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ECCLESIOLOGICAL CONDITIONALITY OF THE AUTOCEPHALOUS SYSTEM
OF THE UNIVERSAL ORTHODOXY

The article deals with one of the fundamental problems of the whole corps of the church law — autocephalous principle of the existence of the
church. This problem drives the researchers’ attention to the very essence of the existence of orthodoxy in general. The preaching of Christ and the
Gospel leave no direct pointers of the internal organization of the church. The apostles make only the subtle hints to the administrative arrange-
ment of the church in general. Their mission preaching and spreading the faith to all nations, however, they did not envisage any other administra-
tive system than autocephaly. Church dogmas and canons, which regulate all aspects of the life of the Church, were formed during the heyday of
Christianity in the Byzantine Empire. However, the significant politicization and dependence of the church on imperial power led to the proclamation
of a number of canons that contradicted the original nature of the church. This also applies to autocephaly. Under the pressure of the state authori-
ties, the primacy of honor together with ancient Rome is shared by the capital's Constantinople chair. The theory of the "Five Patriarchates" is be-
ing formed, which are called to rule the world Orthodoxy. During the Ecumenical Councils, autocephaly was transformed from a basic and natural
state of the Church existence into a certain privilege and a subject of political bargaining in the international arena.

Despite the long process of forming the canonical and legal corps of Orthodoxy, there is no clear regulation of the procedure for proclaim-
ing a new autocephalous church today. This led to significant misunderstandings and the termination of Eucharistic communion by a number
of Local Churches after granting autocephalous status to the Ukrainian Church. Theological disputes over the very procedure of signing the
Tomos still take place today.

Besides theoretical justification, the internal church structure also has a practical value for the process of bestowing autocephaly on the new
national Local Churches. This is relevant due to the struggle of a number of modern countries for the church independence and the Ecumenical
recognition. Starting since the Byzantine Empire times, the state power has constantly imposed its own church management principle and meth-
ods, which often was going against traditions and canonical norms. Orthodox ecclesiology offers its own approach to church-administrative man-

agement. It is proved that merely the autocephalous system is the only acceptable option of the existence of the Universal Orthodoxy.
Keywords: autocephaly, ecclesiology, church, orthodoxy, metropolitanate, cathedra, administrative structure.

The Orthodox church tradition, which was founded by
the apostles and acquired its defined features during the
Ecumenical Councils, has been forming over two thousand
years. However, in modern realities this process causes
the need to rethink it. The Church, as a unique living di-
vine-human organism, is a dynamical, as it changes along
with human generations. According to the Orthodox Cate-
chism, God is eternal and unalterable. The special grace of
the Holy Spirit fills the Church. In the Epistle to the Ephe-
sians it is stated about the Church: "And God placed all
things under His feet and appointed Him to be head over
everything for the Church, which is His body, the fullness of
Him who fills everything in every way!" (Ephesians 1:22-
23). But another component of the Church is a man, and
we are talking about both the living and the dead, as ac-
cording to the orthodox doctrine the soul is immortal. In
everyday meaning, most people understand the term
"church" as a place of worship or an entire religious organi-
zation, with which they identify themselves. For example,
someone is a parishioner of a Baptist church, or an Ortho-
dox one, or is a Christian in general, that is, we are talking
about confessions and denominations.

The relevance of the study is to highlight an important
problem of the church structure. The autocephalous status
and the possibility of acquiring it have always been the
cornerstone of theological debates. The apostles, in found-
ing separate communities and churches did not know or
foresee any other church administration and structure apart
than an autocephaly. Each community, led by a bishop,
was already self-sufficient by its essence. However, al-
ready in the II-lll centuries the church borrows the adminis-
trative division and management of the Roman Empire.
The church structure was finally formed during the rise of
the Byzantine Empire, when the emperor was, in fact, the
head of the church. The empire did not just conquer the
church, it blurred it into itself. No doubt, Christianity re-
ceived significant privileges and powerful potential for
quality development and internal filling. This is the heyday
of theology and church culture. But the church had to forget
about its independence in the political aspect. The auto-
cephalous principle of the church structure is transformed
from a basic imperative into a privileged state. "The golden

age" of canonical creativity during the Ecumenical Councils
practically ignored the problem of forming any new auto-
cephalous church. The mechanism of such a process itself
has not been developed. This led to significant upheavals
of the Universal Orthodoxy in the future. Today there are
15 positions in the general diptych. Most of the Local
Churches gained autocephalous status after a long strug-
gle for their own independence. In many cases, it was ac-
companied by the self-proclamation of a new church ad-
ministrative unit and the period of termination of Eucharistic
communion with the mother church, in particular with the
Russian and Bulgarian Orthodox Churches. The bestowing
the Tomos on the Ukrainian Church has once again inten-
sified discussions on the possibility of acquiring auto-
cephalous status and the procedure for recognizing a new
administrative unit in the structure of the Universal Ortho-
doxy. Thus, Orthodoxy is leading itself into a dead end. On
the one hand, in the absence of a mechanism for acquiring
the autocephalous status of Orthodoxy, new Local Church-
es appear periodically, on the other hand — according to
the Orthodox ecclesiology, this status follows from the very
nature of the church and its essence. The struggle for
power within the church, even for spiritual one, runs coun-
ter to Christ's preaching of love and equality.

