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THE ISSUE OF GRANTING AUTOCEPHALY AS A CHALLENGE TO ORTHODOXY'S UNITY

The article discusses the issue of granting autocephaly in the context ofhistorical and modern contradictions in the inter-
Orthodox dialogu The thesis is revealed about the existence of two models of obtainingautocephalous status for one or another
local church — Greek and Moskow, whichinevitably involves the emergence of various kinds of contradictions and conflictsoutside
the boundaries of this issue, namely — the right to serve one's flock in thediaspora, which means creating in it own organizational
structures — parishes, dioceses, metropolitans, exarchates, independent decision-making on grantingautocephaly to their part, and
therefore none of the other churches has the right tointerfere in the internal affairs of another autocephalous church. It is
substantiated that the contradictions surrounding this issue areconditioned both historically and in the context of church law. If we
talk about thefirst, during the centuries of existence of the Orthodox Church, a kind of"international” church law was not developed
regarding the generally acceptedmechanism of granting autocephaly through the concept of the Pentarchy, whichemphasized the
exclusive closure of the ancient Patriarchate. As for church law, inthis context, two scenarios are distinguished: the victory of one
sovereign overanother (when one side, that is, one or another local church significantly prevailsover the other). In this case, one of
the parties loses its sovereignty and recognizesthe supreme authority of the other party. The second is reaching a compromise,
which is expressed in the conclusion of an agreement between the parties. However, the second option does not mean that this
agreement cannot be violated, since thereis no body that monitors the implementation of agreements. Therefore, it is proventhat the
space of relations between autocephalous Churches is the space of clash ofsovereign wills, and therefore the problem arises in the
development of a newecclesiological concept that will make contradictions within Orthodoxy impossible.
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autocephaly.

The relevance of this study due to the fact thar today,
the topic of autocephaly is not limited to issues its provision
/ acquisition (as well as abolition), but also includes such
issues as: the possibility of interference in the internal
affairs of an autocephalous local church; management of
parishes outside the canonical territories of autocephalous
churches (that is, in the Orthodox diaspora); the functioning
of pan-Orthodox (supra-autocephalous) institutions and
their necessity in inter-Orthodox relations.

The issue of autocephalous status is a complex and
sometimes contradictory topic in the Orthodox Church.
Autocephaly concerns the self -governing status of the
Local Orthodox Church, which is recognized as other
Orthodox churches and can freely manage itself in
accordance with its own traditions and practices. Thus, the
question of autocephaly is a question of supreme power,
and therefore of sovereignty. If it is declared that the
autocephalous church has a source of power in itself and is
independent of other churches, then there can be no power
over it, and it is sovereign. Therefore, what is called
autocephaly in the church corresponds to what is
understood in the political interstate sphere as sovereignty.

During the first centuries of Christianity, the church
hierarchy was quite simple, and all decisions could be
adopted by church cathedrals, where representatives of all
regions were present. At the same time, with the spread of
Christianity amongdifferent peoples, separate churches with
their own characteristics, mainly national andpolitical system
differences and independent governance, appeared among
them. Hence, as the church expands and the formation of
various national and cultural groups, there was a need for
more independent management of the church organization in
each region. Therefore, the foundations of autocephaly lie in
the original structureof the Church beacuse, each individual
church community that had its own bishop wasan independent
and independent Church, even if it was small and consisted of
onevillage. In the organization of the Church, these separate
Churches-parishes united inthe Union and created the
organization of the Ecumenical Church.

Hence, we stand on the positions, which followed
metropolitan J. Zizioulas and other canonist theologians
"who logically prove that the term "kat oikov ekkAnaia”
inthe New Testament does not refer to a purely family
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gathering; it extends to the entiregathering of believers in
the city, who hold meals-services as guests in a
particularhouse. As already mentioned above, in the early
Christian period there couldpractically not be more than
one such house church in each city. We confirm thetriviality
of this conclusion at least by the fact that there is no
evidence of any seriousorganizational difficulties that would
have taken place in the early church based on"domestic
churches". Not only this phenomenon itself, but even the
term "housechurch" is disappearing very quickly, and with it
a circumstance that could become analternative to those
when the identification of the early local church with the
citychurch is observed" [8, p. 251-253].

