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The Orthodox Christian Chessboard,
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in Orthodox Christianity
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Abstract: After the Russian invasion of Ukraine began in 2022, it became obvious
that a host of issues are being fought out within Orthodox Christianity. Nevertheless,
we lack deep knowledge of the forces driving these events and how we should
understand them. That is why in this paper | propose the concept of an “Orthodox
Christian Chessboard,” a model that maps the (geo)political interactions among
autocephalous Orthodox Churches as strategic actors within a complex political-
religious landscape. As such, this paper conceptualises Orthodox Christian Churches
as players in a game-theoretical model, a tool well suited for explaining their
behaviour in the international arena. Focusing on the case of the Church autocephaly
dispute in North Macedonia, which was finally resolved in 2022, this paper shows
that all involved actors behaved rationally and strategically.

Keywords: Orthodox Christianity, game theory, decision making, Orthodox
Christian Chessboard, North Macedonia, autocephaly.

If game theory were Orthodox Christianity,
its slogan would be No Church is an island.?

Introduction

Orthodox Christianity, alongside Catholicism and Protestantism, represents
one of the three major branches of Christianity and comprises approximately

1 Associate Professor, University of Belgrade — Faculty of Political Science, Belgrade, Serbia.
E-mail: marko.vekovic@fpn.bg.ac.rs, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3850-7432.

2 This is a paraphrase of Dutta’s (1999, 3) words: “If game theory were a company, its slogan
would be No man is an island”.



588 VEKOVIC

260 million adherents, the majority of whom are located in the region of Eastern
Europe (PEW 2017, 6).> Among other things that make it a distinct religious
tradition, it is important to mention that, unlike other Christian denominations,
Orthodox Christianity is organized “as a communion of different autocephalous
(independent) churches and have no central body of governance” (Vekovi¢ and
Jevti¢ 2019, 592; see also, Coleman 2020; Bordeianu 2020; Sljivi¢ and Zivkovi¢
2020; Grdzelidze 2023; Leustean 2011). The term “autocephalous” comes from
the Greek autoképaloc and means that the subject has “its own head and is
therefore independent and autonomous,” or “self-heading” (Vekovi¢ and Jevti¢
2019, 592). In practical terms, if a Church is autocephalous, it means its highest-
ranking bishop (usually holding a title of a Patriarch, but also that of an
Archbishop) reports to no higher earthly authority, can consecrate the Holy
Chrism, resolve all internal problems on its territory, and can choose and elect
its own clergy. Nevertheless, “While each autocephalous Church acts
independently, they all remain in full sacramental and canonical communion
with one another” (Solik, Filakovsky and Baar 2017, 121; see also Kalkandjieva
2024; Jovi¢ 2023). At this moment, the Orthodox Christian world comprises
fourteen autocephalous, i.e. independent, Churches.® However, one important
socio-political consequence of this organisational structure is that Orthodox

3 This estimate includes an estimated 20% of Oriental Orthodox Christians, concentrated
primarily in Africa and the Middle East (most notably in Ethiopia, Egypt, and Eritrea), with
additional communities in Armenia, Syria, and India, thus leaving the number of Eastern
Orthodox Christians at approximately 208 million. Oriental Orthodox Christians are often
labeled as “non-Chalcedonian” Churches, as they teach that Jesus Christ has one unified
divine-human nature. By contrast, Eastern Orthodoxy, Catholicism, and Protestantism, hold
to the teaching that Christ is one person in two natures (fully divine and fully human) as
affirmed at the Council of Chalcedon in 451 AD. See more, Vekovi¢ 2022, 51.

The number of Churches is a contested topic in Orthodox Christian community. Some
Orthodox Christian Churches recognizes Orthodox Church in America (OCA) and the
Orthodox Church of Ukraine (OCU) as autocephalous, while others do not. Also, there is a
dispute about the status of the Macedonian Orthodox Church. See, Jovi¢ 2023.

It should be noted that Orthodox Christianity have other organizational units besides
autocephalous Churches. These are autonomous Churches, or exarchates. For the purposes
of this paper, | will focus solely on autocephalous churches within Orthodox Christianity,
and on those Churches that remained in the holy communion after the Ecumenical Council
of Chalcedon in 451 AD. See fn. 2 of this paper, and for more details see Clendenin 2003,
Roussos 2009.
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Christian Churches are closely related and intertwined with the political
development of nation states in the region, as well as with the identity, culture,
and tradition of the people. That is why Orthodox Christian Churches nowadays
present an important political actor in their respective countries, often very
closely intertwined with the state, but also in the region of Eastern Europe (see
for example, Ramet 2026; Vekovi¢ 2021a, 2021b; Vekovi¢, Kovacevi¢ and
Arandelovi¢ 2025; Fox, Vekovi¢ and Zellman 2026a, 2026b; Metreveli 2021;
Papkova 2011; Makrides 2018; Roudometof 2019).

Nevertheless, the internal unity of Orthodox Christianity is a very contested
topic that is mostly dependent on the relationships between different Orthodox
Christian Churches (hereafter, OCC). The internal (political) dynamics of
Orthodox Christianity became particularly important after the Russian invasion
of Ukraine started in 2022, and soon after it became obvious that a host of issues
are being fought out within this tradition. Internal crisis and stark lines of
cleavage within Orthodoxy can be seen in numerous examples. Most notably,
the 2016 Holy and Great Council of the Orthodox Church in Crete showed vividly
that the internal unity of Orthodox Christianity is at least questionable (see
Prodromou 2021; Leustean 2018). Furthermore, several autocephaly demands
across the Orthodox Christian world are causing troubles and trembles in the
community (see Baar et al. 2022; Vekovi¢ and Jevti¢ 2019; Mudrov 2019), while
the current developments in Africa cause additional splits among OCCs (see
Kolstg 2025; Suslov 2024). And yet, while the literature in this field is growing in
the last decade at least (see Rimestad and Saggau 2025), we still lack deep
knowledge of the forces driving these (geo)political events, and how we should
understand them.

Thus, compared to the vast body of literature that discuss the politics and
political behavior of OCCs in their respective countries or regions (see,
Stavrakakis 2003; Radi¢ and Vukomanovi¢ 2014; Prodromou 2004; Zrinscak,
Vekovi¢ and Olson 2026; Papkova 2011; Knox 2005; Vekovi¢ 2021a, 2021b;
Makrides and Roudometof 2010; Metreveli 2021), the problem that this
research tackles is the decision-making of OCCs in the international arena. In
order to do so, in this paper | suggest the novel concept of the Orthodox Christian
Chessboard that vividly shows the geopolitical alignment of OCCs in the post-
Russo-Ukrainian war, but also that the OCCs in the international arena behave
rationally and strategically. Consequently, | argue that game-theory as a tool
ideally suited for exploring their decision-making. As a vivid example of how the
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Orthodox Christian Chessboard works, in this paper | use the 2022 decision of
the Serbian Orthodox Church to, after a 55-year-long dispute, grant autocephaly
to the Church in North Macedonia as a case study. By doing so, | intend to show
that all key players involved in this game (the Ecumenical Patriarchate of
Constantinople, the Macedonian Orthodox Church, the Serbian Orthodox
Church, and the Russian Orthodox Church) acted as rational actors. However,
before | provide a brief context of the “Macedonian Church question” and
engage with my case study, | introduce the concept of the Orthodox Christian
Chessboard and explain why game theory is suitable for explaining the
geopolitical decision-making processes of OCCs.

The Orthodox Christian Chessboard:
A Conceptual Framework

Making sense of developments in the Orthodox Christian world requires us
to visualise a massive political chessboard on which the figures represent
different Orthodox Christian Churches, namely the Orthodox Christian
Chessboard. As each figure has its own specific political values, and more
importantly, its own interests, it is common for some of the Churches to form
factions and compete with others. Ultimately, the most important groups—black
and white figures in chess parlance—are represented by the Ecumenical
Patriarchate on one side, and the Moscow Patriarchate on the other, as shown
in Table 1. And in the years to come, all other autocephalous Churches will likely
have to align with one or the other, depending on the context, consequently
affecting their decision-making in the international arena. Therefore, my starting
assumption is that the political behaviour of the OCCs and their strategies in the
international arena is driven more powerfully by their (political) interests than
by theological arguments. At the same time, it should be noted that the political
interests of the OCCs are often well aligned with state interests, which puts this
paper into the broader theoretical framework of religion and politics.
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Table 1. The Orthodox Christian Chessboard alignment since the escalation
of the war in Ukraine®

ox Church

Church of Greece
Romanian,

group
‘ Constantinople

. Moscow

Orthodox Church of Gzech Lands and Slovakia

Serbian

Source: Author

Thus, the Orthodox Christian Chessboard (hereafter, Chessboard) is a
conceptual framework that models the Orthodox Christian community as a
decentralised system of independent and yet interdependent OCCs engaged in
strategic interaction. Within this framework, OCCs act as rational players whose
decisions are shaped by their own (often political) interests and the anticipated
responses from others, and usually in relation to two competing centres of
power associated with the Ecumenical Patriarchate on one side, and the Russian
Orthodox Church on the other. Alignments of the OCCs are not fixed, but rather
fluid and contingent on the context, interests, and competition. In essence, the
Chessboard shows a (geo)political cleavage and split within the Orthodox

6 The proposed alighments are not fixed, but rather fluid and can change over time
depending on the context.
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Christian community which is directly related to the organisational structure of
the whole community. The principle of autocephaly tells us that each Church is
able to govern itself and its canonical territory independently. However, the
canonical territory often does not mirror the state borders, making most of the
OCCs transnational religious actors (Haynes 2001; Madeley and Haynes 2011).
Another obvious consequence of the lack of a central body of authority, such as
the Pope in the Catholic Church, for example, is the plurality of actors who all
share the religious order not only by mutual recognition but also by the fact that
they are all a part of the sacramental communion. But even though the OCCs
are independent, they are deeply interdependent. In other words, each decision
of one OCC, for example, granting or recognising autocephaly to a new Church,
directly affects other Churches. This genuine interdependence sets up the stage
where unilateral actions by the OCC are rarely neutral and usually provoke
actions from others, thus creating a chain of strategic interaction. A vivid
example of this is the decision made by the Ecumenical Patriarchate to grant
autocephaly to the Orthodox Church of Ukraine (OCU) in 2019 (see Coleman
2020; Bordeianu 2020; Vekovi¢ and Jevti¢ 2019). Finally, the historical
development of Orthodox Christianity is also characterised by contested
authority. Even though all OCCs are equal, due to its historical and symbolic
importance, the Ecumenical Patriarch hold the title of primus sine paribus (first
without equals)” but has no absolute authority over other autocephalous
churches. This rather new interpretation of the status of the Ecumenical
Patriarch, whose position within the Church was historically labelled as primus
inter pares (first among equals), represents yet another example of the
protection and projection of the power of the Ecumenical Patriarch in the
Orthodox Christian world. However, this interpretation is not accepted by the
majority of the OCCs. On the other side, the Moscow Patriarchate and the
Russian Orthodox Church historically tried to challenge the authority of the
Ecumenical Patriarch, mostly based on its deep ties with imperial Russia (see
Vekovi¢ 2021a, 2021b; Pipes 1997) and in recent decades, under the canopy of
the state, the Russian Orthodox Church is trying to position itself as the leader
of Orthodox Christianity.

7 It is interesting to mention that the Ecumenical Patriarch was historically primus inter pares,
or the first among equals. In 2007, with the adoption of the “Ravena document”, the title
was changed to primus sine paribus. See more in Kisi¢ 2020.
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The Chessboard thus conceptualize interactions among OCCs in the
international arena as strategic. However, it does not imply perfect rationality or
zero-sum competition, but rather the presence of multiple actors, different
capabilities, and evolving and changing alignments. Each piece of the Chessboard
engages in strategic reasoning by default, as it has to take into account its own
interests and preferences but also to anticipate the responses from other actors.
Such an approach brings together the study of Orthodox Christianity and rational
choice theory, for which | provide more theoretical rationale in the following part.

Conceptualising Orthodox Christian Churches
as Rational Players in a Game-Theoretical Model

Conceptualising OCCs as rational players is theoretically sound, as many
scholars have employed some aspects of rational choice theory to explain the
political behaviour of religious actors. In the seminal book Rational Choice Theory
and Religion edited by Lawrence E. Young (1997), one of the frontrunners of
applying rational choice theory to the study of religion, Rodney Stark (1997, 17),
writes that one of the many innovations in this approach is the “capacity to focus
on the behaviour of religious firms rather than only upon religious consumers.”
One vivid example of such an approach is another seminal book by Anthony Gill,
The Political Origins of Religious Liberty (2008). In this book, Gill (2008)
conceptualises religion as a marketplace (that contains religious goods, firms,
marketplaces and preferences), finally arguing that it was the political interests
of the elites that made religious liberties possible. Gill also notes that religious
actors were not silent watchers of the entire process, as they were actively part
of the process by lobbying, bargaining, and forming alliances with political elites.
A similar approach is used by Koesel (2014), who showed that religious actors
in authoritarian regimes often engage in strategic cooperation with local
authorities, trade resources with them and offer legitimacy in exchange for
survival. It is also worth mentioning that Gill (1997) also showed how religious
competition can influence the rise of progressivist religion. Using the case of the
Catholic Church in Latin America in the post-World War |l period, he showed
that in those places where Protestantism was on the rise and the Catholic church
in decline, Catholic bishops decided to opt for more progressive policies, focused
on the poor and ultimately led the Church to oppose the authoritarian
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governments. There are other studies of religion and politics that work under
the tenets of rational choice theory. For example, Leeson, Geloso and Snow
(2024) studied the “Judaic pig ban” from the perspective of economics of
property, claiming that the “pig ban” was an instrument for internalising swine
externalities. Also, McBride (2016) employed rational choice theory to analyse
religious authority and concluded that such an approach has the potential to
bring new insights into the field, such as the impact of religious authority to
coordinate social activity and social religious life. In the last couple of decades,
scholars also employed game theory, as a part of rational choice, to explain
different aspects of religion and religious life. For example, Brams (2003, 7)
famously used game theory to analyse several stories from the Old Testament,
claiming that game theory is “a tool ideally suited for penetrating the complex
decision-making situations often described in the Bible” (see also, Brams 2011).
Another good example is the use of game-theoretic equilibrium for explaining
how worshippers strategically and optimally chose their gods in the polytheistic
religions depending on how the gods return favours (see Gauthier 2024).
Moreover, McBride (2008) uses game-theory models to test whether religious
pluralism decreases or increases religious participation, while Mao and Zech
(2002) examined how the Church’s organisational structure depends on the
extent to which members are willing to sacrifice their structural preferences to
hold on to their doctrines. Furthermore, scholars also developed a game-
theoretic model for ethno-religious conflicts between two groups (see Lingzhi,
Chakraborty and Sycara 2011). And yet, to the best of my knowledge, so far there
have been no studies that employ game theory to test the decision-making of
religious actors, including the OCCs, in the international arena.