The issue of autocephaly is not only important and inter-
esting for experts, but also for the general public of those
who are interested in religious issues, in particular in
Ukraine. The signing of the Tomos for the Ukrainian Church
caused a significant resonance in the world, and as for today
only a part of the Local Churches have recognized this act
as a legitimate one. Apart from that, it requires an urgent
solution due to the sharp requests of modern society for the
independence of individual national churches.

The aim of this article is to try to bring more clear
awareness what it means to be a Church and what man-
agement structure is inherent to it. The autocephalous sys-
tem of the Universal Orthodoxy structure is inseparably
linked with the apostolic teaching and the ecclesiological
tradition of the ancient Eastern churches. The very nature
of the church, according to the Orthodox ecclesiology, must
be independent of any attempts to usurp the church power.
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Therefore, the study focuses on the very phenomenon of
the Church in its historical retrospective.

The state of scientific development of the chosen topic
should be characterized in two ways. On the one hand,
there are hundreds of speeches, public statements and
official letters from theologians and hierarchs of various
Local Churches on autocephalous issues. The bursts of
such activity coincide with the proclamation of another na-
tional autocephaly in the XX century. Most of these docu-
ments and statements have a polemical nature. On the
other hand, the scientific justification of autocephalous is-
sues was significantly intensified again in connection with
the signing of the Tomos for the Ukrainian Church.

The works of the following Ukrainian church historians
and canonists are valuable for this scientific research:
I. Vlasovsky, O. Kyrydon, O. Lototsky, Y. Mulyk-Lutsyk and
others, who repeatedly drew attention to the process of
emergence of the institution of autocephaly. Special men-
tion should be made of scholars who studied the period of
formation of the canonical code of the Orthodox Church in
the period of early Christianity and the Ecumenical Coun-
cils. In particular, we will mention such worldwide known
researchers of church history: V. Asmus, D. Bingem, A. fon
Garnak, J. Hofmann, J. Zizioulas, |. Isichenko, J. Robert-
son, A. Kartashev, Eusebius of Caesarea, N. Milash,
E. Smirnov, S. Smirnov, K. Skurat, F. Uspensky and oth-
ers. The works of the above-mentioned scholars reveal the
main periods of formation and objective-situational condi-
tionality of the autocephalous principle of the church's ex-
istence, including in terms of Orthodox ecclesiology.

It is necessary to note separately some modern disser-
tation researches of V. Butynsky, M. Gergelyuk, A. Did-
kivsky which reveal process and essence of autocephalous
formation of orthodox churches. It is important that a quali-
tative analysis of autocephalous issues in the context of the
Ukrainian church issue can be traced in the modern na-
tional scholars studies. The scientific work of the famous
theologian Archimandrite Cyril (Govorun) is relevant. In
particular, his monograph on ecclesiology, where much
attention is paid to the problem of autocephaly and its ec-
clesiological conditionality. A fundamental study is a four-
volume book by V. Bolotov on the history of the formation
of the ancient Church, which reveals the growth of the par-
ish network and the internal system of Orthodoxy of the
early and councils' periods. In general, the studies of the
following leading researchers were useful for this research:
A. Aristova, L. Vladychenko, D. Gorevy, O. Gorkusha,
V. Yelensky, S. Zdioruk, A. Kolodny, O. Sagan, P. Saukh,
A. Smirnov, L. Filipovych, Y. Chornomorets, A. Yurash,
P. Yarotsky and others, who subject the processes of auto-
cephaly in Orthodox canon studies to the critical religious
and philosophical analysis.

Despite the significant scientific and theological aspect
of the relevance of the stated issue, today there are a
number of unresolved issues regarding the harmonization
of the issue of the autocephalous structure of the Ecumeni-
cal Church with the norms of canon law and Orthodox ec-
clesiology. In addition, scientific studies do not show a
clear connection between the ecclesiological model of the
ideal church of Christ and the modern administrative struc-
ture of the church life. The presence of a number of little-
studied scientific problems regarding the autocephalous
arrangement of the Ecumenical Church significantly actual-
izes the selected topic.

The term "church" comes from the Greek word
"EkkAnoia" (ecclesia), which is defined as "assembly" or
"convocation". Thus, the fundamental meaning of the
church is not the building but people. This is confirmed by
the words of Holy Scripture: "Greet Priscilla and Aquila, my

fellow workers in Christ Jesus, who risked their necks for
my life, to whom not only | give thanks but all the churches
of the Gentiles give thanks as well, greet also the church
that meets at their house". (Romans 16:3-4). Paul men-
tions the church in their house — not a church building, but
a community of believers. Thus, the church (ecclesia) is a
voluntary observable assembly of believers, who are orga-
nized into a separate parish, which in fact is a completely
autonomous entity. Whoever is not a member of the eccle-
sia, is not a parishioner of a particular parish [1, p. 13].