Thus, we can see that the first of the problems of a
canonical and ecclesiological nature, due to the historical
development of Christianity is the definition of the "locality”
of the church. As for the term "local church" itself, it is
Church Slavonic. The Greek concept "totmikr ékkAnoia"
should be translated into Ukrainian as "local church",
because "tomkn" literally means "local" — i.e. "that which
concerns a certain place" (or "locality", "region" — "16110G").
The adjective "local" refers primarily to the territorial
principle of the organization of the Orthodox Church. The
desire of some Ukrainian-speaking (as well as Russian-
speaking) authors to make a strict and often artificial
distinction between the concepts of "local church" and
"local church" is unjustified, since such a distinction does
not exist either in Greek or in other languages [1]. Also, it
should be notes on the "Kyriarchal Church" — (from Ancient
Greek KkUplog, "lord", and apxi- — "main", "senior") — a
church term used to designate the Mother Church in
matters of a canonical and ecclesiological nature.

Therefore, the term "local church" has a double
meaning. On the one hand, it iseach individual community
of Christians (diocese) headed by a bishop. Based on this,
such a "local church" cannot possess the fullness of
spiritual authority and theperfection of the canonical
system, because it does not possess the main feature of
itsown perfected structure — an independent council of
bishops with the so-called "firstbishop”, — the Head of the
Church. The dependence of the eparchy on the council
ofbishops lies in the fact that it is the Council that appoints
a successor to the deceaseddiocesan bishop, and such
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appointment is impossible without the Council. Therefore,
the most complete and etymologically dominant meaning is
the interpretation of thelocal church as an autocephalous
church, completely administratively independentfrom other
Orthodox churches. Signs of local (autocephalous) status
are the presencein it of at least three bishops, who make
up its episcopal council.

The term "bishop of a metropolis" was also considered
valid, that is, a metropolitan, a bishop occupying an ancient
autocephalous see. After the Council of Nicaea, the territorial
principle of granting autocephalous status to a particular
churchwas finally established. Church division fully
corresponded to the imperial state-administrative system.
Therefore, the most ancient autocephalous churches, such
asEphesus, Corinth and other provincial capitals, disappeared
from the church map. Inaddition, according to the state model,
church-administrative units received their ownnames, such as
the metropolis and the diocese [4, p. 19].

Thanks to administrative innovations, two or three
nations were united into oneautocephalous church, which
was contrary to the apostolic decrees (denies the 34th
canon of the apostles). This contradiction of state laws with
the apostolic decrees wasenshrined in the most famous
legal list of laws of the "Civil Law Corps" of Justinian I.

According to the 34th Apostolic Rule, one of these
bishops is chosen by theCouncil independently and without
any interference or coordination with any of thelocal
churches as the head of this autocephalous church.
Another important aspect ofthe problem of locality is that
the concept of locality is built taking into account thefact
that the Eucharist is celebrated in a clearly defined place.
However, due to itscatholicity, it unites all members of the
Church who are in a clearly defined territory. Therefore, the
relevance of the Church is seen in:

a) the Catholic nature of the Eucharist;

b) the geographical nature of the Eucharist.

The first means that every Eucharistic gathering should
include all members ofthe Church of a certain place,
regardless of their profession, gender, race, language, age,
etc. The second is the Eucharistic gathering, and through it
the Church is alwaysthe community of some place (Church
in Thessalonica, Corinth, etc.) [7, p. 201].