This might come as a surprise, as game theory is structurally very well suited
for exploring the strategic interactions between OCCs in the international arena.
If we take a close look at the main tenets of game theory on one side, and
Orthodox Christianity on the other, we will find that these two are a very good
match. Let’s start with the following definition of game theory by Dutta, who
claims that game theory consists of the group, interaction, strategy and
rationality of the players. In his words, “Game theory is a formal way to consider
each of the following items: Group: In any game there is more than one decision-
maker; each decision-maker is referred to as a “player.” Interaction: What any
one individual player does directly affects at least one other player in the group.
Strategy: An individual player accounts for this interdependence in deciding what



IP/MM 78 (3): 587-635 595

action to take. Rationality: While accounting for this interdependence, each
player chooses her best action.” (Dutta 1999, 4-5). If we break down this
definition and apply it to Orthodox Christianity, we should wonder what
constitutes a group in Orthodox Christianity, and who is a decision-maker? My
argument is that every autocephalous Church can be regarded as a “player”, and
that all of them are decision-makers. Following this logic, there are fourteen
players and decision-makers, as there are fourteen autocephalous OCCs. Thus,
to paraphrase Dutta (1999, 3), if game theory were Orthodox Christianity, its
slogan would be No Church is an island

This fact is vividly shown in the example of how one Church became
autocephalous in the first place. While there are discussions on this issue (see
Jovi¢ 2021; Brusanowski 2016), it seems that the predominant approach refers
to the concept of the “Mother Church.” As autocephaly is given to a certain
territory (which can but usually does not correspond with the state’s territory),
what happens if a part of the territory/Church wants to become autocephalous,
i.e. independent? In game parlance, let us imagine a territory A under canonical
jurisdiction of a Church B. If a part of the territory A wants to become
independent and form a new Church C, it should ask for permission from Church
B, which is considered the “Mother Church.” Once Church B gives permission
and grants autocephaly to Church C, all other autocephalous Churches should
accept the new Church into the holy communion. Consequently, all
autocephalous Churches are decision-makers when it comes to granting
autocephaly and, equally importance, accepting the new Church into the holy
communion. At the same time, this question is not only religious, but
fundamentally political, as autocephaly of the Church usually goes together with
the political independence of a country. From a historical perspective, “Political
independence of the State has always been followed by the request for an
independent and autocephalous Orthodox Church... [Historically] political
independence had to be supplemented with religious autocephaly” (Vekovi¢
2021, 38).

But what happens if one Church decide not to accept the decision by the
Mother Church? Or, which is more common in the contemporary world, what if
a Church C is granted autocephaly by some other Church than the Mother

8 Original quote is, “If game theory were a company, its slogan would be No man is an island”
(Dutta 1999, 3).
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Church, or even a state? That is when internal dynamics and interactions of OCCs
come to place. Interactions means that one player/Church choices directly affect
at least one other player/Church in the group. Let us imagine another situation
when Church D, not regarded as a “Mother Church,” decides to grant
autocephaly to a new Church C, and uses its political influence to try to make
other Churches do the same. That is when strategy comes into the equation.
Each Church decides how it will act based on the internal interdependence
within the community. And finally, my argument is that when Churches B, C and
D decide what action to take, they always chose her best action in line with their
interests. That is why game theory is well suited for exploring the internal
dynamics within Orthodox Christianity.

Finally, game theory cannot be properly employed if the set of rules is not
known to all the players. According to Dutta (1999, 17), the set of rules has to
specify four things: 1. Who is playing—the group of players that strategically
interact; 2. What they are playing with—the alternative actions or choices and
the strategies that each player has available; 3. When each player gets to play
(in what order), and 4. How much they stand to gain (or lose) from the choices
made in the game. As said before, there are fourteen autocephalous Churches
at the moment, and all of them can be considered as “players.” All players have
a set of choices and strategies available, depending on the specific game that
happens within the community. When it comes to the question of who gets to
play and in what order depends on the nature of the game, for example,
accepting a new autocephalous Church into the community, or supporting or
judging the Russian invasion in Ukraine. Finally, as the community is genuinely
interdependent, it is of utmost importance for the players to calculate how their
behaviour can affect other players.

A vivid example of the strategic interaction on the Orthodox Christian
Chessboard is the case of the 2022 decision of the Serbian Orthodox Church to,
after a 55-year-long dispute, grant autocephaly to the Church in North
Macedonia. In the following part, | contextualise this case study and set up a
stage for exploring the “Macedonian Church question” through the lenses of
game theory.
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Contextualization of the Game:
The “Macedonian Church question”

It is a well-known fact that the historical development of religious
organisations in the Balkans is a complex one. One vivid example of this
complexity is the historical trajectory of the Macedonian Orthodox Church
(MOC), which is closely related to the historical development of the Serbian
Orthodox Church (SOC).

After the Berlin Congress in 1878, the Balkan wars (1912-1913) and World
War | (1914-1918), the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes were founded in
1918 (and became the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 1929). However, during these
troubling times, one of the dominant religious actors in the region, namely the
SOC, was not unified and had several different entities. King Alexander | (ruled
1921-1934) was very much interested in this question, and the process of
“unification of different church entities ended officially in 1922 when Ecumenical
Patriarch Meletius IV issued the Tomos for the united Serbian Orthodox Church”
(Jovi¢ 2021, 100). This unification also included the territories of Vardar Macedonia
(today’s North Macedonia), which fell under the jurisdiction of the SOC. And yet,
the political circumstances influenced the relationship between SOC and its
territories in Vardar Macedonia. For example, during World War I, the territory of
Vardar Macedonia was administered by the Bulgarian bishops who were a part of
the hostilities between the Serbs and Bulgarians (Jovi¢ 2021, 101).

After WWII and the foundation of communist Yugoslavia in 1945, the
People’s Republic of Macedonia became its integral part as one of six federal
units. However, the “Macedonian Church question” remained unsolved,
including the question of who would be in charge of the religious life of Orthodox
Christians in Macedonia. While the SOC accepted several requests from the MOC
under the canopy of the communist Commission for Faith Issues (including that
all Bishops should be Macedonians and that religious life should be organised
in the Macedonian language), the tension between Skopje and Belgrade
remained. In 1959, the SOC granted autonomy for the MOC (Jovi¢ 2021, 114;
also see Radic¢ i Mitrovi¢ 2012, 269-270) but shortly after, in 1967, the MOC
decided to self-declare independence from the SOC. While there were some
attempts to resolve the schism in the 1970s and 1980s, the downfall of
Yugoslavia in the early 1990s that led to the foundation of the new independent
republics have marked the new era in the SOC and MOC relationships. Another
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set of negotiations were held in 2001 and 2019 respectively, but with no success
whatsoever. And yet, in May 2022, the 55-year-old dispute has been solved in a
matter of weeks, ending with the SOC officially accepting the autocephaly of the
MOC. The question that logically arises is: why?

For understanding the overall context that led to the autocephaly of the
MOC, we must firstly consider the broader context within Orthodox Christianity,
which has been challenged greatly by the Russian invasion of Ukraine. As the
focus of the OCCs have been rightly on Ukraine, the Ecumenical Patriarchate
(EP) decided to act. On May 9, 2022, the EP recognised “the [MOC] church
hierarchy led by the Archbishop Stefan as valid in the Orthodox world” (Marusic
2022). This action affected other players to act sequentially. In other words, it
was the beginning of the extensive-form game.

The action by EP was fiercely opposed by the Russian Orthodox Church
(ROC), claiming that the autocephaly to the MOC can be granted only by the
SOC as the “Mother Church.” This fact is of utmost importance for the ROC, as
it is an integral part of its strategy towards the developments in Ukraine. It is
worth remembering that the EP, on January 6, 2019, decided to grant
autocephaly to the Orthodox Church of Ukraine (OCU). As expected, the ROC
fiercely opposed this decision and to this day claims that it was not canonical.
The Ukrainian territory is, according to the ROC, a territory where the ROC s the
“Mother Church,” and where the ROC should decide whether it will, and if so
when, receive its independence. But the action by the EP in Macedonia was
followed by a decision by the MOC to send a letter to the SOC on May 10, 2022,
asking for acceptance of their independence. Shortly after, a joint liturgy was
held in Belgrade, Serbia, on May 19, 2022, with Serbian and Macedonian bishops
involved. On May 20, 2022, the Holy Council of Bishops of the SOC held their
Annual Meeting and decided to grant autocephaly to the MOC. Another two
joint liturgies were also organised, the first one in Skopje on May 24, and another
one in Belgrade on June 5, 2022. After that, Patriarch Porfirije of the SOC gave a
tomos of autocephaly to Archbishop Stefan and to the “Macedonian Orthodox
Church — The Archdiocese of Ohrid.” In August 2022, the ROC supported the
decision of the SOC and formally recognised the MOC as an autocephalous
Church. From the perspective of OCCs’ interests, such developments can be
understood as strategic calculations made by the OCCs.

However, to this day the EP did not fully accept the newly formed MOC into
the holy communion, as the MOC do not want to meet its specific requests: (1)
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not to use the term Macedonia into its name (which is important for the Church
of Greece), (2) to abandon its mission in the diaspora (which should become a
canonical territory of the EP), and (3) to recognize the independence of the OCU.
At the same time, another player comes into the game, the Bulgarian Orthodox
Church, which is not satisfied with the part of the name of the newly founded
church in Macedonia, the “Archdiocese of Ohrid” (see Dimitrov 2018).

The Autocephaly of the Church in North Macedonia:
A Game-theoretical Model

The game-theoretical model that | employ in this paper is a finite extensive-
form game with perfect information, solved using backward induction, where
players act in a specific order, and their decisions impacts the next moves. The
game consists of four players, namely the Ecumenical Patriarchate (EP), the
Macedonian Orthodox Church (MQOC), the Serbian Orthodox Church (SOC), and
the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC).® Payoffs are expressed in ordinal terms and
range from 0 to 4 (where 0 is the lowest payoff and 4 is the highest) and are
represented by a payoff vector ordered as (EP, MOC, SOC, ROC). The structure
of the game reflects both the temporal sequence of decisions observed in 2022
and the interdependent nature of strategic choice within the Orthodox Christian
community. By assigning ordinal payoffs to each possible outcome of the game,
the model captures the preferences of each actor and allows for the
identification of a subgame equilibrium through backward induction. Table 2
shows the payoff structure associated with each outcome and summarises the
actors’ preferences.

9 Other Churches and their interests, like the Church of Greece or the Bulgarian Orthodox
Church, only comes after and form a new game. See, for example Krastev 2022.
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The EP’s dominant strategy is to keep and reaffirm its place of primus sine
paribus within the Orthodox community, and the canonical authority which
comes to it. As its place is significantly challenged by the ROC, the geopolitical
and religious tensions between Istanbul and Moscow keep influencing the
dynamics within the community. One of the key instruments of the EP for
preserving its authority is granting autocephaly, just like it did in Ukraine in 2019.
In the announcement made by the EP on May 9, 2022, it says that EP “welcomes
into eucharistic communion the hierarchy, clergy and laity [of the MOC]...
thereby healing the wound of schism” (Orthodox Times 2022). However, the
same announcement adds that EP: “recognises ‘Ohrid’ as the name of this
Church (understood as the region of its jurisdiction solely within the boundaries
of the territory of the state of North Macedonia)... Thereby excluding the term
‘Macedonian’ and any other derivative of the word ‘Macedonia’” (Orthodox
Times 2022). When it comes to MOG, its strategy and payoffs are rather simple:
they want to gain autocephaly and independence from the SOC, but is at the
same time hesitant to comply with all the requests of the EP, as these might
endanger its future payoffs dependent on the decisions of the SOC. In the later
interview from May 22, 2024, Archbishop Stefan, head of the MOC, described
the above-mentioned conditions as “unacceptable.” He said that EP wanted the
MOC to “give up its name that includes the term Macedonia, abandon its mission
in the diaspora and to recognise the Ukrainian Orthodox Church” (Marusic
2024).'° That is why the strategy of the SOC is of utmost importance for this
game. The SOC correctly realises that its position in North Macedonia is no
longer feasible, as the Orthodox believers in North Macedonia aligned closely
with the MOC and followed with occasional repression towards the SOC’s clergy.
Thus, the main strategy of the SOC is to consolidate its ranks, strengthen its
regional influence, and to make sure that the “Mother Church” principle remains
in power due to the challenges coming from Montenegro' and the possible
autocephaly of the Montenegrin Orthodox Church. Finally, as the SOC is deeply
intertwined with the ROC, its interests is to keep good relations with Moscow,
mostly due to the contested status of Kosovo and Metohija and the support
from Russia on this issue. The strategy of SOC on this issue can be illuminated

0 Also see the 2024 statement by Metropolitan Agathangel of Povardarie on the same issue
(Orthodox Christianity 2024).

1 See a detailed analysis of the role of SOC in the litije movement in Montenegro during 2019-
2020, that eventually lead to the fall of the Milo Bukanovi¢’s regime in: Arandelovi¢ 2024.
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by various statements made by its clergy and the Holly Assembly of Bishops. The
SOC’s Holly Assembly of Bishops stated on May 16, 2022, noting that “causes of
the 1967 schism had been removed”. It also adds that any future dialogue should
be guided “only and exclusively” by ecclesiological-canonical principles and
inner-church political considerations. In other words, SOC reaffirms the
importance of the “Mother Church” principle, at the same time adding that it
has no intentions of imposing any additional conditions to the MOC and
recommends that the name of the Church should be resolved in “direct
dialogue” with the Greek-speaking and other OCCs (SOC 2022). Such
development is analysed by Anapliotis, who argues that “Belgrade may come
to a conclusion that parting in a good faith [with MOC] is better than a definitive
rupture in conflict,” while Athanasious adds that SOC’s strategy is “also backed
by the Serbian government that wants to present itself in a constructive light”
(Rujevi¢ 2022). Finally, the status of Kosovo and Metohija is of utmost
importance for the SOC. Within the clergy of the SOC, there is a unanimous
political stance that “the independence of Kosovo and Metohija should not be
recognised and accepted” (Vekovi¢ 2024, 223). Moreover, the SOC often states
and praises the support of Russia on this matter, including the status of the SOC
in Montenegro. For example, on April 22, 2025, Patriarch Porfirije of the SOC
met with Vladimir Putin in Moscow. Among other things, Patriarch Porfirije said
“We are grateful for your support regarding Kosovo, Republika Srpska and of
course, Montenegro... As you know, without your support and support from
China, who knows what would happen with Kosovo”. In the same meeting,
Bishop Irinej explained how SOC sees its relations with Russia and the ROC. He
said, “Our small boat, sailing on a stormy sea, must always be tied to the great
Russian ship” (NIN 2025). Finally, while the ROC has no particular interests in
the Macedonian case, it is very much interested in limiting the authority of the
EP and in preserving the “Mother Church” principle, which for the ROC is of
utmost importance because of the Ukrainian case. In the 2023 document
entitled “The Distortion of the Orthodox Doctrine of the Church in the Acts of
the Hierarchy of the Patriarchate of Constantinople and Statements of Its
Representatives”, the ROC explicitly invokes the 2022 Macedonian case to
undercut the EP’s claim to an exclusive right of granting autocephaly. The
document further states that “faithful children of the Russian Orthodox Church
do not recognise and will never recognise the autocephalies that the Church of
Constantinople creates... without the initiative and consent of the kyriarchal
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Mother Church” (ROC 2023). This confirms that the ROC’s endorsement of the
SOC-led Macedonian settlement was not an isolated act of goodwill but part of
a broader, doctrinally codified campaign to deny the EP’s claimed primacy of
authority (ROC 2023).

The game begins with the EP, which occupies the initial node. The initial node
relates to the decision of the EP to send the letter to the MOC on May 9, 2022,
in which the EP recognised the MOC as a valid Church, but with some conditions.
In other words, in the first node, the EP chooses between two strategies: to
recognise the MOC under certain conditions or to refrain from action and keep
the status quo. This move from the EP defines the strategic environment for all
subsequent players. If the EP chooses not to act, the game terminates in
outcome E1 (end 1). E1 outcome represents the continuation of the status quo
and leaves the status of the MOC as unresolved. Such an outcome is not in the
best interests of the EP (0) and the MOC (0), leaving the SOC (2) and the ROC (3)
in their current position. However, as the EP did act on May 9, 2022, the game
proceeded to the second node, making the MOC the active decision maker.