The basic rules and standards of life in Orthodoxy were
formed during the Ecumenical Councils. The understanding
of the essence of the Church has been transformed over
centuries of history, while the basic teaching has remained
unchanged. Therefore, ecclesiology as the science about
the Church, today is one of the fundamental theological
disciplines. The secularized society of the postmodern era
needs a thorough understanding of the essence, role and
mission of the Church in human life. The problem of the
autocephalous status of an individual Local Church is in-
separably linked with the science of the church by and
large. The church, like any other social institution, must
have its own earthly form of management and administra-
tive system. It is clear that the Church is a divine-human
organism, which is guided directly by the Lord, because the
Orthodox doctrine clearly states that the head of the
Church is Christ [9, p. 137]. But in the God — man vertical
everything is locked on the earthly church organization as
one of the important social institutions. Therefore, the
earthly dimension of the church institution requires careful
study in terms of church-administrative management. In the
XXI century the church theme remains particularly relevant.
First of all, this is due to the fact that among other social
institutions in many developed countries, and in Ukraine in
particular, the church is trusted by the largest number of
citizens [10]. In addition, building of the civil society, that is
being debating nowadays by the world's leading thinkers, is
also impossible without the religious factor [6, p. 123].

The administrative structure of the Roman Empire, al-
ready formed at that time, was the basis for the territorial
organization of the early church. Even back in the apostolic
age, the church began to focus on some cooperation, and
sometimes on direct dependence on secular authority. Al-
ready at the time of the councils' period it was reflected in
the canons and official decrees. For example, the 17t can-
on of the Council of Chalcedon unambiguously and clearly
binds the borders of the eparchy to the state administrative
division: "In case the imperial government has founded a
new city, the division of parishes should be made accord-
ing to administrative and land zoning" [3, p. 46]. The 38th
rule of the Fifth and Sixth Councils sounds in the similar
way of saying. These official canonical norms have been of
great importance in the future for the formation of the struc-
ture of the Ecumenical Church. It was due to these canons
that new autocephalous churches became possible, which
did not exist and could not exist in the era of the Ecumenical
Councils, therefore, they are not approved by the highest
Ecumenical authority of church administration [8, p. 128].

In the Ante-Nicene period, appears the concept of "kart
oikov €kkAnaia" "home church", which modern canon re-
searchers has no unambiguous definition for. Based on the
opinion of an authoritative theologian J. Zizioulas, the au-
thor believes that the home church goes beyond the purely
family relations. More likely, the adjective indicates the
location rather than the social nature of the church gather-
ing. After all, in the early period of the church there was a
rule of "one Church — one Eucharist — one city", meaning
that in the one single city there was the only sole "home
church" [4, p. 252]. No testimony from church historians
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has been found by nowadays that would indicate any prob-
lems with the formation of "home churches" into a single
church. At the same time, this very concept is rapidly dis-
appearing from the historical arena.

Already at the First and Second Ecumenical Councils
the concept of "metropolitanate” has finally been affirmed.
This is the next stage in the formation of the church-
administrative system on a territorial basis. Nicodemus
Milash — the hierarch and the famous canonist of that time
— notes that the metropolitanate, in the Councils' era, cor-
responded to the concept of the Local Church, and was
independent [12, p. 70]. This is confirmed by the authorita-
tive comments of Aristine, Zonara, Valsamon and the Slavic
Kormchaia Book. In the metropolitanate, as an independent
unit of church administration, the 34" apostolic rule is best
traced, which testifies to the precedency and independence
of the Primate among other bishops [13, p. 168].

In our opinion, it's important to highlight the practice of
approval of the rules and resolutions of the Councils by the
imperial signature and seal. On the one hand, it pointed to
the incompleteness of independence of the decisions of
the church fathers without the consent and resolution of the
state authorities. Meaning that the church was entirely de-
pendent on the will of the head of the Byzantine Empire.
But on the other hand — it provided the state importance to
the church rules. After the Council, they became mandato-
ry, as they were published under the imperial seal [15,
p. 202]. During the reign of Justinian the Great, imperial
power in the question of the autocephalous system of the
church has become absolute. Thus, by the imperial decree,
the autocephalous status was in fact granted to New Jus-
tinian — the hometown of Basileus, with the subordination
of several neighboring eparchies [15, p. 201]. The Fifth
Ecumenical Council, held during the reign of Justinian,
showed a tolerant attitude to Christological issues, but did
not react in any way to such a state decree [19, p. 163].
However, if there was such an affirmative decision (back
then an objection was not an option, as the emperor could
repress the participants of the council) of state regulation,
then in the following times it could considerably simplify the
formation of new autocephalies according to the state regu-
lation of this question. However, the Ecumenical Councils
practically ignored the very mechanism of forming a new
independent church. At that time, it was purely unthinkable
event to happen outside the empire and without personal
regulation of the matter by the emperor.