However, as the church expands and the formation of
various national and cultural groups, there was a need for
more independent management of the church organization
in each region. The first autocephalous church was the
Alexandria Church, which received its status in the 4th
century. Later, other churches, including Constantinople,
Antioch, Jerusalem and Russian Churches, also received
autocephaly.Thus, autocephaly was introduced to ensure
more effective management of the church organization,
taking into account the cultural and national characteristics
of each regional church, as well as to maintain the unity of
faith and doctrine as a whole.

At the same time the issue of autocephaly has become
a source of disputes and conflicts in the Orthodox Church:
some churches accused the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
exceeding powers and others sought more autonomy.
However, the Orthodox Church remains a community of
churches that are united by common faith and tradition,
despite the differences in management and practice.

The Greek model of solving the issue of autocephalous
status is based on the recognition of the Ecumenical
Patriarchate of the Ecumenical Patriarchate "the first among
the equal" among the Orthodox churches and the promotion
of the cathedral approach to decision -making. According to
this model, the Ecumenical Patriarchate has the authority to
grant autocephalous status to new Orthodox churches after
consultation with other autocephalous churches and with the
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consent of the relevant local church. This approach
emphasizes the importance of unity and consensus within
the Orthodox Church and seeks to avoid the creation of new
autocephalous churches without approving a broader
Orthodox community. At the same time, this model
recognizes the important role of the Ecumenical Patriarchate
in the history of the Orthodox Church and confirms its status
as the spiritual center of Orthodoxy [2, p. 89].

In general, the Greek model of solving the issue of
autocephalous status seeks to balance the need for unity
and consensus with the need for local autonomy and self -
government within the Orthodox Church. The primacy of
honor in this model becomes the basis for various power
prerogatives that go beyond the management of the
Church of Constantinople, among which: the management
of the entire Orthodox diaspora (including the right to
unilaterally take into one's jurisdiction dioceses and
parishes of the diaspora under the jurisdiction of other
autocephalous churches); granting and abolition of
autocephaly; supreme arbitration in inter-Orthodox
disputes; convening pan-Orthodox meetings, meetings of
heads and representatives of autocephalous local
churches and, finally, a pan-Orthodox council, as well as
presiding over all meetings convened by it. As chairman,
the primate in honor becomes the voice of the pan-
Orthodox assemblies he leads and a symbol of the unity of
the Church. All the additional powers listed above place the
Patriarch of Constantinople in a completely unique place in
the system of general church administration, making him
the only sovereign in the Orthodox Church.

The second, Moscow model describes the position of
the Russian Church, which, as a rule, is joined by the so-
called new patriarchates. This approach is based on the
idea of the fundamental equality of all autocephalous local
churches. According to the second model, each
autocephalous local church exercises power within its own
boundaries, which extends to the Orthodox diaspora as
well, since believers in the diaspora want to have a direct
connection with the historical mother church.

Hence, "adherents of this model, emphasizes P.
Rodopoulos, consider that the exclusive right of the
Patriarch of Constantinople to single-handedly grant
autocephaly to any church has no other source than his
own will, confirmed by the Council of the Church of
Constantinople. In the canonical tradition of the Orthodox
Church, there is no "right to grant autocephaly”. The only
exception is Canon 8 of the Council of Ephesus, which
confirms the autocephalous status of the Cypriot Church.
However, this rule does not introduce any norms regulating
the procedure for proclaiming and recognizing autocephaly,
as well as defining the criteria by which a particular church
can be considered autocephalous" [6, p. 19].

Instead, supporters of the Moscow model emphasize
that the autocephalouschurch has the right to minister to its
flock in the diaspora, which means creating itsown
organizational structures in it — parishes, dioceses,
metropolitanates, exarchates, etc. In addition, each
autocephalous mother church independently decides on
grantingautocephaly to its part and without her consent,
legitimate autocephaly is impossible. The Moscow model
assumes that no one has the right to interfere in the
internal  affairsof an autocephalous church. The
convocation of a general church council, whosepower may
exceed the power of autocephaly, occurs through the
consent of allautocephalous churches.