In the second node, the MOC faces three possible strategies: (1) to reject
the recognition of the EP entirely, (2) to accept the recognition and all the
conditions imposed by the EP, and (3) to accept the recognition but to reject the
EP’s conditions and move forward with the negotiations. In Table 1, these
options are simplified as “Reject,” “Accept with conditions,” and “Accept without
conditions.” For MOC, it is of utmost importance to understand the political
reality and all possible strategies, as the acceptance of all EP’s conditions would
impose significant constraints in their path towards their main interests, to gain
autocephaly. Its first option, rejection of the EP’s initiative, leads once again to
the termination of the game and to the outcome E1. As already shown, this
outcome benefits only the SOC and the ROC and leaves the status quo. That is
why the MOC really must choose between the other two options, i.e. whether
to accept or decline the EP’s conditions. In both cases, no matter what they
choose, the game moves further to the SOC, which is the pivotal node of the
entire game.

If the MOC decides to accept the conditions set by the EP, the SOC can either
reject or accept the autocephaly of the MOC. If the SOC decides to reject, the
game again ends in the outcome E1. However, if the SOC decides to accept, the
game advances to the final node, where the ROC decides whether to recognise
the outcome. The final move made by the ROC determines whether the game
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will end with a broader consensus in the community, or towards more
fragmentation. Depending on the choice by the ROC, the game ends in outcome
E1. However, if the ROC accepts the autocephaly of the MOC with all the
conditions made by the EP, the game ends in E2, which is the worst strategy for
the ROC.

If the MOC decides not to accept the conditions of the EP, the game proceed
again to the SOC. If the SOC refuses to recognise the MOC, the game ends in
outcome E1. And yet, if the SOC decides to accept the MOC’s autocephaly
without the EP’s conditions, then the game moves to the ROC, which is again in
the final and termination node. The ROC can either reject or accept the decision
made by the SOC. If it rejects, the game ends in E1, or status quo. However, if
the ROC accepts, then the game ends in outcome E3, which is the best outcome
for the ROC and the best overall outcome for all the players involved.

Outcomes explained

The outcomes of the game are presented as three payoff vectors: E1, E2, and
E3. As already mentioned, each vector is ordered as (EP, MOC, SOC, ROC) and
the values assigned range from 0 to 4. In other words, | use ordinal ranking of
preferences, where 0 is the lowest payoff, and 4 is the highest.

Outcome E1is defined as (0, 0, 2, 3) and corresponds with the status quo or
the failure of the entire process. For the EP and the MOC, E1 is the least preferred
outcome as it implies that both players fail in their primary objectives. The EP
wants to assert its authority over the Orthodox Christian community and to
make sure that the newly recognised Church falls under its canopy, and the MOC
simply wants to gain independence from the SOC after the 55-year-old dispute.
If the game ends in E1, the SOC gets a moderate payoff (2) as it will maintain the
canonical jurisdiction over the Northern Macedonia territory, but still at the cost
of ongoing instability and contested legitimacy. For the ROC, the E1 outcome is
the highest payoff (3) as it directly relates to its strategy over the Ukrainian case
where it firmly claims that it is only the ROC, as the Mother Church, that can
recognise the autocephaly of the Church in Ukraine. In other words, it reinforces
its overall geopolitical strategy of limiting the influence of the EP within the
community. Moreover, for the ROC, the status quo is also a good option as it
remains a point of contestation in the region where it historically played a
significant political role.
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Outcome E2 is defined as (3, 3, 1, 0) and represents a scenario in which the
EP successfully imposes its preferred solution, grants autocephaly to the MOC
under its own conditions and achieves maximum authority. For the MOC, this
outcome is also highly preferred as it will secure the wider recognition of its
autocephaly support. And yet, for the SOC this outcome is not preferable (1) as
it will mostly diminish its role if not undermine it entirely. Finally, in the E2 the
ROC receives the lowest payoff (0) as it directly contradicts its strategy to be the
ultimate canonical authority in the community, its position in Ukraine and the
principle of the “Mother Church.” Ultimately, the E2 outcome is not acceptable
for the ROC as it strengthens the authority of the EP.

Finally, the outcome E3 is defined as (1, 2, 3, 4) and reflects the strategy of
the MOC to reject the EP’s conditions, but with the acceptance of the SOC and
ultimately the ROC. For the SOC, this is the most preferred outcome (3) as it
reinforces its role as the “Mother Church,” but also resolves the long-standing
dispute and leaves the SOC in good relations with the ROC. The ROC also receives
the maximum payoff (4) as it aligns perfectly with its geopolitical and canonical
positions in Ukraine. The MOC receives a medium payoff (2) as it achieves
autocephaly and autonomy in the country with the support of the “Mother
Church” and the ROC. For MOC, E3 is not the highest payoff as it still must deal
with other conditions from other Churches (EP, Greek and Bulgarian), but its
main interests in the game are achieved. Finally, the E3 is a relatively low payoff
for the EP (1) because it was a player in the game, and its initial move provided
some leverage for the future negotiations.

Backward Induction

In order to apply backward induction, | start with the final decision node and
the decision-making by the ROC. The ROC can choose between outcomes with
the highest payoff of 4 (E3) or the outcome with the lowest payoff of 0 (E2).
Given these options, the ROC will never choose a strategy that leads to E2.
Instead, the ROC will select either the branch that leads to E1 or E3, depending
on the preceding actions.

If we move one step backwards, the assumption is that the SOC anticipate
the behaviour of the ROC. As the SOC can predict that the ROC will reject the
outcome E2 and accept E3, the SOC can make its own strategy based on this
anticipation. If the SOC rejects the MOC's request, the outcome is E1. However,
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if the SOC accepts, then its rational strategy is to accept, as it anticipates that
the response from the ROC will lead to E3. In other words, the optimal strategy
for the SOC is to accept and grant autocephaly.

At the node where the MOC must decide about the move by the EP, it should
anticipate the responses from both the SOC and the ROC. If it rejects the EP’s
proposal entirely, the game ends in E1 and a payoff of 0. However, if the MOC
decides to accept the conditions set by the EP, it anticipates that the SOC and
the ROC will reject it, ending in E1, or possibly in E2, which is also a highly unlikely
outcome from the perspective of the MOC that has in mind the options by the
SOC and the ROC. But rejection of the EP’s conditions, followed by acceptance
by the SOC and the ROC, leads to the outcome E3 with a payoff of 2 for the MOC.
Thus, it is logical to presume that the MOC’S optimal strategy is to reject the
EP’s conditions and to appeal to the SOC, and finally to the ROC.

The initial node, finally, shows the EP’s anticipation of the entire game and
the subsequent decisions. If the EP do nothing, the outcome is E1 with the payoff
of 0. That is why it is rational for the EP to recognise the MOC, which will
ultimately lead to the outcome E3 and a payoff of 1. Obviously, the most
preferred outcome for the EP is E2, but if EP is having in mind the strategies of
the MOC, the SOC, and the ROC, it is logical that its optimal strategy is to initiate
the process by recognizing the MOC which will ultimately lead to E3 with the
payoff of 1 for the EP, which is still better than the E1 and the status quo.

This game-theoretical model exactly mimics how the whole process ended
in the first place. Moreover, it shows that the process was a game with rational
players and rational calculations, making the OCCs and their geopolitical
decisions not much different from other international actors, including the
states. In other words, the equilibrium path of the game is as follows: (1) the EP
recognises the MOC with conditions, (2) the MOC accepts recognition, rejects
conditions and appeals to the SOC, (3) the SOC accept and grants autocephaly,
and (4) the ROC accept the decision. This sequence led to the outcome E3, which
is a subgame-perfect equilibrium.

That is why the outcome E3, as presented, can be understood as a product
of rational and strategic behaviour of all players involved in the game, even
though it is not the most preferred outcome for all players. Both the EP and the
MOC would prefer E2 over E3, but this outcome is not realistic within the
structure of the game as it would be rejected by the ROC at the final node. In
other words, the E3 outcome is strategically optimal for all the players and is
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consistent with the players’ preferences and their anticipated responses of all
players involved. As such, the model presented clearly shows how
interdependence shapes the reality of OCCs.

Conclusions

This article argues that the Orthodox Christian community, due to its
organisational structure, could be visualised as a geopolitical chessboard on
which each figure represents one Church. However, after the Russian invasion
of Ukraine in 2022, it argues that OCCs tend to align with one of two main
centres of power, the Ecumenical Patriarch on one side, and the Russian
Orthodox Church on the other. These alignments heavily influence the decision-
making processes of OCCs in the international arena.

By employing game theory on a case study of granting autocephaly to the
Church in North Macedonia in 2022, this paper explains the decision-making
within the Orthodox Christian community. The 55-year-old dispute between
Belgrade and Skopje on the status of the Church in North Macedonia was
resolved in a matter of weeks in 2022. By employing a finite extensive-form game
with perfect information, solved using backward induction, | showed that all four
key players involved in the game (the EP, the MOC, the SOC and the ROC) acted
rationally and strategically. By doing so, this paper provides both a novel
conceptual framework for understanding the decision-making of OCCs and
presents an empirically grounded explanation of a significant event within the
Orthodox Christian community.

However, it still remains unclear whether the game theoretical model(s) can

be used in different settings and on different cases within the Orthodox Christian
community, thus requiring more extensive research in this field.



MpaBocnaBHa WaxoBcKa Tabna,
Teopuja urapa u AoHoLleHe oa/yKa
y npaBocnasHom xpuwhaHcTey

Mapko BEKOBUR!

AncTpaKr: HakoH wto je 2022. rogMHe oTnoYena pycka MHBasuja Ha YKpajuHy, nocTano
je ounrnegHo Aa ce yHyTap npaBocaaBHOr XxpuwhaHcTea Bogm 6opba oKo YMTaBor HU3a
nutakba. MehyTum, Hama U Aas/be HeaoCTaje 3HaHe O culaMa Koje nokpehy ose
porahaje, Kao M 0 Tome Kako bu Tpebasno ga ux pasymemo. 3ato Y OBOM paay
npegnaxem KoHuent ,lpaBocnaBHe LWaxoBCKe Tabne“, mogen Koju manupa
(reo)nonntnuke mHTepakumje namehy aytokedanHUX NPaBOCAABHUX LIPKaBa Kao
CTpaTeLLKMX aKTepa yHyTap C/IOXEHOr MOAUTUYKO-PENUTM]CKOT Nej3aka. Kao Takas,
0Baj paf KOHLENTYanM3yje npaBocnaBHe XpULWhaHCKe LIPKBE Kao Urpaye y Mmoaeny
Teopwuje urapa, anaty Koju je Beoma NorogaH 3a objallrbaBarbe HUXOBOT NoHallaHa
y MmehyHapoaHoj apeHun. Dokycupajyhim ce Ha ciyyaj criopa y Besu ca aytokedanHowwhy
upKee y CeBepHoj MakeaoHMju Koju je KOHa4YHO peweH 2022. roanHe, oBaj paj,
MOKa3yje 4a Cy CBU YK/by4eHM aKTePU NOCTYNAAN PaLMOHAHO U CTPATELLKM.

KmbyuHe peum: npasociaBHO xpuwhaHCcTBO, Teopuja Urapa, AOHOLWEHE O4JYKa,
MpaBocnaBHa LaxoBcKa Tabna, CeBepHa MakeaoHwuja, ayTtokedanHoct

AKo 61 Teopuja urapa 6una npasocnasHo xpuihaHcTeo,
HeH cnoraH 6u 6uo HujedHa upkea Huje ocmpego.?

YBop,

MpaBocnasHo xpuwhaHCTBO, Mopen, KaToNMuM3mMa W MPOTEeCTaHTU3MA,
npeacTaB/ba jegHy oA, TPU [NaBHe rpaHe xpuwhaHcTBa Koja obyxBaTa

! BaHpegHu npodecop, YHUBep3uTeT y beorpagy — PakyaTeT NoAUTUYKNUX HayKa, beorpag,
Cpbuja. E-nowTa: marko.vekovic@fpn.bg.ac.rs, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3850-
7432.

2 OBo je napadpasa peuu Koje je Hanucao AyTa (Dutta 1999, 3): ,,Ako 61 Teopuja urapa buna
KOMMaHuja, eH cnoraH 6u 6uo HujedaH Yosek Huje ocmpeo”.
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nNpuéaAnKHO 260 MUIMOHA BEPHUMKA, 04, KOjux ce BehnHa Hanasun y pernoHy
NcTouHe EBpone (PEW 2017, 6).2 Ocvm Tora WwiTo je, nopea, cBera Apyror, pey o
nocebHoj peNnrnjckoj TpaauLmMjM, BaXKHO je HANOMEHYTU Aa je, 3a Pas/IMKy of,
ApyrMx  XpuwhaHCcKMX  AeHOMMHAuMja, NpaBOCiaBHO  XpuwhaHcTBO
OpPraHM30BaHO ,Kao 3ajegHuLA Pas3IMYUTUX ayToKedanHMX (He3aBWUCHUX)
LpKaBa M Hema ueHTpanHo ynpasHo Teno” (Vekovié¢ and Jevti¢ 2019, 592; Buan
Takohe, Coleman 2020; Bordeianu 2020; Sljivi¢ and Zivkovi¢ 2020; Grdzelidze
2023; Leustean 2011). TepmuH ,,ayTokedanHa” nonasm o rpukor QUTOKEQPAAOG
LWTO 3Ha4YM ga cybjeKkT Mma ,,COMNCTBEHY IMaBy M [a je cTora Hes3aBWUCaH U
ayToHomaH", unum ,,camoynpasan” (Vekovi¢ and Jevti¢ 2019, 592). MpaKTnyHO
roBopehu, aKo je HeKa LpKBa ayToKkedasiHa, TO 3Ha4M A3 HeH HajBULLM enncKon
(Koju 06MYHO HOCK TUTYNY MaTpujapxa, ann U apxMenuckona) He oaroeapa
HMKAKBOM BUMLUEM 3€Ma/bCKOM ayTOPUTETY, MOXKe Aa ocsehyje cBeTo mupo,
pellaBa cBe yHyTpalltbe npobneme Ha CBOjoj TepUTOPUjU M UMa oBnawherse
43 bupa M MMeHyje CONCTBEHO CBELWITEHCTBO. be3 063npa Ha To, ,MaKo CBaKa
ayTokedasiHa LpKBa Ae/yje He3aBUCHO, CBE OHE OCTajy Y MYHOj CBETOTajUHCKO]
W KaHOHCKO] 3ajeaHnuM jeaHa ca apyrom” (Solik, Filakovsky and Baar 2017, 121;
BnamM Takohe Kalkandjieva 2024; Jovi¢ 2023). TpeHyTHO, NpPaBOC/aBHMU
XpUWhaHCKM CBET cacToju ce opf, 4YeTpHaecT ayTokedanHux,* OAHOCHO
He3aBUCHUX LpKaBa.® C gpyre CTpaHe, jeaHa 0, BasKHUX APYLUTBEHO-NONUTUYKNX

3 OBa npoueHa obyxsaTa oko 20% opujeHTanHo-npasocnaBHUx xpuwhaHa, Koju cy
KOHLLEHTPWCaHW NpBEHCTBEHO Y AbpurLM 1 Ha Banckom ucToky (HajsuLe y ETmonuju, ErmnTy
n Epwutpeju), y3 3ajegHuue y JepmeHuju, Cupuju u WHAujM, wto 6poj MCTOYHO-
npasocnasHux xpuwhaHa ogpehyje Ha oko 208 munmoHa. OpujeHTaNHO-NPaBOCAABHU
XpuwhaHu YecTo ce HasuBajy , AOXaNKUAOHCKMM® LpKBamMa, Byayhu aa oHe yye ga Ucyc
XpucToc uma jeaHy cjegmibeHy 6oxKaHCKO-/byAcKy npupogy. HacynpoTt Tome, MCTOYHO
npaBoCAaB/be, KaToNMLM3aM M NPOTECTAaHTU3AM ApPXKe Ce yyera fa je Xpucroc jegHa
JIMYHOCT ca Age npupoge (noTnyHo GOXKAHCKOM WM MOTMYHO JbYACKOM), Kao LWITO je
notepheHo Ha XankngoHckom cabopy 451. roanHe. Buam suwe, Vekovic¢ 2022, 51.