The lack of a regulated mechanism for the proclamation
of a new independent church unit has led to the formation
of different traditions and practices among the representa-
tives of the Local Churches in the issue of granting the
autocephalous status. Step by step, two courses of eccle-
siological apprehension of the essence and nature of the
autocephalous structure of the church at the local, regional
and universal levels has been formed. The first one focus-
es on the Greek-speaking world and the theological herit-
age of the Byzantine Empire. This course is supported by
the ancient patriarchates and some newly proclaimed Local
Churches that have Greek heritage and traditions, such as
the Churches of Greece and Cyprus. This approach im-
plies the existence of a certain "gathering point" of inde-
pendent Local Churches, which is represented by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate as the mother-church of other
autocephalous churches. The formation of a new inde-
pendent church depends on the Patriarchate of Constan-
tinople. And an estrangement from it means an es-
trangement from worldwide Orthodoxy [18, p. 213].

The second, Slavic approach, assumes the existence
of Local Churches as a confederation of completely auton-
omous entities. There is no dependence between the Local

Churches. The supremacy of authority is completely de-
nied, and even the honor of the Ecumenical Patriarchate is
denied — at the unofficial level [11]. According to this tradi-
tion, the mother-church has the solo prerogative not to /
grant the autocephalous status to the daughter-church.
Other Local Churches must recognize the newly pro-
claimed Local Church post-factum. No common denomina-
tor in the theological debates of the representatives of the
various Local Churches is expected. This was proven by
the Pan-Orthodox Council of Crete, which was scheduled
for 2016. Four Local Churches did not come to this meeting
due to certain political motives. One of the main issues on
which no agreement has been reached is the document
"Autocephaly and ways of its proclamation". If a specific
mechanism for bestowing the autocephalous status on a
certain national church was approved, as was expected
from the above stated document, then a number of church-
es, for example (as of 2016) Ukrainian, Montenegrin, Mac-
edonian churches would immediately begin the process of
independence from kyriarchal (supreme, mother) churches.

Referring to the history of the formation of the first au-
tocephalous churches, which were formed as a result of
the unification of several eparchies (bishoprics), we can
see, that all of them has been formed according to the 34t
Apostolic Rule which states that the bishops of a particular
territory need to know the first one among themselves, that
is the Primate. Such were the provincial churches of Lycia,
Egypt, Pontus, and Bithynia [2, p. 40]. These were the first
Local Churches in the theological-ecclesiological meaning,
that is, they were located "locally" in a particular region.
Over time, the term "local" has been identifying with the
autocephalous, i.e. independent church. This is a church
unit that is completely self-governing, located in a specific
area where a certain population live, and an important
condition is its unity in the doctrine and the Eucharist with
other Orthodox churches over the world [7, p. 91]. Over
the course of history, the first metropolitanates and arch-
dioceses were formed in the capital cities, for example,
Rome, Antioch, Alexandria, Cyprus. Later, they were
transformed into the first patriarchates, which have the
highest church authority till nowadays.

The ecclesiological understanding of the locality and,
consequently, of the autocephalous structure of the church
is inseparably connected with the Eucharist. Where this
basic Christians sacrament is celebrated, there is a church.
On the one hand, the Eucharist is performed in a particular
place at a certain time, but on the other, because of its
mysticism and a universal nature, — it unites absolutely all
members of the church, including the dead ones. Hence,
the autocephalous church unit, which is located in a certain
area, and has the fullness of the Eucharistic communion
with other churches, includes absolutely all members of the
Orthodox Church living in that region. All Orthodox, regard-
less of profession, gender, age, language, are partakers of
the Eucharist, which is celebrated in this place. This indi-
cates that there can be only one Local Church in one sepa-
rate territory, which clearly corresponds to the 34th Apos-
tolic Rule. After all, the church, in its earthly dimension, is
always tied to a specific location, such as the church of
Cyprus or Corinth [17, p. 201].

The basic concepts of the modern canonical structure
of the church, such as "metropolitanate”, "eparchy", "patri-
archy", "autocephaly" do not have a specific ecclesiological
meaning. In fact, they are not even included in the scope of
ecclesiology. Ecclesiology, as a theological science, an-
swers the question: what is the church, what is its essence.
The above-mentioned concepts are categories of the ad-
ministrative system of church life that came to the church
over time. However, one way or another, the administrative
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division has been inherent in the church since apostolic
times. This became especially evident during the times of
Byzantine Empire. As for the concept of "autocephaly”, in
administrative terms it is the highest degree of division of
the Ecumenical Church into independent, i.e. self-
governing parts on a territorial, national and state basis.
From the ecclesiological point of view, the autocephalous
principle should be reduced to independence, which corre-
sponds to the ancient custom, which is the norm of the
canon law: one territory — one bishop, and thus — one
church. Therefore, the 34" Apostolic Rule commands the
bishops of one territory (country) to know their first hier-
arch, whom they themselves must deliver to the capital's
chair [2, p. 47]. Thus, the concept of autocephaly, although
is not included in the basic categories of ecclesiology as a
science, but directly follows from the ecclesiological princi-
ple of one territory — one bishop — one Eucharist.

