallow and fragile. 

Phase 2 ends when a threshold of reception is achieved: a clear majority of recognized bishops 
and a broad base of clergy and parishes formally adopt the authority constitution, and the test 
cases demonstrate that adjudication can function without immediate fragmentation. 
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11.3 Phase 3: orders recognition and Eucharistic communion 

Only after governance legitimacy has been demonstrated does the project move to the altar. 
This sequence is non-negotiable. Eucharistic communion is the visible sign of unity; it cannot be 
made to carry unresolved authority conflict. 

Phase 3 is therefore the sacramental phase: mutual recognition of orders, ordination 
reconciliation protocols, and the restoration of Eucharistic communion under a communion 
charter. 

This phase proceeds in concentric circles. 

First, a recognized clergy registry is created with clear transitional statuses. Ministers from 
traditions whose ordinations are already compatible with the reunified standard are received 
through reconciliation rites that are dignifying and public. Where supplementation is required, it 
occurs through rites explicitly framed to supply what is needed without retroactively 
invalidating past ministry. 

Second, bishops are regularized. Because episcopal recognition is central to governance and 
ordination, the reunited Church must ensure that the episcopate is coherent under the 
constitution. This may involve shared consecrations, recognition acts, or other reconciliation 
rites. 

Third, Eucharistic communion is restored in stages. It begins among communities that have 
completed orders recognition and constitutional adoption. It expands as regions complete the 
protocol. This staged restoration prevents sacramental ambiguity and makes unity tangible 
without forcing a premature universal declaration. 

Crucially, Phase 3 also includes the first global enforcement of sacramental norms. 
Unauthorized ordinations, rogue Eucharistic practices, and parallel magisteria must be 
addressed early and fairly, with rapid appeal mechanisms. Otherwise the reunited Church will 
be sacramentally one in name while functionally plural at the altar. 

Phase 3 ends when Eucharistic communion is ordinary and stable across the reunified Church, 
and when orders recognition is substantially complete—meaning the Church can say, without 
constant dispute, who is authorized to preside, teach, and govern. 

11.4 Phase 4: legal consolidation and institutional integration 

Only after unity is real at the altar should major legal and institutional consolidation begin. This 
is where the “unromantic obstacles” are addressed in full, but now under conditions of trust. 
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Phase 4 has four main tasks. 

First, legal instantiation. The global constitution is mapped onto local corporate forms. Umbrella 
entities are established where needed. Canonical law and civil law are aligned as far as possible. 
Naming and trademark issues are resolved, preserving historical identities within a unified 
ecclesial structure. 

Second, pension stabilization and guarantee mechanisms are finalized. This is a moral priority as 
well as a practical one. Reunification cannot ask older clergy and employees to bear risk for a 
project they did not seek. Clear pension protections are part of legitimacy. 

Third, assets and endowments are integrated carefully. Some assets can be pooled for mission. 
Others must remain restricted by donor intent. Schools and charities are incorporated under 
unified oversight while preserving accreditation and local governance where required. Property 
frameworks are harmonized without local seizures. 

Fourth, liability and safeguarding. The reunified Church implements uniform safeguarding 
standards, transparent accountability systems, and where appropriate, unified restitution 
frameworks. This is not simply risk management; it is the credibility of holiness. A Church that 
unifies structurally but fails morally will fracture immediately. 

Phase 4 ends when the reunified Church is not only sacramentally one but institutionally 
coherent: legally plural but canonically unified, with shared governance standards and stable 
financial obligations. 

11.5 Phase 5: stabilization across generations 

The final phase is the one most projects ignore: generational stabilization. Unity is not truly 
achieved when leaders sign documents or when Eucharistic communion is restored. Unity is 
achieved when a generation grows up inside it and cannot imagine the old divisions as normal. 

Phase 5 therefore focuses on cultural formation. 

First, seminaries and formation pipelines must be unified or at least harmonized under the 
constitution. If clergy continue to be trained in rival ecclesiologies, the reunited Church will 
regenerate parallel magisteria. 