IS

Y npaBocnaBHoj xpuwhaHcKoj 3ajeaHuun, 6poj UupKaBa ocTaje Tema cnopera. Heke
npasocnasHe xpuwhaHcke upKkee npu3Hajy [paBocnaBHy LUPKBY Yy Amepuun U
HOBOOCHOBaHY [paBoc/iaBHy LPKBY YKpajuHe Kao ayTokedasiHe, oK UX Apyre He NpU3Hajy
Kao TakBe. McTo Tako, NOCTOjU cnop oKo cTaTyca MakeAoHCKe npaBoc/iaBHe LpKse. Bugw,
Jovi¢ 2023.

w

Basba HaNnomeHyTM @ NPaBOC/NAaBHO XPUWHAHCTBO MMA U Apyre OpraHU3aumnoHe jeanHuLe
OCUM ayToKepanHUx LpKaea. To cy ayTOHOMHE LipKBe UK ersapxaTu. 3a notpebe osor
paja, aKUEeHaT je CTaB/beH WMCK/bYYMBO Ha ayToKedanHe LPKBe YHyTap MpaBoOCAaBHOr
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nocneamua TaKBe OpraHW3auMoHe CTPYKType jecTe uukbeHuua aa cy
npasociaBHe xpullhaHCKe LPKBE TeCHO MNOBe3aHe M MucnpensieTeHe ca
NONUTUYKMM Pa3BOjEM HaLMOHANHUX APMKaBa Y PErMOHY, Kao U ca MAEHTUTETOM,
KYATYPOM M TPaauLMjOM TUX Hapoa. 3aTo npaBocanaBHe xpuwhaHcKe UpKBee
[AaHac NpeAcTaB/bajy Ba*KHOT NMONUTUYKOr akTepa KaKo Yy CBOjUM 3eM/baMa, Y
KOjuMa cy YecTo Beoma 6MCKO MoBe3aHe ca APXaBOM, TaKO U Yy PErMoHy
MUctouHe EBpone (Bnay Ha npumep, Ramet 2026; Vekovi¢ 2021a, 2021b; Vekovic,
Kovacevi¢ and Arandelovi¢ 2025; Fox, Vekovi¢ and Zellman 2026a, 2026b;
Metreveli 2021; Papkova 2011; Makrides 2018; Roudometof 2019).

Mnak, yHyTpaLwHe jeANHCTBO NPaBOC/AaBHOr XpMWwhaHCTBa OCTaje U3Y3eTHO
CNoOpHa Tema Koja YrMaBHOM 3aBMCM 0f, OAHOcCa W3Mehy pasAnMunTMX
NpPaBOC/MaBHMX LpKaBa. YHyTpawWHa (NOAUTUYKA) AMHAMMKA NPaBOCAABHOT
xpuwhaHcTBa nocebHo je 06MNa Ha 3HaYajy HAKOH NOYETKa PyCKe MHBa3Mje Ha
YKpajuny 2022. roamnHe, Kaga je ybp3o nocTtano o4ymrnegHo Aa ce yHyTap ose
Tpaauumje Boan 6opba oKo HM3a NUTaHa. YHYTpaLlHa KpM3a U OLITPeE NnHUje
nozena yHyTap nNpaBoc/iaB/ba BUA/bMBE Cy Ha BpojHUM npumepuma. Hajnpe je
Csetn 1 Benuku Cabop MpaBocnasHe Lpkee Ha Kputy 2016. rogmnHe jacHo
NMOKas3ao Aa je yHyTpallkbe jeaMHCTBO NpaBOCaAaBHOr XpuUWhaHCTBa Y HajMakby
PpYKy ynuTHO (BMAM, Prodromou 2021; Leustean 2018). Takohe, HeKoAnKo
3axTeBa 3a ayToKedanHOCT LWMPOM NPABOCAABHOT XpULWhaHCKOr cBETa M3a3MBa
npobneme n norpece y 3ajeaHnum (Buam, Baar et al. 2022; Vekovi¢ and Jevtic¢
2019; Mudrov 2019), oK TpeHyTHa AelwaBarba Yy AdpuumM y3poKyjy goaaTHe
packone mehy npasocnaBHMM UpKBama (Buau, Kolstg 2025; Suslov 2024). Unak,
MaKo nnTepaTypa y oBoj 061acTh pacTe, Kao WTO je To cyyaj bapem y nocneamsoj
aeuennju (Buam, Rimestad and Saggau 2025), n aa/be Ham HegocTaje Ayboka
Crno3Haja o0 cniama Koje nokpehy ose (reo)nonmtnuke aorahaje n 0 Tome Kako
6u1 Tpebano ga ux pasymemo.

Y nopeherby ca 06MMHOM NUTEPATYPOM Koja pacnpas/ba O NOJUTULM U
NOSIMTUYKOM MOHALLaky NPaBOCAABHUX LPKABa Yy HUXOBMM 3eM/bama UK
pernonuma (BmMam, Stavrakakis 2003; Radi¢ and Vukomanovi¢ 2014; Prodromou
2004; Zrinscak, Vekovi¢ and Olson 2026; Papkova 2011; Knox 2005; Vekovié
2021a, 2021b; Makrides and Roudometof 2010; Metreveli 2021), npobnem

XpUWHaHCTBa, M TO Ha OHE Koje Cy ocTasie y CBETOj 3ajeaHMLM HakoH BacesbeHckor cabopa
y XanknpgoHy 451. roguHe. Mornegatv ¢ycHoTy 2 y OBOM pagy, a 3a BuWe AeTaba
norneaatu Clendenin 2003, Roussos 2009.
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KOjUM Ce OBO UCTparkMBakbe 6aBM jecTe HaYMH Ha KOju NPaBOC/NaBHE LPKBe Y
mehyHapoaHoj apeHn oHOCce CBoje oa/yKe. Y Uu/by AaBakba OAroBopa Ha 0BO
nUTakbe, y OBOM pady Cam NpeasioKMo HOBM KOHLENT [1pagociasHe Waxo8cke
mabsie Koju Ha CAUMKOBUT HA4YMH NPUKasyje reonosMTUYKO CBPCTaBambe
NPaBOC/NABHMUX LIPKaBa Y NepuUoay HAKOH PYCKO-YKPajUHCKOr paTa, anu M
YMHEHULY Aa Ce OBe LPKBe Yy MehyHapogHOj apeHn NoHaLlajy paunMoHaaHo U
CTpaTewwKkn. CxoaHO TOMe, TBPAUM Aa je Teopuja urapa anat Koju je uaeanHo
npunaroheH ncTpaxkmMBaky HauMHa Ha KOju OBe LpKBe AoHoce oanyke. Kao
jacaH npumep HavyMHa Ha Koju MNpaBociaBHa WaxoBCcKa Tabna GyHKUMOHULE, Y
OBOM paay Kao CTyAujy cnyyaja Kopnuctnm ognyky Cpncke npaBocnaBHe LpPKBe
n3 2022. rogmMHe pa, HakoH 55 rogmnHa gyror cnopa, gogenun aytokedanHocTt
upken y CesepHoj MakenoHuju. Un/b mu je ga noKaxkem Aa Cy CBM K/by4HMU
Urpaym yK/by4yeHu y oy urpy (BacesbeHcka naTpujaplumja KOHCTaHTMHOMNO/bA,
MakegoHCKa nNpasociaBHa UpKBa, Cpncka npaBocniaBHA UpKBa M PycKa
npaBoCNaBHA LPKBA) AE/10Ba/IM Kao PaLMOHaNHK akTepu. MehyTum, npe Hero
LUITO NOHYAMM KpaTaK KOHTEKCT ,NMUTaktba MaKegoHCKe LpKBe” 1 npuctynum
CBOjOj cTyauju cnyyaja, yeBewhy nojam [paBocnaBHe LwWaxoBcKe Tabne u
objacHuhy 3aLuTOo je Teopuja nrapa norogHa 3a objallHbaBakbe reonoIMTUUKMX
npoLeca Npu AOHOLEHY 04/1YKa NPABOCAABHUX LIPKaBa.

MpaBocnaBHa WaxoBCcKa Tabna: KOHLLEeNTyaaHW OKBUP

CxBaTarbe AellaBarba Y NpaBocaaBHOM XpuwhaHCKOM CBETY 3axXTeBa 04, Hac
[a BM3Yya/IM3yjeMO OFPOMHY MOJIMTUYUKY LUIAXOBCKY Tabny Ha Kojoj ¢urype
npeacTaB/bajy pPasAnyMTe NpPaBOC/AaBHE LPKBE, OAHOCHO [lpaBocniaBHy
WaxoBcKy Tabny. Kako cBaka ¢urypa nma concreseHe cneunduryHe NoamTUYKe
BPEAHOCTU W, LLUTO je joLl Ba*KHWje, COMNCTBEHE MHTepece, yobuyajeHo je Aa Heke
o4 upkasa ¢opmupajy dpakumje n ga ce Hagmehy ca gpyrmma. HajsaxHuje
rpyne, O4HOCHO LpHe 1 6ene purype y LIaxoBCKOM ¥KaproHy, NpeacTaB/beHe cy
Bace/beHcKOM Ha jegHoj M MOCKOBCKOM MaTpMjapLLMjoOM Ha APYroj, Kao LWTo je
npukasaHo y Tabenn 1. Y roamHama Koje gonase BepoBaTHO je aa he cee octane
ayToKkedanHe LpKBe MOpaTH Aa Ce CBPCTABAjy Y3 jeAHy UM Apyry CTpaHy, y
33aBMCHOCTU 0Of, KOHTEKCTA, WTOo he cneacTBeHO Aa yTMye Ha hUXOBO AOHOLWEHE
oanyka y mehyHapoaHoj apeHu. Ctora je moja nonasHa nNpeTnocTaBKa Aa je
NONTUYKO MOHALlakbe MNPABOCNABHUX LPKaBa W HUXOBE CTpaTervje y
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MehyHapoaHOj apeHn CHaxKHKje BOHEHO HUXOBUM (MONUTUYKMM) MHTEPECUMMA,
HEero TeO/IOLWKUM apryMeHTMMA. MICTo Tako, Tpeba HanomMeHyTH Aa Cy MONUTUYKM
MHTEepecK NPaBOC/IABHMX LpKaBa YecTo f06po ycKnaheHu ca ApKaBHUM, LUTO
0Baj paj, CMeLUTa Y LUMPU TEOPETCKM OKBUP PEUrnje U NOAUTUKeE.

Tabena 1. CBpCcTaBakbe HAa NPABOC/NABHO] LLIAXOBCKOj Tabin
oA, eckanauuje pata y YKpajuHum®

AnekcaHapwjc

upxse&me
T Bacenenc

naTpujapwuja

AnbaHcka NnpaggcnaeHa upkKea

Jepycanumcka naTpujaplwja

Lipkea Kunpa

pyna

AHTUOXMjCKa NPABOCNaBHa LPKBa

B KoHCTaHTWHOMoOMb

MpaeocnasHa LPKBa YelWknx 3emMarba i Crosadke BN Mocksa
‘ Mosscka NpaBoElaBHa LpKBa B
T _Pycka NpagocnasHa upKea
—
\‘\H,
\1_. py3wjcka NpaBocnaBHa LpKsa
Cpncka NpaBocNagHa LpPKBa

Byrapcka npasocnaeHa LpKBa

U3eop: aymop

Tako, MNpaBocnaBHa LWaxoBcKa Tabna (y aasbem Tekcty, LLlaxoBcka Tabna)
npeacTaB/ba KOHLENTya/IHU OKBUP KOju Mogenyje npaBoc/iaBHy XxpuwhaHcKy
3ajegHULY Kao AEeLeHTPasIM30BaHM CUCTEM HE3aBUCHMX, @ Mnak mehycobHo
3aBUCHUX NPABOCNABHUX LLPKaBa Koje Cy y CTPaTELLKOj MHTEPaKLUMjU. YHYTap oBOT
OKBMpa, MPaBOCNaBHE LPKBE AeNyjy Kao pauMOHaNHW MUrpaym uuje oanyke
06/11KYjy CONCTBEHM (YECTO NONUTUYKM) MHTEPECU 1 OYEKMBAHM OAFOBOPU APYriX,
M TO 0BMYHO Yy OAHOCY Ha ABa KOHKYPEHTCKa UeHTpa mohu nosesaHa ca

¢ MpeanoxeHa cBpcTaBatba HUCY GUKCHa, Beh dayMaHa M MOry Aa ce merbajy TOKOM
BpPEMEHa Y 3aBUCHOCTU OfL, KOHTEKCTa.
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Baces/beHCKOM NaTpujapLUnjom Ha jegHoj u PyCKOM NpaBoC/1aBHOM LLPKBOM Ha
Apyroj ctpaHu. CBpcTaBakbe NPaBOCAaBHMX LpKaBa Huje duKcHo, Beh daynaHo n
YC/IOB/bEHO KOHTEKCTOM, MHTEPECUMA U KOHKYPeHLMjoM. Y cywTnHK, LLlaxoBcKa
Tabna nokasyje (reo)nosMTUYKM pacuen W noaeny yHyTap npaBoOC/iaBHe
3aje4HuLEe, KOja je ANPEKTHO NoBe3aHa Cca OPraHM3aLMOHOM CTPYKTYpPOM Lene
3ajegHuue. MpuHUMN ayTokedaHOCTM HaM FOBOPUM A3 je CBaKa LpKBa Y CTakby Aa
CaMOCTa/IHO ynpas/ba cOBOM M CBOjOM KaHOHCKOM Teputopujom. Mehytum,
KaHOHCKa TepuTOopuja YecTo He ofparkaBa Ap)KaBHe rpaHuue, WTo BehnHy
NPaBOC/IaBHMX LIPKaBa YHU TPAHCHAUMOHAIHUM PEIUTMJCKMM akTepuma (Haynes
2001; Madeley and Haynes 2011). Opyra ounrneaHa nocneamua HeaocTaTka
LeHTPAZIHOT OpraHa BNACTW, Kao LWTO je, Ha Nnpumep, nana y KaTonnukoj LpKsu,
jecte naypanuTeT akTepa o, KOjux CBU Aenie Pesnrmjcku nopesak He camo Kpo3
mehycobHo npu3HaBakse, BEh 1 KPO3 YNHEHMLY A3 CY CBM A0 CBETOTAjUHCKE
3ajeaHuue. MehyTrm, MaKo cy NPaBOC/1aBHE LPKBE HE3aBUCHE, OHE CY CYLUTUHCKM
MmefycobHo 3aBuCHe. [lpyrMm peunma, cBaka OAJ/1yKa jeiHe NPaBOC/IaBHE LIPKBE
nonyT, Ha NPUMep, A0AE/bMBaHE UM NPU3HABaHE ayToKehaIHOCTM HOBO] LIPKBMY,
OMPEKTHO yTh4ye Ha ocTane. OBa UCTMHCKa Mel)y3aBMCHOCT NOCTaB/ba CLEHY Ha
KOjOj Cy YHUNaTepasiHe aKuuje jegHe NpaBoCcnaBHe LPKBE PETKO HeyTpaiHe u
06MYHO M3a3U1Bajy aKLMje APYrnX, YUME Ce CTBApa SlaHaLL, CTPaTELLKe MHTepaKUpmje.
OpnmyaH npmumep 3a TO je oa/lyKa BacesbeHcKe natpujapwunje aa 2019. roanHe
nopenu aytokedanHoct MNpaBocnaBHOj LpKeuM Ykpajure (MLY) (Buam Coleman
2020; Bordeianu 2020; Vekovi¢ and Jevti¢ 2019). KoHauyHO, UCTOPUjCKKN pa3Boj
npaBoc/aBHOr xpMwhaHCTBa Takohe KapaKTepulle ocnopaBake ayTopuTeTa.
Mako cy cBe npaBocnaBHe LPKBe jeaHaKe, 360r CBOr UCTOPUCKOT U CUMBOIMYKOT
3Hayaja Bace/beHCKWU NaTpujapx HOCW TUTYAY primus sine paribus (npsu 6e3
jeAHaKunx),” nako Hema anconyTHy BAacT HaA APYrMm ayTokedaHUM LpKBama.
OBa HOBa MHTepMpeTaLMmja CTaTyca Bace/beHCKOr NaTpujapxa, Ynja je nosnumja
YHYTap LPKBE UCTOPMjCKN BUna 03HaueHa Kao primus inter pares (npsu mehy
jegHakMma), npeactaB/ba jOlW jeAaH NpUMep 3awTute U npojekuunje mohu
BACE/bEHCKOT NaTpujapxa y npaBociaBHOM xpuwhaHckom ceety. Mehytum, oy
WHTepnpeTaumjy He NnpmxBaTa BehnHa NpaBoCiaBHMX LipKaBa. Ha apyroj ctpaHuy,
MockoBCKa naTtpuvjapwmja M Pycka npaBoCnaBHA LPKBA WUCTOPUJCKU Cy
NOKyLLIABa/ie Aa OCNOPE ayTOPUTET BaCe/bEHCKOT MaTPUjapxa, YI/IaBHOM Ha OCHOBY

7 3aHMM/bUBO je HaMOMEHYTM [a je Bace/beHCKM naTpujapx UCTopujcku 6uo primus inter
pares, ogHOCHO npBu mehy jegHakuma. loanHe 2007, yceajarbem ,[JJokymeHTa 13 PaBeHe”,
TUTYNa je NnpomerseHa y primus sine paribus. Nornepajte suwe vy Kisi¢ 2020.
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AyboKmx Be3a ca uapckom Pycujom (Buam Vekovi¢ 2021a, 2021b; Pipes 1997), ook
y nocneartmm geueHujama, nog, okpu/bem gpxase, Pycka npaBociaBHa LPKBaA
MOKyLLUaBa Aa Ce NO3ULMOHMPA Kao naep npaBocnaBHoOr xpuwhaHcTea.