Understanding autocephaly as an external manifesta-
tion of the church leads us to the certain structures and
layers that have been established in the church over time.
Mostly they were institutionalized into the church con-
sciousness during the Ecumenical Councils, when the state
authorities finally reaffirmed their own leadership of the
main church processes. Ecclesiology is the science of the
church in general, but the emphasis is on the internal struc-
ture of the church. The main question of this theological
discipline is what is the essence of the church. And the
answer is clear. The Church is first and foremost the
Eucharist and the people. Therefore, it is easy to combine
the ecclesiological understanding of the church with the
modern autocephalous system. Where there are believers
united by a common faith and idea, and where the Eucharist
is celebrated, especially if the sacrament is presided over by
a bishop, there is the church. In its essence, it is self-
sufficient, and therefore independent. After all, the ideals of
the early Christian period have left us with no evidence of a
certain hierarchy of one community against another.

Thus, the division of spiritual power into separate admin-
istrative points would lead to the complete decentralization of
the power in the church, that, in fact would correspond to the
apostolic times. This would cause a significant resonance,
because today a number of churches seek their own inde-
pendence and world recognition. A statement should be
recalled in support of this view, that the excessive legal cen-
tralization of church power, as such that does not corre-
spond to the Orthodox tradition, was condemned by episco-
pate of Local churches at the Inter-Orthodox meeting in 1963
on the occasion of the celebration of the 1000th anniversary
of the Great Lavra on Mount Athos [15, p. 204].

It should be noted that today Orthodoxy, same like the
other Christian churches, has overgrown with significant
layers and completely immersed into economic issues.
Therefore, the issue of church authority and management
of the church as an earthly institution today occupies an
absolute part of the attention of hierarchs and leading theo-
logians. Instead, in early Christianity, management was
handled exclusively by deacons — the lowest echelon in the
hierarchy. And for the Bishops, as the most charismatic
members of the church community, it was a matter of
teaching and preaching the truth of God. Now the situation
has changed. Bishops only administer, and deacons,
priests, and especially the laity testify to the verity and
truth. Therefore, today's silence of the hierarchy about the
most painful problems of the church (simony, despotism,
sodomy, all-corruption, immoral way of life, excessive en-
richment of certain hierarchs) and society in general is a
consequence of global breakdowns somewhere in the
depths of our ecclesiological consciousness [14].

As in the times of the Byzantine Empire, so in the
XXI century there is a process of adaptation of the church
system in the conditions of new state organizations. On the
one hand it can be opposed to the government, and on the
other hand — to submit to and be part (one of the institu-
tions) of state regulation of public life [8, p. 5]. But the Byz-
antine Empire, as well as later the Russian Empire, saw
the church institution as a powerful support and ideological
affirmation of state power, and most importantly — its sa-
cralization. The consecration of the "anointed of God" by
the higher hierarchy could add mystical significance to the
power structures. The emperor was considered as a God's
messenger for the salvation of the people. Therefore, alt-
hough the state used the church for its own purposes to put
pressure on the people, it also supported it as one of the
key determinants of power strengthening.

In today's globalized society, the situation has not
changed in the sense that the state continues to flirt with
the church, using it for its own benefit. However, today
the church does not have such support and state protec-
tion as a thousand years ago. Instead, the Orthodox hier-
archy is constantly involved in certain political conflicts,
which are successfully used by political opponents. In
turn, this leads to the loosening of society, loss of its con-
fidence in the hierarchy, and because of this in the church
in general, to the problem of religious self-identification of
ordinary citizens. The most painful knot of problems for
ordinary people is the issue of the church elite supporting
the state power and not the citizens, as it happened after
the elections in Belarus. The Church, which is supposed
to be with people, which basically, in its ecclesiological
meaning, is the people, would rather support the govern-
ment that has been lobbying the interests of a particular
denomination for decades [14].

At the same time, for any church of the Byzantine tradi-
tion, the support of the authorities is the normalcy of the
lifestyle. In a Belarusian or similar situation, to support the
people is to make a leap into nowhere, into the unknown.
We can say that this goes against nature itself and church
ecclesiology, which have been building for centuries the
idea of the divine origin of power and its comprehensive
sanctification. In modern realities, the situation is not much
different from the Byzantine "symphony", when the church
politically and economically depends on the decision of the
state. It is not surprising, therefore, that during the Soviet
period the church was able to enter into a "symphony" rela-
tionship even with an openly atheistic regime.