The supreme power of a general church council in this
case arises through a joint volitional act of all church
autocephalies represented at the council by full-fledged
and authorized church delegations. The voice and symbol
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of the unity of theOrthodox Church in this case is not its
chairman, but the cathedral itself. The lack ofconsensus
allows the dissenting sovereigns not to recognize the
decisions made by thecouncil, which deprives it of the
authority of a church-wide authority.

In the absence of a system of legal regulation at the
pan-Orthodox level, relations between autocephalous
churches are built on a completely different basis. The
source of the organization of the ecclesial order is not the
common law for allparticipants, but the unrestricted will of
autocephalous churches, which act here in therole of
various sovereigns 10. Such a modern fragmentation of
views on the structure of Orthodoxy provokes all sorts of
conflicts between different local churches.

Accordingly, conflicts that arise between churches cannot
be resolved within the framework of general church law, since
it does not exist. Thus, the Orthodox Church in America, dual
jurisdiction in Estonia, the Council of Crete, the controversy
associated with the status of the Macedonian Church, the
emergence of a new Autocephalous Orthodox Church of
Ukraine, the ups and downs of the Archdiocese of Russian
Orthodox Churches in Western Europe, many Orthodox
dioceses existing in parallel on one territories, transfers of
parishes from one jurisdiction to another... All the situations
and problems associated with these and other events indicate
that there are practically no canonical mechanisms for
resolving such conflicts [5, p.182].

The situation of applying the canons in solving church
problems is as follows: "Some churches can simply take
out of the canonical piggy bank a rule that has long lost its
historical meaning (but is not officially canceled, and
therefore valid for the entire church fullness) and apply it to
solve certain problems; in turn, other churches that
disagree with this also turn to a multiple set of rules, from
which they take out a formally valid, but essentially the
same dead canon, on the basis of which they build their
argument. Thus, we get a "canonical duel" in which both
sides are both equally right and equally wrong" [5, p. 181].

"Options for resolving bilateral conflicts, as a rule, fit
into two scenarios. The first scenario assumes the victory
of one sovereign over another (when one power greatly
outnumbers the other). In this case, one of the parties
loses its sovereignty and recognizes the supreme power of
the other side. The second is the achievement of a
compromise, which is expressed in the conclusion of an
agreement between the parties. However, the second
option does not mean that this agreement cannot be
violated, since there is no authority that monitors the
implementation of agreements. Thus, the space of relations
between autocephalous churches is the space of the clash
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of sovereign wills, and it must be appropriately described in
ecclesiological theory" [3, p. 67].

However, it should be noted that the conflict of modern
Orthodoxy is not only between Moscow and
Constantinople, but also within each of the local churches
(implicitly or explicitly). For example, the autocephaly of the
Orthodox Church of Ukraine, provided by the Ecumenical
Patriarchate in 2019, did not recognize the ROC and some
other Orthodox churches or Orthodox Church in America
received autocephaly from the Russian Orthodox Church in
1970, but the tension between the two churches has been
stored for many years.

Thus, in general, the issue of autocephalous status
remains an important and permanent topic for discussion in
the Orthodox Church, as the local churches continue to
strive for independence and navigate the complexities of
the Orthodox church hierarchy. The existence of two
models of granting autocephalous status for one or another
local church — Greek and Moscow, which inevitably
involves the emergence of various kinds of contradictions
and conflicts outside the boundaries of this issue, namely
the right to serve one's flock in the diaspora, which means
creating its own organizational structures — parishes,
dioceses, metropolitans, exarchates, independent decision-
making on granting autocephaly to their part, and therefore
none of the other churches has the right to interfere in the
internal affairs of another autocephalous church.
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Hapinwno no pepkonerii 12.12.22