OBa LllaxoBcka Tabna 3aTo KOHUENTyanusyje MWHTepakuuje wusmehy
npaBoC/iaBHUX LpKaBa y mehyHapogHoj apeHu Kao cTpaTelke. C gpyre cTpaHe,
TO HE NOoAPa3yMeBa CaBpPLUEHY PALLMOHANHOCT UAN UFPEe Ca HYATOM CyMoMm, Beh
NPUCYCTBO BULLE aKTepa, PasIMYMUTUX CNOCOBHOCTU M CBPCTaBaka Koja ce
pas3Bujajy 1 Koja cy npomeHs/bmse npmpoae. CBaka og, urypa Ha LLIaxoBcKoj
Tab2n No ayToMmaTU3My Ce YyK/bydyje y CTpaTeLWKOo pasmullsbambe, byayhu aa
Mopa ga yame y ob63up concrBeHe MHTepece M npedepeHumje, anm 1 aa
npeasuan oaroBope Apyrux aktepa. TakaB NpUCTyn NoBe3yje npoy4yaBarbe
npasocaaBHoOr XxpuwhaHcTBa 1 Teopuje paumoHanHor M36opa, 3a LWTa Npy*am
BMLLE TEOPUCKMX OCHOBA Y HapegHOM OLE/bKY.

KoHuenTtyanusaumja npaBocnaBHMX XxpuwhaHCKMX LpKaBa
Kao pPaLMOHa/IHUX Urpaya y MoAaeNny Teopuje urapa

KoHuenTyanusaumja npaBoCnaBHUX LIPKaBa Kao paLMOHAIHUX Urpayva uma
CBOje yTeMesbere Y Teopuju, umajyhn y Buay Aa cy MHOMM Hay4YHULM KOPUCTUAM
oapeheHe acnekte Teopuje pauMoHasHor ms3bopa Kako 6M objacHUAM
NOJIMTUYKO MOHaLLUaHe PeNUTMjCKUX akTepa. Y Kibnsn Teopuja payuoHanHo2
usbopa u penuauja (Rational Choice Theory and Religion) Kojy je ypeano JlopeHc
E. JaHr (Lawrence E. Young) (1997), jeaaH oa npeaBoAHUKA NpUMeHe Teopuje
paunoHanHor nsbopa Ha npoy4yasBame penurmje PogHn Crapk (Rodney Stark)
(1997, 17), nnwe pa je jeaHa o4 MHOTMX WMHOBaLMja Y OBOM MpPUCTYNy
,»CMNOCOBHOCT GOKYyCUpatba Ha NOHALLAHE PEAUTNJCKUX PUPMU YMECTO CaMO Ha
penurmjcke nompouwaye”. JeaaH jacaH npMmep TakBoOr NPUCTYNa je jow jeaHa
yT1uajHa Kweura EHToHKja Muna (Anthony Gill) Moaumuyko nopekno eepckux
¢n10600a (The Political Origins of Religious Liberty (2008). Y oBoj kkbuzu Mun (Gill
2008) KoHLEeNTyanusyje peaurnjy Kao TpXKULLITe (Koje caap»u pennrnjcka aobpa,
dupme, npoaaBHuLEe M NpedepeHumje), U rae Ha Kpajy TBpam Aa cy ynpaBo
NoOANTUYKN WHTepecn enuta omoryhuam Bepcke cnoboge. mn Takohe
npumehyje aa penurmjckm aktepu HUCy buam Hemu NocMaTpaym Lenor NpoLeca,
6yayhu oa cy akTMBHO y4ecTBOBANN Y beMy Kpo3 nobuparbe, NperoBapame u
bopmmparse caBesa ca NOANTUYKUM ennTama. CanyaH npuctyn Kopuctm Kocen
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(Koesel 2014) Koja je noKasana Aa PEeAUTUjCKM aKTepuU Yy ayToOpUTapHUM
pPeXMMMMA YeCcTO CTyMajy y CTpaTewKy capaghy Ca JIOKaHUM BNACTUMA,
pasmerbyjy ca bMMa pecypce U Hyge NerMTMMUTET Y 3aMeHy 33 ONCTaHaK.
Takohe Bpean nomeHyTn aa je Mmn (Gill 1997) nokasao M Kako penunrujcka
KOHKYpPEeHLMja MOXKe [a YyTUYe Ha YCNOH NpPOrpecuBUCTUYKE penuruje.
Kopuctehu cnyyaj Katonnuke upkse y JTaTUHCKO] AMepuun y Nnepnoay HaKoH
Jpyror cBeTcKor parta, MOKAas3ao je Aa CY Y OHMM MeCTUMa Yy Kojuma je
npoTtecTtaHTM3am 610 y ycnoHy, a KaTonmyka LpKBa y onagakby, KaTOAUYKK
OGUCKyNKU o4Ny4YnM Aa ce onpeaene 3a NporpecuMBHMje NoanTuKe GoKycmpaHe
Ha CMpOMaLLHY MOoNynaumjy M Ha Kpajy NoBenu LPKBY Yy CYyNpoTCTaB/batbe
ayToputapHum Bnagama. lNocrtoje u gpyre ctyguje penurmje n nOAUTUKE Koje
Aenyjy Ha noctaBKkama Teopwuje paumoHanHor nsbopa. Ha npumep, JIMcoH,
lenoco n CHoy (Leeson, Geloso and Snow 2024) npoy4yaBajy ,3abpaHy
CBMHETUHE Y jyAan3smy“ n3 nepcnektTnee eKOHOMMje BAaCHULWTBA, TBpaehu aa
je Ta 3abpaHa bmna UHCTPYMEHT 33 MHTePHaNU3aLmjy Cno/bHUX edpekara ysroja
cBuHba. Takohe, Makbpajg, (McBride 2016) npumersyje Teopujy paumoHanHor
n3bopa Kako 6M aHaNM3MPAO PENUTMjCKM ayTOPUTET M 3aK/bydyje Aa TakaB
NPUCTYN MMa NOTEHUMjaN Aa JOHECe HOBE YBUAE Yy OBY 06/1aCT, Kao LWTO je yTuuaj
pPenurujckor aytoputeta Ha KOOpAMHALMjYy APYWTBEHUX AKTUBHOCTU M
OPYLUTBEHOr PENUMNjCKOr KMBOTA. TOKOM NoCNeAHUX HEKONMKO AeueHWja,
Hay4YHUUM Cy Takohe KOPUCTUAKN TeOPWMjy Urapa Kao Aeo paLuoHanHor n3bopa,
KaKko 61 0bjacHWIM pa3nnumTe acneKkTe peanrvje U BepPCKor unsota. Ha npumep,
nosHara je bpamcosa (Brams 2003, 7) ynotpeba Teopuje urapa 3a aHaamsy
HEKoNUKo npuya n3 Crapor 3aseTa, rae je TBPAMO Aa je Teopuja urapa ,anat
WAea/IHO NOroAaH 3a YBUA, Y CPK CIOXKEHUX CUTyaLMja MpU AOHOLEHA OA4JTYKa
Koje ce yecto onucyjy y bubanju“ (sugmu tTakohe, Brams 2011). Apyru aobap
npumep jecte ynotpeba paBHOTENKE Yy TEOPUjU Urapa y Unby objallrbaBakba
HauMHa Ha KOjWu Cy BEPHULM CTPATELLKM U ONTUMANHO 6upanu ceoje borose y
NOSIMTENCTUUKUM pPenunrvjama y 3aBMCHOCTM Of, HAuMHA Ha Koju 6oroswm
y3Bpahajy ycnyre (Buam, Gauthier 2024). Wtasunwe, Makbpajg, (McBride 2008)
KOPUCTM MoZene Teopuje nrapa Kako 6m Mcnutao Aa v penunrnjckn naypanmsam
CMatbyje unm nosehasa penurujcko yyewhe, gok cy Mao u 3ek (Mao and Zech
2002) nctpakmneanam y Kojoj Mepu opraHn3aLmoHa CTPYKTypa LpKBe 3aBUCK 0f,
cTeneHa [0 Kojer Cy YNaHOBM CMPeMHM Aa XKPTBYjy CBOje CTPyKTypanHe
npedepeHLmje Kako b1 ce ApKanum CBOjUX AOKTPUHA. [Nopes Tora, Hay4YHULM cy
pa3BUIM U MOZEN Teopuje Urapa 3a eTHO-penurmjcke KoHdAnkTe nsmehy ase
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rpyne (snau, Lingzhi, Chakraborty and Sycara 2011). Mnak, KOAKKO je MeHM
MO3HaTO, A0 CaZa Huje BKno cTyamja Koje KopUCTe Teopujy Urapa 3a UCNUTUBaKbE
HauyMHa QOHOLIEHA OAJIYKA Of CTPaHe PeNUrMjCcKUX akTepa y mehyHapoaHoj
apeHu, yk/bydyjyhu 1 npaBocnaBHe LpKBe.

OBo 64 morno aa byae usHeHaherbe, byayhu na je Teopuja urapa
CTPYKTYPa/HO M3Y3eTHO NMOroAHa 3a UCTPAXKMBaHe CTPATELLIKUX MHTEepPaKuuja
namehy npaBoCNaBHUX LpPKaBa y MelhyHapogHOj apeHU. AKO MNaxK/bMBO
nornegamo raBHe MOCTaBKe Teopuje urapa ca jegHe WM MNpaBOCAABHOT
xpuwhaHcTBa ca apyre ctpaHe, Buaehemo ga ce Beoma fobpo noknanajy.
MoyHumo ca gedmnHUUMjoM Teopmje nrapa Kojy aaje dyTa, Koju TBpAM Aa ce
Teopuja urapa cactoju o rpyne, MHTepakumje, ctpaternje 1 paumoHaaHOCTH
urpaya. Hberosum peumma, ,,Teopuja nrapa npeacrasba GopmanaH HaumH aa
ce pa3MoTpu CBaKa og, cneaehux ctasku; [pyna: y CBaKoj Urpy NOCTOjU BULLIE Of,
jeaHOr poOHOCMOLA OAJ/IYKA; CBAKM AOHOCWUAAL, OAJlyKa Hasmea ce ‘urpay’.
MHmepaKyuja: oHo WTo 6UN0 KOjW NojeAnHAYHM UTPaYd ypPagy AUPEKTHO yTUYe
Ha 6apem jow jeaHor urpada y rpynu. Cmpameauja: nojeaguHavyHm Urpay yamma
y 063up oBy Mely3aBMCHOCT Kada oaJjydyje KOjy aKuujy Aa npenysme.
PayuoHanHocm: foK y3nma y 063mp oy mehysaBUCHOCT, cBaku urpay bupa
CBOjy Hajbosby akumjy” (Dutta 1999, 4-5). AKo aHannsmpamo osy AedUHULM]Y
40 No Aeo U NPUMEHMMO je Ha NPaBOCNABHO XpuwhaHcTeo, Tpebano 6u aa ce
3anNUTamMo WMma YUHU rpyny y NPaBoCIaBHOM XpULWHAHCTBY M KO je AoHOCUANaL,
opnyKa. Moj aprymeHT je Aa cBaka ayTokedasiHa LpKBa MOXe Aa ce cMaTpa
SMrpadem” n aa cy cee oHe A0HOCKMOUM oanyKa. Mpatehu oBy noruky, nocToju
YeTpHaecT urpada M goHocunaua oanyka, byayhu ga nocrtoju yetpHaect
ayTokedaHMX NpaBOC/NAaBHUX LpKaBa. [lakne, Aa napadpasmnpamo yty (Dutta
1999, 3), ako 61 Teopwmja Urapa b6mna NpPaBocAaBHO XPUWHAHCTBO, HbeH CNOoraH
61 610 - HUjedHa ypKea Huje ocmpeo.®

OBa UnHbeHNLa je CIMKOBUTO NPUKA3aHa U Ha NpPMMepPY HAaYMHA Ha Koju jeaHa
LpKBa yonwTe nocTaje aytokedanHa. Mlako nocToje AMCKycuje O OBOM NUTakby
(Bnam Jovi¢ 2021; Brusanowski 2016), 4MHu ce aa ce AOMUHAHTAH NPUCTYN OAHOCK
Ha KoHuenT ,Majke upkse”. MNowTo ce ayTokedanHocT Aaje oapeheHoj Teputopmjm
(Koja MoKe, ann 06MYHO He MOpa Aa OAroBapa TEPUTOPUU AaTe AprKase), LWTa
ce AeLuaBa aKo Aeo TepuTopuje/LpKBe XKenun aa nocTaHe ayTokedanaH, O4HOCHO

8 OpurnHanHm uuTat racu: ,If game theory were a company, its slogan would be No man is
an island” (Dutta 1999, 3).
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He3aBuMCTaH? [OBOPOM Teopwmje urapa, 3aM1CIMMO TepUTopKjy A Nog KAHOHCKOM
jypucamkumjom upkee b. AKo geo Teputopuje A Kenm ga noctaHe He3aBMUCTaH U
dopmmpa HoBy upksy LL, Tpebano 6u ga Tpaxkm Ao3BoNy of LpKee b, Koja ce
cmatpa ,,Majkom upksom®, Kaga upksa b ga no3sony n gogenn aytokedpanHoct
upksewm L, cee octane aytokedanHe Lpkse 61 Tpebano ga npuxsate HOBY LPKBY Y
CBETOTajUHCKY 3ajeaHunuy. CxogHO TOMe, CBe ayToKedasiHe LpKBe Cy AOHOCMOLM
0f/1yKa Kaja je y NuTakby A04e/bUBAbE ayTOKePaNHOCTU U, LITO je noajeaHaKo
Ba)KHO, KaZa je pey O nNpuxBaTakby HOBE LIPKBE Y €BXAaPUCTMjCKY 3ajeaHuLy.
MapanenHo ca TMMe, OBO NUTakE HUje CaMo penurnjcko, seh pyHaameHTanHo
nonuTmyko, byayhm ga aytokedanHocT ypkee 0bMYHO Mae PyKy nog pyKy ca
NOANTUYKOM He3aBucHowhy 3emsbe. U3 nctopmjcke nepcnekTmee, ,lonntnyka
HEe3aBUCHOCT AprKaBe yBeK je 6una npaheHa 3axTeBOM 3a HE3aBUCHOM U
ayTokedasHOM NpPaBOCNABHOM LPKBOM... [ICTOpUjCKM rnepaHo,] nonvTuyka
HEe3aBUCHOCT Mopana je Aa byae aonykweHa penurmjckom aytokedpanHowhy”
(Vekovi¢ 2021, 38).