In summary, we note that despite the long history of the
formation of the Orthodox tradition and doctrine, which is
expressed in canon law, there is no clear regulation of the
procedure for proclaiming a new autocephalous church in
Orthodoxy. The Church has not developed a unified ap-
proach to the procedure for proclaiming a new auto-
cephalous church, despite the fact that from time to time
(especially at the turn of the XIX — XX centuries) new na-
tional churches have appeared. The "golden age" of theol-
ogy and canonical dogmatic creativity that held place in the
Middle Ages did not consider autocephalous issues as a
priority area of the church-administrative system. The rules
of the Ecumenical Councils state the existence of already
formed historically ancient patriarchates, their status is
consolidated, and the powers of the capital's Constantino-
ple chair along with Ancient Rome are singled out. Ortho-
dox ecclesiology has its own approach to the process of
systematization of the structure of the Ecumenical Church.
First of all, this is due to the very understanding of the
Church as a living divine-human organism that is not sus-
tainable. The church is always changing, because genera-
tions of people are changing. That is, the Church is first of
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all a gathering of people. On the other hand, the Church is
the Eucharist, where it is celebrated there is the Local
Church, which includes representatives of all classes, pro-
fessions and nationalities who live in a particular place and
are Orthodox. Thus, the Church should have a pronounced
local spirit, because the Eucharist is celebrated in a specif-
ic place at a certain time. And according to the 34th apos-
tolic rule, there is one Primate, i.e. the leader of local com-
munities, who can be at one place. Thus, according to the
ecclesiological doctrine about the Church and its structure,
the autocephalous system is indeed the basic principle of
the existence of the Universal Orthodoxy.
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XvuToMupcbkuit AepxxaBHUI yHiBepcuTeT iMmeHi IBaHa ®paHka, XKutomup, YkpaiHa

EKNE3IONOr4YHA 3YMOBJIEHICTb ABTOKE®AJIbHOIO YCTPOIO
BCENEHCbKOIO MPABOCIJIAB'A

Po3ansidaembcsi o0Ha 3 hyHOaMeHmanbHUX NpobremM yinozo Koprycy yepKoeHo20 npaea — asmokeghanbHuUll NPUHYUN iCHy8aHHs yepksu. Lis
npo6nema 3a2nubnoe 0ocniOHUYbLKY yea2y do cymHocmi icHyeaHHs1 npaeocsiae’ss 3a2anoM. Kpim meopemuyHo20 o6rpyHmyeaHHsl, 6 HympiwHili
yepkogHuli ycmpili Mmae U npakmu4yHe 3Ha4YeHHs1 Ons1 npoyecy asmokeghanizayii Hosux HayioHanbHux lMomicHux yepkoes. Lle € akmyanbHuUM y 38's13-
Ky 3 60pomb60i0 HU3KU Cy4YacHUX KpaiH 3a UepKOeHy He3aslexHicmb ma BceneHcbke eu3HaHHS. [JepxaeHa enada, po3no4yuHaroyu 3 4acie BizaH-
miticbkoi imnepil, nocmiliHo Hae'si3yeana enacHull NPUHYUN ma Memodu ynpaesniHHs yepKeoro, Wo yacmo Uwiio ecynepey mpaduyissM ma KaHOHi-
4YHuUM Hopmam. [lpaeocnaeHa eknesionozis nNponoHye enacHuli nNioxio w080 yepkoeHo-aOMiHicCMpamueHo20 ynpaesiHHs. [JoeedeHo, wo auwe
aemokeghanbHul nad € €QUHO NPUlIHAMHUM 8apiaHmoM icHyeaHHs1 BceneHcbko20 npaeocnae 'si.

KntouoBi cnoBa: aBTokedanisi, eknesionorisi, Liepkea, NpaBocnas's, MuTpononis, kadeapa, agMiHiCTpaTUBHUIA YCTPIN.
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XXutoMupckui rocyaapcTBeHHbIW yHMBepcuteT uMeHu MiBaHa ®paHko, XKutomup, YkpanHa

3KKNE3NONOMMYECKAS OBYCNOBIIEHHOCTb ABTOKE®AINIbHOIO YCTPOUCTBA
BCEJIEHCKOI'O NMPABOCIJIABUA

Paccmampueaemcsi oGHa u3 ¢pyHOameHmarsnbHbIX NPo6ieM Yes1020 Kopryca yepKkoeHO20 npaea — asmokeghasnbHbIl MPUHYUN cyujecmeosa-
Hus yepkeu. 3dma npobnema yany6bnsiem uccriedoeamesibckoe HUMaHUe K CyWHOCMU cyujecmeosaHusi npaeocnaesus e yesnom. Kpome meopemu-
4ecko20 060CHOBaHUsl, BHymMpeHHUli yepKo8HbIli cmpoll uMeem U Npakmu4eckoe 3HayeHue OJisi Ipoyecca asmokeghanu3ayuu Ho8bIX HaYUOHaslb-
Hbix [TomecmHbIx yepkeel. Amo akmyanbHoO 8 cesi3u ¢ 6opb6oli psida coepeMeHHbIX CmpaH 3a UyepKosHyr He3asucuMocmb U BceneHckoe npus-
HaHue. NocydapcmeeHHasl enacmb, Ha4YuHasi co epemMeH BuzaHmulickoli uMnepuu, MOCMOSIHHO Haesi3bleana ceoli MPUHYUN U Memoodb! ynpaeJse-
HUS U4epKoebIo, YMO 4Yacmo wrsio eornpeKu mpaduyusiM u KaHoOHuYeckuMm Hopmam. [lpaeocnaeHasi 3kknecuosioz2usi npednazaem co6cmeeHHbIl
nodxod yepkog8Ho-aOMUHUCMPamMueHo20 yrnpassieHus. [JokazaHo, Ymo mosibko aemokeghasibHbIl cmpol siessiemcsi eOUHCME8EHHbIM 8apuaHImMom
cywecmeoeaHusi BcenieHckoz20 npaeocnaeusi.