KviBcbkui HalioHanbHUI yHiBepcuTeT imeHi Tapaca LLleByeHka, KuiB, YkpaiHa

NMUTAHHA HAQAHHS1 ABTOKE®ANIT AK BUKITUK EAHOCTI NPABOCIIAB'S

Po3ansiHymo numaHHsi HalaHHs1 asmokegbasiii 8 KOHmMeKcmi icMopuYHUX i cy4acHUX cynepe4Hocmell y MixnpasocnasHomy diano3si. Pozkpumo
me3y npo icHyeaHHs1 deox Modesieli ompuMaHHsl aemokegbasibHO20 cmamycy mill Yu iHwil nomicHil yepkei — 2peybKka ma MOCKO8CbKa, W0 HeMu-
Hy4e nepedbavyae 8UHUKHEHHS1 pi3HO20 pody Npomupidy ma KoHgnikmie no3a mexamu Yb020 NMUMaHHS, a came: NPaeo ClyXiHHs ceoili nacmei e
Odiacropi, W0 o3Ha4ya€ CMEeOPeHHsI 8 Hill eflacHUX op2aHizayilinux cmpykmyp — napagili, enapxiii, Mumpononil, ek3apxamie, camocmiliHe npul-
HIMmMs piweHHs1 Npo HadaHHs1 aemokegbasii ceoili YyacmuHu, a MoMy Hixmo 3 iHWuX yepKoe He Mae npasa empydyamucsi y eHympiwHi cnpaeu
iHwoi asmokeganbHoI yepkeu. O6rpyHmMos8aHo, w0 cynepe4yHocmi Ha8KoJ10 Yb020 NUMaHHs1 06ymMoesieHi K icmopuYyHO, makK i 8 KOHmMeKkcmi yep-
KO8HO20 npasa. Slkujo 2oeopumu npo nepwe, mo 3a cmosimmsi icHyeaHHs1 [IpasocnaeHoi yepkeu He 6ys10 eunpayb08aHO C80EPIGHO20 "MiXHa-
POOHO20" YEePKOBHO20 Npasa CMOCOBHO 3a2aslbHOMPUUHSMO20 MexaHi3My Ha0aHHS1 asmokedhanii yepe3 koHyenyiro lMeHmapxii, Aka Hazonowysea-
/1a Ha BUKIJIIOYHIlU 3aMKHeHocmi Ha cmapodasHbomy nampiapxami. LJjoOo yepkoeHo20 npaea, Mo e UbLOMY KOHMEKCMi 8UOKpeM/Irorombcs dea
cuyeHapii: 1) nepemo2y odHoz20 cyeepeHa Had iHWuUM (kosiu o0Ha cmopoHa, mo6mo ma 4u iHwa nomicHa yepkea 3Ha4Ho nepesaxae iHuy). Y ybomy
eunadky odHa 3i cmopiH empayae cyeepeHimem i eu3Hae eepxoeHy esiady iHWOI; 2) docsizHeHHsI KOMIMPOMICy, W0 eupaXaemuscsi 8 YKnadeHHi
yao00u mix cmopoHamu. OOHak dpyauli eapiaHm He 03Ha4ae, Wo yto y200y He MOXXHa Mopyulyeamu, OCKilbKU op2aHy, KUl KOHMPOJIIOE 8UKOHaH-
Hs1 domMoesieHocmeli, Hemae. Omxke, NMPOcMIip cmMocyHKie MiX aemokeghanbHUMU LjepkeaMu € NPOCMOpPOM 3imKHEeHHs1 CyeepeHHUX 80JIb, a MOMy
nocmae npob6nema e HarnpauyroeaHHi HO80OT eKre3iono2iyHoOi KOHUenuyil, sika yHeMoxXxnueums npomupiyysi ecepeduHi lMpaeocnae'si.

KniouoBi cnoBa: aBTokedanisi, CeitoBe [MpaBocnas'si, NOMiCHa LiepKkBa, LLepkoBHE NpaBo, rpeLbka Moaenb HagaHHs aBTokedanii, CnoB'sHCbka Moaenb
HagaHHs aBTokedpanii.
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