Anun, WTa ce gellaBa ako jegHa LpKBa 04/1yun Aa He NpuxeaTh oayky Majke
upkee? Nnu, wto je yewhe y caBpemeHOM CBETY, LTa aKo LpKsw Ll aytokedanHocT
OO4EeNN HeKa Apyra LpKBa, a He Majka UpKBa, WK YaK Ap»Kaea? Taga Ha cueHy
CTYyMajy YHyTpawWHa AMHAMWKA W WHTEepaKuuje MNpaBOC/aBHUX LpPKaBa.
MHTepaKumja 3Haum aa n3bopwm jeaHor nrpaya/upKee AMPEKTHO yTUYy Ha bapem
jowu jegHor nrpaya/LpKay y rpynu. 3aMmMCIMMO caaa ApYry CUTyaLujy y KOjoj LpKBa
[, Koja ce He cmaTpa ,,Majkom LUpKBOM®, ognyumn Aa AoAenmn ayTokedaiHOCT HOBOj
UpKBK L M y TOM Lp/by KOPUCTU CBOj MOIUTUYKM YTULAj Kako 61 nokyllana aa
HaBeZe W Apyre UpKBe Aa y4nHe ucto. Taga ctpaTerunja ynasmy jeaHaumHy. Ceaka
LpKBa oa/ydyje Kako he ga noctynm Ha OCHOBY yHyTpalwHe mefy3aBrucHoCTH
YHYTap came 3ajegHuue. KOHa4yHO, MOj aprymeHT je aa Kaga upksee b, L n [
oayyyjy Kojy akuMjy Aa npeay3my, OHe yBek bupajy Hajbosby akumjy y cknaay ca
COMNCTBEHMM MHTEepecMma M ynpaso 3aTo je Teopuja vrapa Bp/ioO NOrogHa 3a
UCTParKMBakbe YHYTPaLLHe ANHAMMKE Y NPABOC/IaBHOM XpuwhaHcTBy.

Ha Kpajy, Teopuja nrapa He MOXKe NPaBM/IHO Aa Ce NPUMEHM aKo NpaBuna
Urpe HUCYy No3HaTa cBMM urpadmma. NMpema Ayt (Dutta 1999, 17), ckyn npasuna
Mopa Aa npeumsmpa vyetmpwm cteapu: 1. Ko urpa — rpyna mrpada Koju cy y
CTpaTeLWKOoj HTepaKLMju; 2. Ca Uume Urpajy — anTepHaTUBHE akumje nam nsbopu
W cTpaTeruje Koje CBakM MUrpad Mma Ha pacnonarawby; 3. Kaga csaku urpad
[0Na3u Ha pea Aa urpa (Kojum peaocnenom), u 4. Konmko mory aa aobujy (nnm
n3rybe) Ha ocHoBy n3bopa Hanpae/beHUX y urpu. Kao wro je seh peveHo, y oBom
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TPEHYTKY NOCTOjU YeTpHaecT ayToKedasHUX LpKaBa U CBE OHE MOry Aa ce
CMaTpajy ,urpaumma“. CBu Mrpayum Mmajy Ha pacnonarakby ckyn msbopa wu
cTpaTeruja, y 3aBUCHOCTU of cneuuMduyHe Urpe Koja ce ofsuja YHyTap
3ajegHunue. Kaga je ped o Tome Ko Aobuja NpuUAMKY Aa uUrpa U KOjum
pegocnenom, TO 3aBUCU OA, NpUpoae Urpe, Ha Nnpumep, o4 NpuxsaTarba HOBe
ayTokedanHe UpKBe y 3ajeAHULY MAM OA, MOAPKaBarba UM ocyde pycKe
MHBa3snje Ha YKpajuHy. Wcto Tako, byayhm pa je 3ajeaHuua MCTUHCKM
mehy3aBuCHa, oA Hajsehe je BaXKHOCTW Aa Urpaym nNpopayyHajy Kako HUXoBO
NnoHallarbe MoXe Ja yTu4ye Ha gpyre urpade.

Jobap npmumep cTpaTellKe MHTepakKumje Ha [paBocaaBHOj LAXOBCKOj Taban
jecte cny4aj ognyke Cpncke npaBocaaBHe LpKBe M3 2022, rogMHe ga HakoH 55
rogvHa gyror cnopa gogenu aytokedanHoct upksun y CesepHoj MakeaoHumju. Y
cnepehem geny KOHTEKCTyanu3yjem oBy CTyAmjy c/lyyaja M NocTaB/bam CLEHyY 3a
UCTPaXKnBakLE ,,NMUTakba MaKeOOHCKE LIPKBe" KpOo3 NpM3mMy Teopumje urapa.

KoHTeKcTyanusaumja urpe: ,,nuTarbe MaKeaoHCKe LpKee”

Jobpo je No3HaTa 4YMrbeHWULA [a je WUCTOPMJCKU PasBOoj PEeNUTrMUjCKUX
opraHusaumja Ha banKaHy cnoxKeH. JegaH jacaH Nnpumep oBe CNOXKEHOCTHU jecTe
NcTopujcKa nyTarba MakegoHcKe npasocnasHe Upkee (ML), Koja je 6amcko
rnosesaHa ca UCTopMjcKMM pa3Bojem Cpricke npaBocnasHe Lpkee (CrLL).

HakoH BepnunHckor KoHrpeca 1878. roguHe, 6ankaHckux paTtosa (1912-
1913) u MpBor cBetckor pata (1914-1918), rogmuHe 1918. ocHoBaHa je
KpasbeBuHa Cpba, Xpsata M CnoseHaua (Koja je noctana KpasbeBuHa
Jyrocnasuja 1929. roamnne). Mehytm, TOKOM 0BUX BYpPHUX BPEMEHa jedaH of,
OOMWHAHTHUX PENUTMJCKUX aKTepa Y pPerMoHy, KoHKpeTtHo CIU, Huje 6mo
yjeanHbeH U CacTOjao ce 04, HEKO/IMKO Pa3InunTUX eHTuteTa. Kpasb AnekcaHgap
| (Koju je Bnagao y nepmnoay 1921-1934) 6u1o je Beoma 3anHTEPECOBaH 33 OBO
nuTame, a NPOLEC ,yjeautbera Pas/IMuNTUX LPKBEHUX EHTUTETA 3BAHUYHO je
3aBpleH 1922. roanHe Kaga je Bace/beHCKM natpujapx Menetumje IV nsgao
Tomoc 3a yjeamrbeHy Cpncky npasBocnasBHy upkey” (Jovi¢ 2021, 100). Oso
yjeoumoere je Takohe obyxsatano Teputopuje Bapaapcke MakenoHuje
(maHawme CeBepHe MakenoHuje), Koje cy notnane nog jypucankumjy Crid,.
Mnak, NoNIMTUYKE OKOTHOCTU UMane Cy CHaXKaH yTunuaj Ha ogHoc namehy CIMLL un
HEeHUX TepuTopuja y Bapaapckoj MakegoHunju. Ha npumep, Tokom Lpyror
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CBETCKOr paTa Teputopujom Bapaapcke MakeaoHuje ynpassbanu cy byrapckm
€MNMCKONU KOoju cy U camm bunmn aeo HenpwujatesbetaBa namehy Cpba u byrapa
(Jovi¢ 2021, 101).

HakoH [lpyror cBeTCKOr paTa M OCHMBaHa KOMYHUCTUYKe Jyrocnasnje 1945.
roanHe, HapoaHa Peny6sMka MakeAoHWja nocTana je heH MHTErpasHn Aeo Kao
jeaHa opg, wect depepanHux jeguHuua. Mehytum, ,,nntarbe MakeaoHCKe LpKee”
0CTaso je HepelleHo, yK/bydyjyhu 1 nutame Ko he aa byae 3aayrKeH 3a BEPCKM
KMBOT npasocnaBHux xpuwhaHa y MakeaoHuju. Nako je CIL, npuxsatuna
HeKonKo 3axTeBa ML, nog okpu/bem KOMYHUCTUUKE Komucuje 3a eepcKa
numarba (yKbyuyjyhn 1 To ga ceu enuckonu Tpeba aa 6yay MakegoHum u aa
BEPCKM KMBOT Tpeba aa byae ycnoctaB/beH Ha MaKegOHCKOM je3uKy), TeH3uja
namehy Crkonsba 1 beorpaga je u gasme 6una npucytHa. floanHe 1959, CMNL je
aoaenvna aytoHomujy ML, (Jovi¢ 2021, 114; takohe suam Radi¢ i Mitrovic
2012, 269-270), ann ybp30o HaKoH Tora, 1967. rogmuHe, MIL, je ognyunna aa
M3BpPWK camonpornawere HesasucHocTn og CrL. UMako je 6uno Hekux
NOKylaja ga ce oBaj packon pewn Tokom 1970-ux m 1980-ux, pacnag,
Jyrocnasunje noyetkom 1990-mx roguHa NpoWNOr BeKa, KOju je Aoseo A0
OCHMBAHbA HOBMX HE3ABUCHMUX penybanKa, 03HAUMO je U HOBY epy Y OAHOCMMA
namehy CMNL, n MMNLU. Jow jeaHa pyHAa nperoBopa ogpkaHa je 2001. n 2019.
roanHe, anm 6e3 nkaksor ycnexa. Minak, y majy 2022. roguHe, cnop ctap 55
rogmMHa peLleH je 3a HEKOJIMKO Heaesba, 3aBpLIMBLUKM ce Tako wTo je CML,
3BaHWYHO NpuxBaTmna aytokedanHoct MILL. MNMutame Koje ce normyHo Hamehe
jecre: 3awTo?

Kako 6ucmo pasymeny UENOKyNaH KOHTEKCT Koju je [oBeo Ao
ayTokedpanHoctn ML, mopamo Hajnpe Aa yamemo y 063up LMpU OKBUP
YHyTap npaBocnaBHor XxpMwhaHCTBa, Koje ce cyoumso ca 036M/bHUM M3a30BOM
HaKOH pycKe MHBa3uje Ha YKpajuHy. byayhu aa je poKyc npaBocnaBHUX LipKaBa
¢ npaBom 6mo Ha YKpajuHu, BacesbeHcka natpujapiumja (BM) oanyyumna je ga
penyje. JaHa 9. maja 2022. roamHe, Bl je npusHana ,upKBEHY Xujepapxujy
[MNLU] npeasoheHy apxnennckonom CtedpaHoOM Kao BaIMAHY Y NPaBOCIaBHOM
ceety” (Marusic 2022). OBaj noTe3 NOKpPEeHyo je NaH4YaHy peakuujy ocTanmx
aKkTepa. Jpyrum peuymnma, 610 je To NoYeTaK Urpe y eKCTeH3UBHO] GopmMU.

OBoj akumjn BN owTpo ce ycnpotmeuna Pycka npasocnasHa upksa (PrL),
tBpaehu aa aytokedanHoct MM moxe aa goaenn camo CIMLU, Kao ,MajKa
upkBa“, OBa uMbeHMUa je of Hajsehe BaxkHocTM 3a PIIL, 3aTo wTo je oHa
WMHTErpanHun Aeo HeHe cTpaTernje npema gewasarbmma y YKpajuHu. Basma
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noacetMtM ga je Bl 6. jaHyapa 2019. roauHe ognyumna pa Ao4env
ayTokedanHoct MpaBocnaBHOj LpKeK YKpajuHe (MLY). Kao wTo ce n oveknsano,
PIILL ce »kecToKo ycnpoTuemMaa 0BOj 04yLM U A0 AaHAC TBPAM Aa OHA Huje Buna
KaHOHCKa. YKpajuHCcKa TepuTtopuja je, npema PIIL, Teputopuja Ha Kojoj je PIL,
»MajKka upksa“ v rge 6u PIL, Tpebano ga oanyun aa nn he ykpajuHcKa LPKBa,
1 aKo xohe Kaga, Aa oobuje HesaBmucHocT. MehyTum, akumja BNy MakegoHuju
6una je npaheHa ognykom ML, ga nowasse nucmo CML, 10. maja 2022. rogmHe,
Y KOjeM ce TpaXku npuxsaTarbe HhMUX0Be He3aBMCHOCTU. YOP30 HaKoH Tora, Y
beorpagy je ogprkaHa 3ajegHuYKa amtypruja 19. maja 2022. rogmHe, y Kojoj cy
y4yecTBOBa/IN CPMCKMU U MaKegOHCKU enuckonu. [ana 20. maja 2022. rognHe,
CeeTun apxujepejckn cabop ClLL oaprkao je pefoBHO roauiibe 3acefare U
oanyumo ga pogenn aytokedanHoct MIMU. OpraHusosaHe cy jow age
3ajegHn4Ke nnTyprunje, npea y Ckorsby 24. Maja, a gpyray beorpaay 5. jyHa 2022.
roguHe. HakoH Tora, natpujapx CINU Mopdupnje ypyuno je Tomoc o
ayTokedanHoctu apxuennckony Credany u ,,MakeaOHCKOj NPaBOC/1aBHO] LIPKBM
— Oxpuackoj apxmenuckonuju®. Y asrycty 2022. roguHe, PIL je nogprkana
ognyky CMNU n dopmanHo npusHana MIL, Kao aytokedanHy upksy. U3
nepcnekTMBe MHTepeca NPaBOC/AaBHUX LIPKaBa, OBaKaB pa3Boj gorahaja moxke
[a Ce TYMayM Kao CTpaTeLLKM NpopadyH KOju Cy OBe LipKBe Hanpasuae.

Mehytum, Bl go gaHac Huje y NOTNYHOCTU NpuxBaTUaa HOBOGOPMMUPAHY
ML, y cBeToTajuHCKy 3ajeaHunuy, byayhu aa MILL He *Kenn ga UCNyHU HeHe
cneumduyHe 3axtese: (1) ga He KOPUCTM TEPMUH MaKeaoHMja y CBOM MMEHY
(wTo je BakHO 3a LipkBy Mpuke), (2) Aa HanycTM cBOjy MUCHjy Y Anjacnopu (Koja
61 Tpebano aa noctaHe KaHOHCKa Teputopwuja BIM) u (3) Aa npm3Ha HE3aBUCHOCT
MLY. Y nucto speme, y urpy ynasm jow jegaH urpad, byrapcka npasocnasHa
LpKBA, KOja HWje 3a40BO/bHA A€/10M WMMEHa HOBOOCHOBaHe LPKBe Y
MakegoHuju —,,Oxpuacka apxuenuckonnja® (smgu, Dimitrov 2018).