Second, liturgical and devotional diversity must be normalized as catholic richness rather than 
factional identity. The reunited Church must teach that different rites and emphases are not 
threats but expressions of the one Church. This reduces the identity pressure that fuels new 
splits. 
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Third, conflict management must become habitual. The Church must demonstrate repeatedly 
that it can adjudicate disputes without schism, and that discipline is reconciling rather than 
punitive. Over time, this builds a culture of staying. 

Fourth, the Church must tell a new story of itself. The old story was often “we are the true 
church over against them.” The new story must be “we have been healed into one body, and 
unity is part of our fidelity.” That narrative must be taught, preached, and embodied in mission. 
Without a shared story, the old stories will reassert themselves. 

Finally, Phase 5 includes periodic constitutional review with strict constraints. The Church must 
be able to adjust non-dogmatic policies and improve governance without triggering legitimacy 
crises. But it must also protect dogma and sacramental integrity from ideological drift. 
Stabilization requires both flexibility and restraint. 

This is why reunification must be understood as re-founding. A merger tries to combine existing 
structures quickly and then manage the fallout. Re-founding creates a new common authority 
architecture first, tests it, then restores sacramental unity, then integrates institutions, then 
forms a new generation in the unified Church’s life. It is slower, more demanding, and more 
honest about human realities. And precisely because it is unromantic, it is the only pathway that 
has a chance of producing what the project demands: complete and total reunification that 
does not immediately splinter again. 

 

12. Conclusion: The Sobering Claim and the Real Hope 

A paper like this risks ending in either despair or sentimentality. Despair says: the divisions are 
too deep, the institutions too entrenched, the histories too bitter—so unity is a fantasy. 
Sentimentality says: if only we loved each other more, unity would come naturally—so the hard 
questions can be postponed. Both are evasions. The Church’s divisions are real and grievous, 
but they are not metaphysically necessary. They persist because Christianity’s unity problem is 
not only spiritual; it is also constitutional. The Church lacks a universally received decision 
architecture capable of binding the whole without triggering revolt. That is the sobering claim. 

The real hope is not that Christians will suddenly stop disagreeing. The real hope is that 
Christians could re-learn how to disagree inside one Church—by building a binding 
constitutional framework that can adjudicate conflict and by undergoing a spiritual renewal that 
makes obedience, humility, and truth-telling plausible again. Total reunification is not a mood. It 
is a re-founding: a council-scale act of common submission to a shared polity, paired with 
repentance and holiness that makes that polity livable. 
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12.1 Why total reunification is imaginable only at council-scale 

Complete and total reunification cannot be achieved by bilateral agreements, local ecumenical 
partnerships, or even large inter-denominational alliances. Those efforts can do real good, but 
they cannot produce one Church in the strong sense defined at the outset: one binding 
authority, one sacramental and ministerial recognition, one discipline. To do that, Christianity 
would need something like an ecumenical council in the full, maximal sense—a council that is 
not merely a conference but a constitutional convention. 

There are three reasons this must be council-scale. 

First, legitimacy requires public universality. For a binding authority structure to be received 
across traditions, it must be seen as the act of the whole Church, not the scheme of one 
communion or the victory of one faction. Council-scale action is the only plausible way to 
generate that perception. It signals: this is not a takeover; this is a common act. 

Second, the subject matter is too integrated to negotiate piecemeal. Authority, doctrine, 
ministry, sacraments, discipline, law, and institutional assets form a single system. If you settle 
one part without the others, instability migrates and fractures the settlement. Council-scale 
deliberation is necessary because it can coordinate the whole architecture at once: it can create 
a constitution that binds all five non-negotiables without leaving fatal gaps. 

Third, the cost of unity requires a threshold of shared sacrifice. Total reunification would 
demand concessions from everyone: pride, control, cherished narratives, and sometimes even 
institutional privileges. That level of sacrifice cannot be demanded credibly by small 
committees. It requires the moral weight of a Church-wide act, with a clear mandate, 
transparent process, and visible participation of the whole. 

This is why the claim “total reunification is possible” is also a claim about scale. It is imaginable 
only if Christianity is willing to attempt a council-scale re-founding—something like a once-in-
centuries constitutional act. Anything smaller can produce genuine cooperation, but not total 
unity. 