KnioueBble crnoBa: aBTokedanusi, 3KKNecuonorusi, LLepkoBb, NpaBocnasue, MUTpononus, kadenpa, aaMUHACTPaTUBHOE YCTPOWCTBO.
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PERIFIWHI LWIHHOCTI TA NPABA NIOAUHMU:
OCOBJIUBOCTI KOPERALII

Po3ansiHymo oco6nueocmi po3ymiHHsi npupodu i cymHocmi npae /1to0UHU 8 paMkax pi3Hux pesizil, cneyudpiky e3aemo3e'siaky mpaduuyiliHux
penieilinux yiHHocmeli i NOAcbKUX nNpae y KOHMeKcmi cy4yacHux peanil; npoaHanizoeaHo ocobnueocmi penieiliHux KoHUyenyil npae noAuUHU (Ha
npuknadi ceimoesux penieili) y ix e3aemMo38’a3Ky ma kopensyicto 3 nioxodamu 0o npobremamuku SI0OCLKUX Mpas, Wo crnuparmbcsi 3Ha4YHOH Mi-
poto Ha nibepasnbHe nidrpyHmsi i 3Haxodssimb ceoe 8i0o6paxkeHHs1 y 8i0No8iOHUX MiXXHapOoOHUX AOKyMeHmax ma piuleHHsIX asmopumemHux MiXHa-

POOHUX iHcmumyuyid.

KniouoBi cnoBa: penirisi, peniriiHi LiHHOCTI, NnpaBa nioguHK, rnobanisauis, peniriiHi npasa, penirinHa csoboaa.

Ouckypc npas nogvHW Bigirpae BaxnuBy pofb Y Cy-
YaCHOMY CBITi, KONM Pi3HOMaHITHI Mi>KHapogHi opraHisauii
Ta IHCTUTYTW 3BepTalTbCA A0 NpobremaTtukvi NHOCBKNUX
npae i nparHyTb BigWykaTy WNsSxyM "Ans iMnnemeHTtauii
byHAaMeHTanbHNX npae NoanHK B cBIiTi" [8, p. 2]. Y cBiTi,
AKWIA € PO3MAITUM Y CBOIX CBITOMMSAAHUX, COLOKYNbTYPHMX,
LiHHICHMX Ta iHWMX BMMipax. 3okpema, nocTae MUTaHHs
npo OyXOBHE NiArpyHTS npaB noacbkoi ocobucTocTi, Npo
ponb penirii y dpopMyBaHHi yHiBepcanbHOi cuctemn npas
NoanHK Ta 3abe3neyeHHi ix 36epexeHHs 1 3axucTy. Ti, XTo
Haronowlye Ha HeobXiaHOCTI penirii Ana BU3HA4YeHHs npaB
noanHKW, 6e3yMoBHO MatoTh BiAMOBIAHI nigcTaBu. [Ans HWX
MoparbHi iCTUHN He MOXyTb ByTu ineHTudikoBaHi 6e3 60-
)KECTBEHHOrO OJKPOBEHHS, HACTaHOB BOXKMX Ta MOro Kepis-
HuuTBa. Cnig BM3HATKM, WO peniria egHae noaen y cninb-
HOTW, MPOMOHYE CUCTEMY HOPM Ta LIHHICHUX OpiEHTUpIB,
CTae BaroMnMm mMoparnbHUM NigrpyHTAM npas noguHu. 3a-
ranom, Ha aymky A. CagakaTta, penirito MOXHa po3rnsgartu
AK cBOepiAHWIM "kaTanizaTtop Ans npas noguHn” [8, p. 10].
BogHovac JOCMTbH MOLUMPEHOK B CyvacHOMY CBiTi CTae
CeKynspHWUA nornsg, 3rigHo 3 SKUMM iCHytodi Teopii npas
NOAMHN Ta NpaKTUKK X 3abe3neyeHHst MatoTb CYTO CBITCb-
Ky, @ He penirinHy OCHOBY.

CraTtta mMae Ha MmeTi aHania ocobnueocTen GaveHHs
npuvpoau i CyTHOCTI NpaB NIOAUHN B penirinHuX BipyBaHHSX,
cneundikm B3aEMO3B'A3KY TpaguLinHUX penirinHnx LiHHOC-
TeW i NIIOACBKMX MpaB Y KOHTEKCTI peanii CbOroaeHHs.