AytokedanHoct ypkse y CeBepHoj MakepoHuju:
MoAen Teopuje urapa

Mogen Teopuje nrapa Koju NnprumMmerbyjem y OBOM paay jecte KOHa4yHa urpay
eKCTeH3MBHO] popmMM ca caBplieHUM MHPOopMauMjama, pelleHa MeToaom
peBep3He UHAYKLUMje (MHAYKUuMje yHa3ag), y Kojoj urpaum genyjy no ogpeheHom
pefocneny v bUXoBe OANYKe yTUYy Ha cneaehe notese. Mrpa ce cactoju og,
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yeTMpU wurpaya, a 1o cy BacesmeHcka naTtpujapwwmja (BM), MakenoHcKa
npasocnaBHa upKea (ML), Cpncka npasocnasHa upksa (CMLU) n Pycka
npasocnaBHa Lpksa (PL).° Ucxoam (pe3yntaTi) uspaxkeHe cy y opavHaAHUM
BpeagHocTMma un Kpehy ce og 0 go 4 (npu yemy je O HajHUKa, a 4 HajBMwWa
BPEAHOCT) M NpeacTaB/beHe Cy BEKTOPOM Mcxoda nopehaHum kao (BM, ML,
CML, PNLU). CTpyKTypa Urpe oapakaBa Kako BPEMEHCKWN peaocsies, of/yka 13
2022. roanHe, Tako n mehy3aBUCHY Npupoay CTpaTelwkKor nbopa yHyTap
npasocnaBHe 3ajegHuue. Joge/bmBarbem OpaMHANHUX BPEeAHOCTU CBAKOM
moryhem ucxoay urpe, oBaj moaen obyxsata npedpepeHumje CBaKor akTepa u
omoryhasa ngeHTMdUKaUnjy paBHOTEXKE NOAUTPE KPO3 peBEP3HY UHAYKLUM]Y.
Tabena 2 npuKasyje CTPYKTYpYy UCM1aTa NoBe3aHy ca CBaKMM MCXOA0M U Cymumpa
npedepeHumje aKkTepa.

 [lpyre UpKBe U HUXOBMU MHTepecH, nonyT Lipkee Mpuke unm byrapcke npaBocnaBHe LPKBE,
[0/1a3e TeK HakHagHo u popmumpajy HoBy urpy. MorneaaTtn, Ha npumep, Krastev 2022.
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JOMWHaHTHA cTpaTtermja Bl jecte aa yHyTap npaBocCnaBHe 3ajeaHuue
3a4pXM U NOTBPAM CBOje MECTO Kao primus sine paribus, Ka0 N KaHOHCKM
ayTOpuTET Koju 13 Hera nponsunasu. byayhu aa je veHa nosumumja y 3HaTHOj
MepW yrpoxKeHa o, ctpaHe PlLL, reonoantuyke n penurujcke TeHsunje nsamehy
NctaHbyna n MockBe HacTaB/bajy Aa YyTMYY Ha OMHAMMUKY YHyTap came
3ajegHuue. JeaaH of, K/bydHUX MHCTpPymeHaTa Bl 3a odyBarbe concrtBeHor
ayTopuTeTa jecTe AoAe/bUBarbe ayToKedanHOCTH, Ball Kao LWTO je TO y4MHUAa y
YKkpajuHn 2019. rogmHe. Y caonwTemy Koje je Bl nspgana 9. maja 2022. roanHe,
HaBoawu ce aa Bl ,npuma y eBXapuUCTUjCKY 3ajegHuLY jepapxujy, CBELUTEHCTBO
1 Hapog [MNMLU]... 3auesbyjyhn Ha Taj HauMH paHy packona“ (Orthodox Times
2022). MehyTtnm, y UCToM caonwiTery ce gogaje aa BM: ,npusHaje ‘Oxpuacky’
Kao nme oBe LpKBe (nogpasymesajyhn nog TMm obnacT weHe jypucgurkumje
WCK/bY4MBO Y rpaHMnLama TepuTopuje gpkase CeBepHe MakeaoHuje), Yume ce
UCK/byuyje ped ‘MaKkeagoHcKa' n 6uio Koju apyrm aepmsat peun ‘MakegoHuja’
(Orthodox Times 2022). Kaga je pey o MIL, weHa cTpaTeruja u ncnnate cy
NPUINYHO jeAHOCTaBHe: Xene Aa Aobujy ayTokedasHOCT U HE3ABUCHOCT 0Of,
CIML, anu nctoBpemeHo oKNeEBaAjy Aa UcnyHe cBe 3axTese BI1, jep 61 To morno
Oa yrposu wuxose byayhe ncnnate Koje 3aBuce og ognyka CrLL. Y KacHujem
WMHTepBjyy oa 22. maja 2024. roguHe, apxuenuckon CredaH, nornasap MIL,
OMKncao je rope NOMeHyTe YCI0Be Kao ,Henpuxsatbuee”. Pekao je aa je Bl
*kenena aa ce MIL, ,,oapeKkHe CBOr UMEHa Koje YK/bydyje TepmnH MakegoHuja,
HaMycTU CBOjy MUCUHjy Y Anjacnopun 1 NpmsHa YKPajUHCKY NpaBoC/1aBHY LpPKBY"
(Marusic 2024).%° 3arto je ctpaterunja CMNL, oa Hajseher 3Hauyaja Kaaa je pey o 0BOj
urpun. ClMNL ncnpasHo yeuha ga weHa nosunuuvja y MakeaoHuju suwe Huje
04p¥KMBa, NOLLTO CYy Ce NpaBoc/iaBHM BepHUUM y CeBepHoj MakegoHmju 6ancko
cspcTanu y3 MIL, wTo je 6uno npaheHo noBpemeHOM penpecunjom npema
csewTteHcTsy CrU. [akne, rmasHa ctpaTeruja CIL, jecte ga KoHconnayje csoje
penose, ojaya CBOj perMoHasiHu yTMLUaj 1 ocurypa Aa npuHumn ,,Majke upkee”
OCTaHe Ha cHasu 36or mM3asoBa Koju gonase u3 LpHe lope! n moryhe
ayTokedanHoctu LipHoropcke npasocnaBHe LpKBe. Ha Kpajy, Mmajyhn y snay
Aaa je CIL ayboko ucnpenneteHa ca PlL, veH nHTepec je aa 3aapKu gobpe
ogHoce ca MockBom, yrnaBHom 360r ocnopaBaHor cTaTyca Kocosa n Metoxuje

10 Takohe nornegatn m3jasy MUTponoanTa nosapaapckor ArataHrena us 2024. roanHe o
ncrom nutamwy (Orthodox Christianity 2024).

11 Mornepaty getasbHy aHanusy ynore CrL, y aMtnjckom nokpeTy y LipHoj fopy Tokom 2019-2020.
roguMHe, Koju je Ha Kpajy 40Beo A0 naga pexxmnma Muna bykaHosuha y: Arandelovic¢ 2024.
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n nogpLiKe Pycuje no osom nutamy. Ctpaterunja ClL, y oBom cnydajy moxe aa
Ce PacBeTIM PA3NNYUTUM U3jaBaMa HEeHOT CBELUTEHCTBA 1 CBeTor Apxujepejckor
Cabopa. CeeTtn Apxujepejckn Cabop CIL, n3gao je caonwterbe 16. maja 2022.
roAuHe, y Kojem HaBoAM Aa cy ,,y3poum packona u3 1967. roanHe ykaorweHu",
Takohe ce popaje aa 6u byayhu anjanor Tpebano ga byae BoheH ,,camo u
NCK/by4MBO“ NPemMa eKIMCUONOLIKO-KaHOHCKMM MPUHLMIMMA U YHYTPALWHUM
LPKBEHO-NOIMTUYKUM pasmaTparbuma. Adpyrum peumma, CIL, noHoBoO
notephyje BaxKHOCT NpuHUMna ,,MajKke upKse”, uctToBpemeHo aoaajyhu ga Hema
Hamepy Aa Hamehe 6uno Kakee gopatHe ycnose MIIL, y3 npenopyky aa ce
nUTakbe MMeHa LPKBE peLlun Yy ,AUPEKTHOM Aujanory” ca rpkojesnyHnm u
ApYyrMm npaBocnaBHMM Upkeama (CML, 2022). Takas pa3Boj gorahaja aHanusmpa
Anannmnotuc (Anapliotis) Koju TBpau aa ,,beorpas moxe Aa Aohe A0 3aK/byyKa
Aa je pasnas [ca MIMLU] y nob6poj Bepun 60/bM 04, 4ePUHUTUBHOT NpPeKMaa Y
cyKkoby,” nok AtaHacujyc (Athanasious) aogaje aa je ctpaternja CIL, ,,takohe
NoOApXKaHa of CTpaHe CpNCcKe BAage Koja Xeau Ja ce npeacrasu y
KOHCTPYKTMBHOM cBetny” (Rujevi¢ 2022). KoHauyHo, ctaTyc KocoBa n MeToxuje
og Hajseher je 3Hauyaja 3a ClL.. YHyTap ceewTeHcTBa ClL, nocToju jeanHcTBeH
NMONIUTUYKM CTaB Aa ,He3aBucHocT KocoBa 1 MeToxuje He bu Tpebano aa byae
npusHaTa n npuxsahena” (Vekovic¢ 2024, 223). Wrasuuwe, CMNL, yecto HaBoau u
XBanu nogpuwky Pycuje no oBom nutamy, Ykwydyjyhu u ctatyc CML, y LipHoj
lfopu. Ha npumep, 22. anpuna 2025. rogmHe, natpujapx CrL Mopdupuje cactao
ce ca Bnagumupom MytruHom y Mockeu. Uamehy octanor, natpujapx Nopdupuje
je pekao: ,,3axBanHK cMO Ha Balwoj nogpLium y Bean ca Kocosom, Penybamnkom
Cpnckom 1 HapasHo, LipHom Topom... Kao wTo 3HaTe, 6e3 Balle nogpLike u
noapLKke KuHe, Ko 3Ha wTa 6m1 ce gecnno ca KocoBom”. Ha MCTOM cacTaHKy,
enuckon MpuHej je objacHmo Kako ClL, Buau ceoje ogHoce ca Pycujom m PIILL.
Pekao je: ,,Haw manu yamal,, Koju N10BK NO ONYjHOM MOPY, yBEK Mopa Aa byae
Be3aH 3a Be/IMKK pyckn 6poa” (NIN 2025). Ha kpajy, nako PINL, Hema nocebHnx
MHTepeca y MaKeZlOHCKOM C/lyyajy, BEOMa je 3auHTepecoBaHa 3a OrpaHMyaBakbe
aytopuTteta Bl u 3a ouyBarbe npuHUmMna ,Majke upkBe”, Koju je 3a P, opg,
Hajseher 3Hauaja 360r yKpajuHcKor cnyyaja. Y AokymeHTy 13 2023. roamHe nog,
HasueBom ,MICKpuB/baBakbe NPABOCNAABHOr yyerba 0 LipkBu y noctynumma
jepapxmnje  KOHCTaHTMHOMO/bCKE MaTpujapwuvje M K3jaBama HEHMUX
npeactaBHUKa“, PrL, ce eKcnAMUUTHO NO3MBa HAa MakKeZOHCKK cay4daj n3 2022,
roAMHe, Kako 6M noTkonmana TBpary Bl 0 eKcknysMBHOM npaBy Ha
[o0e/buBabe ayToKedaNHOCTU. Y JOKYMEHTY Ce Aasbe HAaBOAM Aa ,BeEpPHa Aela
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Pycke npaBocnaBHe UpPKBE He NPU3HAjy M HWKaga Hehe ga npusHajy
ayTokehanHOCTM Koje cTBapa KOHCTaHTMHOMNO/bCKA LPKBa... 63 MHULUMjaTMBE U
carnacHocTM KupwujapxanHe Majke upkse” (ROC 2023). Oso notephyje aa
nogpLuKa P makeaoHckom peluersy nog sohcrsom ClL, Huje 6una nsonosaH
4YMH fobpe Bosbe, Beh Aeo Wwupe, JOKTPUHAPHO KoamMdUKoBaHe Kamnakbe 3a
ocrnopaBakbe NPOoK/aMoBaHor npumata Bnactv Bl (ROC 2023).

MUrpa noumnrbe ca Bl Koja ce Hanasm Ha NOYETHOj NO3MLMjU, KOja ce O4HOCK
Ha ognyKy Bl ga nowasse nucmo MIIL, 9. maja 2022. rognHe, y Kojem je Bl
npusHana ML, kKao BannMaHy UpKey, ann nog, ogpeheHnm ycnosuma. Jpyrum
peumma, y npeom notesy, BN bupa nsmehy gse crpatermje: ga npmsHa MIML,
nog, ogpeheHnm ycnoBmma nam Aa ce y34pu og akumje n 3agpxu status quo.
Oegaj notes Bl aeduHULLE CTPATELLKO OKPYKEHE 3a CBE HapeaHe urpade. AKo
BM ognyum aa He NocTynu No 0BOM NTaksy, Urpa ce 3aBpLuasa ncxogom E1 (Kpaj
1). Ucxop E1 npepctas/ba HacTaBaK status quo v ocTass/ba ctatyc ML,
HepelleHMM. TakaB MCxoa Huje y Hajbosbem mMHTepecy 3a Bl (0) n ML, (0),
octassmajyhmu CINLU (2) n PMNLU (3) Ha HUXOBUM TPEHYTHUM MO3ULMjaMa.
Mehytum, 6yayhu aa je BN aenosana 9. maja 2022. roanHe, nrpa je npewna Ha
Apyro nosbe, YnHehm MIL, akTMBHMM AOHOCKMOLEM OA/TYKA.

Y apyrom nosby, MIL, ce cyoyaBa ca Tpu moryhe ctpaternje: (1) ga y
NoTAyHOCTU oabaum npusHaree Bl, (2) Aa NpuxBaTK NpU3Hake U CBE YCN0BE
Koje je HameTHyna BI, 1 (3) aa NnpuxeaTh NpM3Hake, anu Aa ogdaum ycnose Bl
W 03 HacTaeu ca nperosopuma. Y Tabenu 1 ose onuuje cy NnojeaHOCTaB/beEHE
Kao ,,0a6wuja“, ,,Mpuxsata ca ycnosuma“ u ,,MNMpuxsata 6e3 ycnosa“. 3a ML, je
o4, Hajsehe Ba)XHOCTW Aa CXBaTW MOJIMTUYKY PeaNHOCT U cBe cBoje moryhe
cTpaTeruje, byayhu na 61 npuxsatare cBux ycnosa Bl HameTHyno 3HavajHa
orpaHuyerba Ha HUXOBOM MYTYy Ka OCTBAapely [M1aBHOr UHTepeca, a To je
CTMLaHbe ayTokedanHocTH. HbeHa npea onumja, ogbaumsarbe MHULMjaTMBe BI,
NMOHOBO BOAM A0 3aBpLUETKa urpe 1 Ao ucxoaa E1. Kao wro je Beh nokasaHo,
0oBaj nucxon Kopuctn camo CriL, v PIIL, v octasma status quo. 3ato je MIL,
npumopaHa ga bupa nsmehy apyre gse onumje, 0O4HOCHO Aa M Aa NPUXBATU
nnun ogbduje ycnose BI. Y 06a cnyyaja, wra rog ga nsabepy, urpa ce kpehe gamwe
Ka ClNL, wTo npeacTas/ba K/by4HO NOJbE LUene urpe.