12.2 Why partial unity can be real without pretending it is total 

If total reunification requires council-scale re-founding, then most present-day ecumenical 
progress will remain partial—and that is not meaningless. One of the moral failures of Christian 
discourse is the tendency to treat unity as all-or-nothing: either we are fully one, or our efforts 
are hypocrisy. That binary is unhelpful. Partial unity can be real, faithful, and spiritually fruitful 
without pretending to be total. 
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Partial unity exists in multiple forms. 

Spiritual unity can be real: shared worship, shared prayer, mutual recognition of discipleship, 
and genuine love across denominational lines. This unity is not imaginary. It is the lived reality of 
many Christians who know one another as brothers and sisters in Christ even while institutional 
barriers remain. 

Doctrinal convergence can be real: agreements on core confession, shared creedal faith, and 
narrowing gaps on long-disputed questions. Such convergence reduces the moral temperature 
and makes future unity more plausible. 

Cooperative mission can be real: shared charity, shared witness in public life, shared defense of 
the vulnerable, and shared evangelistic work. Cooperation does not require full institutional 
merger to be faithful. 

Even limited sacramental hospitality in defined circumstances can be real, when it is governed 
honestly and without pretending that all ecclesial differences are resolved. 

But the key is honesty. Partial unity becomes corrosive when it is presented as if it were total. 
That pretense generates disillusionment because the lived reality eventually contradicts the 
rhetoric. A reunited Church is not achieved by calling cooperation “unity” and hoping the 
contradictions will fade. Partial unity should be embraced for what it is: a real good that reduces 
hostility and builds trust, but not the full constitutional and sacramental unity that total 
reunification entails. 

This honesty is itself a spiritual discipline. It refuses the temptation to lie for the sake of 
optimism, and it refuses the temptation to despair for the sake of purity. It is possible to say: we 
have real unity here, and we still have real division. Both can be true at once. 

12.3 The final thesis: unity requires a binding constitution plus spiritual renewal 

The paper’s final thesis can now be stated plainly: complete and total reunification would 
require two things simultaneously—a binding constitution and a spiritual renewal—and neither 
is sufficient without the other. 

A binding constitution is required because unity must endure conflict. Without a universally 
received authority structure, doctrinal tiering rules, sacramental recognition protocols, and 
enforceable adjudication processes, disagreements will continue to produce exit. Modern 
fragmentation has made exit cheap and schism narratives powerful. The only way to make unity 
stable is to build procedures that make staying rational and faithful: rapid appeals, constrained 
authority, clear communion boundaries, and reconciliation pathways that prevent discipline 
from becoming factional warfare. 
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But a constitution alone cannot save unity. A constitution without spiritual renewal becomes a 
machine. It can enforce rules, but it cannot generate the humility, patience, and truthfulness 
necessary for communion. It will be captured by politics, weaponized by factions, or hollowed 
out by corruption. Unity requires people who can bear with one another, repent, forgive, obey 
legitimate authority without idolizing it, and tell the truth even when it costs them. These are 
spiritual capacities, not administrative ones. 

Conversely, spiritual renewal without a constitution remains vulnerable to recurrence of 
division. Revivals can create moments of deep unity, but without a shared decision architecture, 
the unity evaporates when disputes return. Renewal can soften hearts; it cannot by itself 
establish binding adjudication. If total unity is the aim, the Church must institutionalize the 
fruits of renewal so that they outlast the generation that experienced them. 

Therefore, the real hope is a convergence: a council-scale re-founding that creates a binding 
constitution, paired with a renewal that makes Christians willing to live under it in holiness 
rather than in suspicion. The constitution provides the method for remaining one; renewal 
provides the moral and spiritual substance that makes remaining one desirable. 

The sobering claim is that nothing less will work. Total reunification is not impossible, but it is 
not achievable through incremental niceness or polite diplomacy. It requires the Church to do 
something it has rarely done in the modern era: to submit, together, to a shared polity that no 
party controls, and to repent, together, in a way that makes unity more than an institutional 
project. 

That is the paper’s closing posture: neither romantic nor hopeless. Unity is imaginable—at 
council-scale, under a binding constitution, sustained by spiritual renewal. Anything less may 
still be good and worth pursuing, but it should be named honestly as partial. And perhaps that 
honesty is itself the beginning of the kind of renewal without which even the best constitution 
will fail. 
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