Mpobrnema cynepeuynuBoro B3aEMO3B'sI3KY PeniriHuX
ysiBNeHb, HOPM i LiHHOCTEW Ta npaB NIOAMHU B KOHTEKCTI
cydacHux peanin nepebyBae Ha nepeTuHi AOCNIOHULBKNX
3auikaBneHb NpeacTaBHMKIB Pi3HMX cdep penirie3HaB4vo-
ryMaHiTapHOro Ta NPaBoBOro 3HaHHs. i poamaiTi acnekTu
3Haxo4sATb CBOE BUCBITMEHHS Y MpausX sIK BITYN3HSIHUX, TaK
i 3apybikxHMXx aBTOpiB, Hacamnepen, B. EneHcbkoro,
C. NNagusiposoi, M. YepeHkoBa, 0. YopHomopus,
M. Apoubkoro, J1. CrokisiiHeHa, . M. Weepaa,
b. bapHetta, VY.M. Bboka, M. 3.XaHa, M. Ox. Bpongi,
Ibx. B. bponai, P.Tpaepa, M. A. bagepiHa, X. bagse,

3.CsaHk, 3.3.Kamo, . [Ix. Kapossu, [.Pinnotra,
E. Knancica, Jl. A. Kopcepi, TIl.TaHea, A. CtedeHca,
P. BangeHa, [>x. [JoHHenni, A. ®epoHa Ta iH.

Cnig Bn3HaTh, WO 6a30Bi LIHHOCTI NPOBIAHMX penirin-
HWUX Tpagmuin CBITy Bigirpany NOMITHY porb y hOpMyBaHHI
CBOEPIAHOI YHIBEpPCAnbHOI CUCTEMW NOACLKMX npaB. 3 iH-
woro 60Ky, penirii CBITY NpUAINATL BENUKY yBary Bupob-
NEHHIO BMacHMX KOHLEMNUin npaB MoAuHK, SKi BiaNoBigHUM
YMHOM KOPETHOKTL i3 CyvYacHUMU nibepanbHUMU TeopisMu
NOACLKUX NpaB. 3a BENMKUM paxyHKOM, CbOroAHi B Pi3HMX
YacTuHax CBIiTy "sK peniris, Tak i npaBa NOAUHWU YTBOPIO-
10Tb NapanenbHi opMmK couianbHOro Nopsaky, siki 06oB'a-
3KOBO MOBWUHHI B3aemMopgisaTn mixx coboto” [5, p. 83].

PenirinHi BYEHHS1 B LIbOMY KOHTEKCTi PO3PI3HAKTLCH MK
coboto 3a AeSKMMU BaXIMBMMMK acrnektamu, BUXIgHI 3acagu
iCHYHOUMX penirin yacto He 3b6iraloTbcs Mk cobol 4yepes
HU3KY MPUHLMNOBUX MOMEHTIB. Cepen HuMX, 30kpema, nu-
TaHHS LWoJo poni, SKy BidirpaloTb penirivHi Tpaauuii B npa-
BOBOMY PO3BUTKY OKpPeMWX KpaiH i perioHis. [Jo Toro X cnig
3a3HauuTy, WO CNiBBIOHOLUEHHST peniriiHnX BipyBaHb i Npas
noavHn B €Bponi 3aBXaM HOCUMIO AUHaMIYHUI XapakTep,
3a3HaBarno BigMNOBiAHMX, YaCcOM JOCUTb CYTTEBUX TpaHCHo-
pmauin. Lia esontouis 6yna noe'asaHa, 3okpema, 3 opmy-
BaHHSAM KOHLIeNLii npaB nogvHu B i nibepansHOMY BapiaHTi.
I, cnig BM3HaTW, WO B LbOMY NpoLeci MOMITHY ponb Bigirpa-
NV TPaAWLINHI penirinHi yaBneHHs i LWHHOCTI. Tak, He BUKIK-
Kae CyMHiBY TOW (pakT, O 3HAYHOK MIpOKo "NONiTUYHI 1 Ni-
OepanbHi Teopii cnuparTbca Ha KOoHUenuii iHauBigyanbHol
cBoboam Ta aBTOHOMII" [8, p. 78], O 3HaWLLIKN CBOE O6rpyH-
TYBaHHS B paMKax XPUCTUSHCLKOI Tpaamuyii.

Cnig Bn3HaTK, WO penirinHi yABMeHHA Npo npasa no-
OnHK, cnpobu iX KoHuenTyanbHOro odOpPMIIEHHST Aaneko
He 3aBXOW i He B YCbOMY Yy3rogKyBanuch i3 BUXIOHWMMU
MOMOXEHHSAMU CBITCbKUX KOHLUEMLUi MoACbKMX npaB. 30K-
pemMa, Lue CTOCYETbCSl BUTOKIB LMX Npa., siki, Hanpuknag,
nibepanebHa Aymka €Bponu 3a3Buyaln Nos'sdyBana 3 npu-
poaoto ntoacbkoi 0cobucTocTi, 3 il BpOOKEHUMN HEBIA'eM-
HUMK NpaBamu, a penirinHi BYUeHHs1 BOa4Yanu B 6oXeCTBeH-
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