Ykonuko MU oanyum ga npuxsatu ycnose BI1, CML, moxke nam ga opbuje
WUAKn Aa npuxesaTth aytokedpanHoct MML,. Axko CML, oanyun aa je ogbuje, urpa ce
NOHOBO 3aBplLUaBa ncxoaom E1. Mehytum, ako CINL, ognyum aa je npuxsatu, urpa
Hanpeayje Ao duHanHor nosba, rae PriLL ognyyyje aa v he aa npmsHa Taj UCxoA.
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Mocnearn notes Koju nosnaum PIL, oapehyje aa nm he urpa ga ce 3aspun
LWMPUM KOHCEH3YCOM Y 3ajegHuum mam jow Behom dparmeHTauujom. Y
3aBUCHOCTM oA, n3bopa PIL, urpa ce 3aBpLuasa ucxogom E1. Mehytum, y cayyajy
na PMNLU npuxeatn aytokedanHoct MIIL, ca cBMM yc/ioBMMa Koje je nocTaBmaa
BI, urpa ce 3aBpwaBa ncxogom E2, Wwto je Hajropa ctpateruja 3a P,

Ako ML, ognyum ga He npmxeaTth ycnose BI1, urpa noHoso npenasu Ha CIL.
Ako CINL, ogbuje aa npusHa ML, mrpa ce 3aBpwasa ncxogom E1. Mnak, ako
CNU, ognyun aa npuxsatu aytokedanHoct MIML, 6e3 ycnosa B, Taga urpa
npenasu Ha PrILL, Koja ce NOHOBO Hanasn y GMHAHOM U 3aBPLUHOM Mosby. PIL,
MOXKe ga oabuje unmn aa npuxeatv oayKy Kojy je aoHena ClU. Ako je ogbuje,
urpa ce 3asBpwasa ca E1, ogHocHO ocTaje status quo. MehyTtum, ako je PIL,
npuxeaTu, TaAa ce Urpa 3aBpasa ncxogom E3, wro je Hajbossm nexoa 3a PL,
M HajbosbM YKYMHWM MCXOZ, 33 CBE YK/bYUYEHE UrpaYe.

Ob6jawrere ucxoda

Mcxoam mrpe cy npeactaB/beHM Kao TP BeKTopa AobuTka: E1, E2 n E3. Kao
WwTo je Beh nomeHyTo, CBaKM BeKTOp je nopehaH Kao (BM, ML, CMNL, PML), a
JoaereHe BpeaHocTH Kpehy ce y pacnoHy og 0 2o 4. Apyrm peunma, Kopuctum
OpAMHANHO paHrMparse npedepeHumja, y Kojem je 0 HajHMKa, a 4 BpegHOCT.

Ncxopg, E1 je geduHmcaH Kao (0, 0, 2, 3) 1 ogroBapa cTamy status quo nnu
nponactu uenor npoueca. 3a Bl v MIL, E1 je Hajmarbe KesbeHU UCXoq, 3aTo
LUTO NoApa3ymesa Aa 06a urpaya He ycrnesajy y CBOjUM NPUMaPHUM LINJbEBMMA.
BMN enu pa noTBpAM CBOj ayTOPUTET Hag, NPaBOCNaBHOM XpulhaHCKOM
33jegHNUOM M A OCUrypa 3 HOBOOCHOBAHA LPKBA NoTnagHe nojg, HeHo
oKpusbe, ook MIIL, jeaHocTaBHO Kenn aa nobuje HezaBucHocT og, ClL, HakoH
55 rogmHa gyror cnopa. YKOMKO ce urpa 3aspLum ca ncxogom E1, CML, gobuja
ymepeHy wucnnaty (2) jep he fga 3agpKuM KaHOHCKY jypUCAMKUMjY Hapg,
Teputopujom CeBepHe MakenoHMje, ann No LeHy TpajHe HecTabuaHocTn m
ocnopasaHor nerntumuteta. 3a PML, ucxop E1 npeacrassba BUCOKY ucnnaty (3)
jep ce ANPEKTHO OAHOCKU Ha HeHY CTPATErNjy Y BE3M Ca YKPAJUHCKUM Cay4dajem,
roe YspcTto TBpAM Aa camo PrL, kao Majka upksa, MoXe ga npusHa
ayTokedanHOCT upKBee Y YKpajuHu. Jpyrum peunma, To nojadyasa HeHy YKYMHy
reonosINTUYKY CTpaTermjy orpaHmn4yaBsarba ytmuaja Bl yHyTap came 3ajegHumue.
Mospx Tora, 3a PIL je status quo Takohe gobpa onuuja, 3aTo LWITO TO NUTaHE
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OCTaje TayKa Croperba Y PErMOHY Y KOjeM je OHa UCTOPUJCKMU uUrpana 3HadajHy
NOAUTUYKY yNory.

Mcxop E2 je pedurHucaH Kao (3, 3, 1, 0) u npeacras/ba cLeHapuo y Kojem B
ycnewHo Hamehe cBoje e/beHo pelletbe, aoaesbyje ayTokedanHoct MIMLU, nog,
COMCTBEHUM YCNOBMMA M OCTBapYyje MaKkcumanHu aytoputet. 3a MIL, je oBaj
ncxopn Takohe y Hajsehoj mepu norkesbaH, jep obesbehyje Wwupe nprsHaBarbe
HeHe ayTokedanHoctn. Mehytum, 3a CrL, oBaj ucxoa, Huje noxkesbaH (1) 3ato
LUTO YINIaBHOM YMakbyje HeHy YN0ry, aKo je He NOTKoNa y NOTANyHOCTW. Ha Kpajy,
y ncxoay E2, PMNL, aobuja HajHuKy ncnnaty (0) jep TO ANPEKTHO NPOTUBPEYU
HEHOj CTpaTernju aa byae BPXOBHU KAHOHCKM ayTOPUTET Y 3ajegHULUN, HEHO]
nosnumnju y YKpajuau u npuHumny ,,Majke upkse.” KoHauyHo, ncxog E2 Huje
npuxsatbme 3a Pl1L, 3aTo wTo jaya aytopwuret BI.

Ha kpajy, ncxop E3 je neduHuncaH kao (1, 2, 3, 4) uume ogparkasa ctpaTtervjy
ML aa opbaum ycnose B, anu y3 npuxeaTtarbe og ctpaHe CIL, v Ha Kpajy PMNLU.
3a CIML je oo HajnoxesbHUjM ucxop, (3) jep noTephyje keHy ynory Kao ,,Majke
LpKBe"“, ann Takohe pelasa Ayroroauiltby cnop 1 octassba CrL, y aobpum
ogHocmma ca PrIL. PML Takohe aobuja makcumanHy mucnnaty (4) 3aTo wro ce
TO CaBPLUEHO YK/ana y HeHe reono/IMTUYKE U KAHOHCKE no3suumje y YKpajuHu.
ML, nobuja cpeary ncnnaty (2) jep octBapyje aytokedasHOCT U ayTOHOMMUjY
y 3eM/bM Y3 Nnoapwky ,Majke upkse” u PML. 3a MIML, E3 Huje HajBMLWwa ucnnaTa,
jep v gasbe mopa Aa ce HOCK ca APYrMM YCNOBUMA KOjU A0Ma3e o4 OCTaNAnX
upkaBa (BIM, Mpuke n Byrapcke), anu je teH raBHU MHTEPEC Y UFPU OCTBAPEH.
Ha Kpajy, E3 je penatMBHO HMUCKa ncniaTa 3a B (1) jep je 6una urpay y urpwm, a
HEH MOYETHM NOTE3 NPYXKMO je oapeheHy npeaHocT 3a byayhe nperosope.

Peeep3Ha uHAyKyuja

Kako 61x npumeHMO peBep3Hy MHAYKUM]Y, NoYMtbem o GpUHANHOT Nosba
oa/ly4yMBakba U IoHOLWEHa ogyKa oA ctpaHe PIILL. PIL, morke aa 6upa nsmehy
ncxoada ca Hajsmwom ucnnatom og 4 (E3) unm ncxoaa ca HajHUKOM McnnaTom
og 0 (E2). Yaumajyhu y 063up ose onuuje, PML, HMKaga Hehe aa m3abepe
cTpaTernjy Koja Bogm o E2. Ymecto Tora, PIL, he aa nsabepe nam nytamy Koja
Boam oo E1 vnn go E3, y 3aBUCHOCTM 04, NPETXOAHMX noTesa.

AKO ce NOMepMMO jeaH KOpaK YHa3a4, NpeTrnocTasKa je aa Clu, npeasuha
noHawarbe PML. Mmajyhu y Buay aa CrL, moxke aa npeasunau aa he PN, aa
onbwuje ncxoa E2 u npmnxsatn E3, CINL, moxke Ha ocHoBy Tor npeasuharba Aa
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Kpeupa concteeHy ctpaTterujy. Ako CIL, oabuje 3axtes MIMLU, ncxog je E1.
MehyTtum, ako ra ClL, npuxsat, oHAQ je HeHa pauMoHanHa cTpaTermja aa 1o
yunHu jep npeasuha aa he oarosop PrL, aa nosege no E3. pyrum peunma,
onTumasnHa ctpateruja 3a ClL, jecte Aa NnpuxBath 1 AoAenn ayTokedanHocCT.

Ha nosby Ha Kojem ML, mopa ga ognyym o notesy B, oHa 61 Tpebano aa
npeasuan ogrosope m CML, u PML. Ykonuko y notnyHocTv ogbaum npeanor BI,
urpa ce 3aspLuasa ca E1 n ucnnatom og 0. Mehytum, y cayydajy aa MIMNLU, oanyun
[Aa npuxsaTtu ycnose BI, oHa npeasuha aa he ga nx ogbaue v CML v P, wto
6u poseno go E1 nan eseHtyanHo ao E2, wro je Takohe Kpajie HeBepoBaTaH
ncxop ns nepcnektuse MILL Koja y3nma y 063up onumije Koje nmajy CLL v PN,
Mehytum, oabaumsarse ycnosa BI, y3 npuxeaTarbe og ctpaHe CIL, m PrILL, Boau
00 ncxoga E3 ca ncnnatom og, 2 3a ML, Crora je 10rMyHo NpeTnocTaBuTh 4a
je onTumanHa crpaternja MINU, ga og6aum ycnose Bl v aa anenyje Ha ClL, a
Ha Kpajy u Ha PTILL.

MoyeTHO Nosbe, Ha Kpajy, yKasyje Ham Ha npeasuharbe LeNoKynHe urpe u
HaKHagHWX oanyKa og ctpaHe BI. Y cayyajy aa Bl He ypaau HUWTa, Ucxog, je
E1 ca ucnnatom og 0. 3aTo je paumoHanHo 3a BIM ga npusHa MIML, wTo he Ha
Kpajy aa gosege Ao ucxoaa E3 n ncnnate og 1. OunrnegHo, HajnoXKesbHUjn
ncxogp, 3a Bl jecte E2. Mehytum, ako Bl nma Ha ymy ctpatermje MU, CMNL v
PML, nornyHo je pga je beHa OoNTMMAAHA CTpaTernja ga NOKpeHe npouec
npusHaearbem MIL, wto he Ha Kpajy Aa aosege ao E3 ca ucnnatom og 1 3a
BN, wto je n gase 6osbe o E1 n 3agpiKaBamsa status quo.

OBaj mogen Teopuje nrapa Ta4HO OMOHalla HauYMH Ha Koju ce Leo npouec
Ha Kpajy 3aBpmno. M Buwe og Tora, oH Nokasyje aa je npouec 6mo mrpa ca
paLMOHaNHMM UrpaunMa 1 NPopavYyHMMa, LUTO NPaBOCAaBHE LIPKBE U HbUXOBe
reonosIMTUYKE 04/1yKe YUHW HE MHOTO ApYyraymjum og, ocTannx mefhyHapogHux
aKTepa, YK/by4yjyhu n came gpxkase. [lpyrum peuymma, nytakba paBHOTEXKE Y
urpu je cnepeha: (1) BM npusHaje MIL, ca ycnosuma, (2) ML, npuxsaTta
npusHarbe, ogbalyje ycnose v anenyje Ha ClL, (3) CMNL, npuxsaTta u aogesbyje
ayTokedanHocrt, u (4) PMNL, npuxsata Ty ognyKy. OBaj pegocnen A0BeO je A0
ucxoaa E3, wrto npeacras/ba caBpLUeHy paBHOTEXY noaurpe.

N3 HaBeaeHux pasnora ncxod E3, Ha HaUMH Ha Koju je NpeacTaB/beH, MOXKe
Ja ce TYMayn Kao NpousBof, pauMOHaNHOr U CTpaTewKor noHawaka CBUX
Mrpaya Koju cy yK/bydeHu y Urpy, Mako TO HUje HajnoXesbHUjU MCXOA, 33 CBE HoUX.
1 BM n MIL, 61 Buwe Bonene ncxog E2 Hero E3, anu Taj ucxog, Huje peanaH
YHyTap CTPYKType urpe, 3aTto wto 6m ra PML, ogbauuna Ha nocnearem noswy.
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Apyrum peunma, ncxog E3 je y cTpaTelwlkom cmUciy onTMManaH 3a cBe, a U
AocnefiaH je y ogHocy Ha npedepeHLumje urpada u o4eKnBaHe 0AroBope CBUX
YK/by4eHUX CTpaHa. Kao TakaB, NpPMKa3aHW MOAEN jaCHO NOKasyje HauyMH Ha Koju
mehy3saBucHOCT 06MKyje peasiHOCT NPAaBOC/AaBHMX LpKaBa.

3aKk/byuum

OBaj YnaHak nocTass/ba Te3y Aa 6K npasociaBHa xpuwhaHcKa 3ajeaHnua
360r cBOje OpraHW3aUMOHe CTPYKType Morna Aa ce BM3yanusyje Kao
reononnTMYKa WaxoBCKa Tabaa Ha Kojoj cBaKka ¢urypa npeAcTaB/ba jeHY LIPKBY.
MehyTrm, HaKOH pycKe MHBa3uje Ha YKpajuHy 2022. roamHe, y pagy ce TBpam
[a NpaBOCNaBHe LpKBe TeXe [a ce CBPCTaBajy y3 jefaH o4 ABa MaBHa LeHTpa
Mohu, O4HOCHO y3 Bace/beHCKOT MATPWUjapxa, Ha jeaHoj, U Pycky npaBocnaBHy
LPKBY, Ha Apyroj ctpaHu. OBa CBpCTaBakba CHAXXHO YTUYY HA npouece
OOHOLEeHa 04/1yKa NPaBOCAABHUX LpKaBa Yy MeflyHapogHOj apeHu.

MNpumeHoOm Teopuje wurapa Ha pJaty CTyaujy Cciyyaja [AoAesbMBakba
ayTokedanHocTn upkeu y CeBepHoj MakegoHuju 2022. rogmHe, 0Baj paj, Hyau
objawtrberbe y norneay HauMHa AOHOWEHA O4JyKa YHYTAap MpaBoOC/aBHe
3ajegHuue. Crnop ctap 55 roanHa nsamehy beorpaga n Ckonsba o cTaTycy LpKBe
y CeBepHoj MakenoHuju, peweH je Tokom 2022. rogmHe 3a CBera HEKOJIMKO
Heaesba. [IPUMEHOM KOHAYHe Urpe y eKCTeH3MBHOj GOpMM Ca CaBpLUEHUM
MHPOPMaLMjaMa, pelleHe MeTOAOM peBepP3He MHAYKLUMje, MOKA3ao cam Aa cy
CBa YeTMpM K/byyHa urpaya y wrpu (BM, MMLU, CMAL v PMLU) nocrtynana
PaUMOHANHO U CTPATELWKN. TMMe OBaj paj, MPy»Ka Kako HOBU KOHLLEMTYaHU
OKBMp 33 pa3ymeBatbe AOHOLWEeHa OAJyKa NMPaBOC/AaBHUX LpKaBa, TaKo U
eMMUPUjCKN yTeMes/beHO objallktberbe O0BOr 3HadyajHor gorahaja yHyTap
npasocnasHe xpuwhaHcKke 3ajeaHnue.

Mnak, ocTaje HejaCHO Aa M MoZenu Teopuje nrapa mory ga ce Kopucre y
Pa3NUNTMM OKPYKEHMMA U Ha PA3INYUTMM C/ly4ajeBMMa YHyTap NpaBoC/i1aBHe
XpuwhaHcKe 3ajegHuLE, LWTO 3axTeBa 0OMMHMja UCTParXKMBaHba Y 0BOj 0bnacTu.

Mpesod ca eHzaslecKoz Ha CPIICKU je3UK:
Mpesodunayka azeHyuja Language Shop
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