POLITICAL ‘PARTIES’ AND THE NATIONAL ‘WHOLE’

By His Eminence Archbishop Stylianos of Australia

(A)
In the modern world, it is well-known to all by now that two main categories of people are the ‘evaluators’ of proceedings in political, social and civic life.

On the one hand we have the ordinary spectators and listeners, whilst on the other there stand out the ‘protagonists’ (with token participants being the intellectuals and the so-called communicators whom someone recently, most appropriately, named ‘talk specialists’!).

Both of the categories in mention naturally believe that they have the same democratic right to ‘judge’ and to ‘decide’ through polls or elections, with their opinion and their vote. However, what constitutes the correct and practicable outcome in each instance, now that is another story.

At any rate, it is apparent that the majority of people, being overly-occupied by ‘worldly’ cares, almost certainly become dependent upon and led by the ‘pre-manufactured’ ideas and views served up adroitly by the few administrators of ‘Power’.
But, even when we speak of ‘Power’, things are not that simple because power, today, is no longer separated according to the classical distinctions of university texts, into Legislative, Executive and Judicial. On the contrary, and altogether unforeseeably, Power is continuously ‘suffused’ into a myriad of concealed forms and parameters which – from moment to moment – become all the more innumerable, all the more international, all the more invisible.

Unfortunately, it becomes an increasingly difficult task, even for the most perceptive observer of common and public matters, to pin-point with certainty the true responsibilities of each public official. As for their ‘dispositions’, one no longer even considers them seriously. Because, to the extent that ‘make-up’ has today developed into an art-form, deception is the easiest ‘way out’, and only God who knows the hearts of men is able to know, in each instance, what the real dispositions are

Following the above, and given the stifling confusion and uncertainty concerning the events shrewdly ‘machinated’ around us, we shall attempt in continuation to examine the ‘inherent weaknesses’ that inevitably lurk in the structure and function of the long-established Governance of the people, with the central institution exercising the greatest control over all, being what we call the Parliament.
Speaking though of ‘inherent weaknesses’ in Parliamentarianism, in no way do 
we propose to ‘pardon’ them as an unavoidable result of Democracy which, as we know, the whole of civilized humanity received with gratitude from the ancient Greeks as the most successful and just political system. Our deeper desire, here, is rather to highlight the ‘potential dangers’ which always lie in wait as traps, even within the more enticing ‘show cases’ of various establishments (here we should speak of ‘shops’!) so that, when ‘disillusionment’ comes after the event, the betrayed citizen will not be led to despair but will be more effectively armed, in a moral sense, by the resultant awareness.

In the common House (the Parliament), therefore, it is presumed that all attitudes are proportionately represented, that is, all the ‘philosophies’ and ‘aspirations’ of a people. It is natural that the national ‘whole’ will subdivide into smaller informal and indefinite ‘sub-wholes’ which, through the silent criterion of the social conditions under which they live, always remain fluid, as much as they might form noticeably discernible social ‘classes’. In order, then, for these ‘classes’ to be unified into a stable political structure, and to express a common charter of principles for the implementation of specific objectives (that will be presented in the open arena of the Parliament for legalization and incorporation), citizens sharing common interests constitute analogous political ‘Parties’.

It is not imperative for a political Party to absolutely express only one, even wider, social class (agricultural, urban, up market, popular etc). However, a basic ‘prerequisite’ is, of course, that it draws its members together from the various classes, under the same charter and for the same objectives.
Nonetheless, this socio-political ‘grouping’ does not necessarily mean that the charter and objectives of a particular Party are, by definition, entitled to ignore the common benefits of the national and social whole.

In contemporary political life - not just in Greece, but in many other countries - we also have the so-called ‘multi- Party’ system in which, under the banner of supposed democratic ‘tolerance’ and a continuously promoted ‘pluralism’ of views, the most divergent ideological powers assemble under the one structure in order to attain Power.

How artificial and ‘intransigent’ this ‘welding together’ is, has been demonstrated in an altogether outrageous manner once the anticipated grab of power has been achieved. And it is not by chance that, in precisely such a form of ‘coalition’ and insincere ‘alliance’, there has developed a portrait of the ruthless Leader. As a result, he who promised the most open democracy possible, in order to restrain the continually competing decentralizing tendencies, is compelled to resort to methods and measures, of which only the absence of bloodshed and violent deaths prevent us from speaking of the most brutal form of dictatorship.

Even etymologically, the term ‘Party’, (in Greek ‘Comma’, from the verb ‘kopto’, signifying a piece, a part of a homogenous whole), is rendered acceptable and is justified morally in its entirety, only as a ‘functional instrument’ selected in advance for the service and promotion of the whole.

This noble meaning is expressed precisely by the Latin axiom pars pro toto (a part for the whole). In any case, it is natural and expected that a Party, as an organ comprised of fewer members, should be more flexible and quick-moving.

In other words, more effectual than the incalculable, incongruous and diverse mass of the national whole. Of course, the same logical expedience is also observed in the grammatological use of the term ‘comma’ which, as we know, comprises one of the most essential punctuation marks. In the articulation of the human word – written or verbal – the ‘comma’ assists in assembling the parts of a sentence into one meaning, in which case it becomes apparent that the ‘comma’ indeed serves the unity of the whole. On the contrary, if the ‘comma’ divides and renders the various parts of a sentence autonomous, then there results a disconnectedness in which the main, central meaning cannot possibly be saved.

It is exceedingly interesting and characteristic that St John Chrysostom who is unrivalled in moral teachings, pointed out with a specific and poignant example that the relation between the part and the whole is a matter of life and death!

This example he took from the physiology of the human body. As is known, the human body is a collective whole of harmoniously co-functioning parts: If – he said – the stomach retains for itself the foods which it alone receives from outside, and does not allow them to circulate as ingredients of life towards all the other parts of the body, then death will be imminent!
This most descriptive example of St John provides for us the measure by which we might be able to critique, in the next part (2) of our article, certain blatant phenomena of blind and nationally destructive ‘political partisanship’ in the continuing political and ecclesiastical crisis, not only in Greece but also in the still bleeding Cyprus.

Given that both of these countries are not only full members of the European Union but, above all, constitute most central and pre-eternal cradles of European and world this analysis and critique, on behalf of our Church, as an unauthorized interference in others’ responsibilities, or as prejudiced political talk.
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