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Abstract. The article evaluates the level of influence of the Christian Churches in the European Union.
In order to identify this influence, the author considers such variables as the degree of the religiosity of the
state and the presence of Churches at the supranational (EU) level. Using the parameters of religiosity —
belief in God, belonging to a particular denomination, and the confidence in the Church — the author identi-
fies areas of high, medium and low influence of the Churches in the EU. The area of high influence in-
cludes Cyprus, Greece, Malta, Romania, Italy, Croatia and Poland; the medium influence area includes
Germany, Spain, Finland, Ireland, Slovenia, Portugal, Denmark, Sweden, Luxembourg, Slovakia, Bulgaria,
Hungary, Lithuania and Austria; and the low influence area — Estonia, the Czech Republic, France, the UK,
Belgium, Latvia and the Netherlands. Only countries with the homogenous Catholic or Orthodox popula-
tion are inside the area of the high influence, while the countries with multi-confessional population are
mainly in the area of low influence. This is partly due to the historical circumstances, but also to the rivalry
between denominations, their ability to work together, and peculiarities of social doctrines. The author be-
lieves that all Christian denominations, with the exception of some Free Churches, show readiness to cooper-
ate with the EU institutions on a variety of issues, which is confirmed by the growing number of religious
representations in Brussels, where the Catholic Church has managed to establish the most influential and
professional bodies, followed by the Orthodox and then by the mainstream Protestants. However, Euro-
pean institutions do not show the same degree of openness and eagerness to interact with the Christian
Churches as the latter express about interacting with the EU.
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anity; Churches; level of influence

The Christian Churches play a unique role in the European integration. First, due
to the appropriate contribution to the initial stages of the process. Second, they embrace
the features of non-state actors and use similar methods to achieve their aims. Third,
the Christian Churches contribute to the formation of both European and national identi-
ties. There is one more feature, which adds to the uniqueness of the Churches and at
the same time allows to assess their possible degree of involvement in the integration
or the European Union politics, — this is the Church-state regimes, i.e. a unique and
distinct feature, peculiar to the Christian Churches only and in contrast to all other actors
of the European integration. The article develops in detail the concept of Churches as
specific participants of the European integration and, especially, assesses their level of
influence in the European Union. A number of important factors are considered to
achieve this aim: the Churches’ organisational structures, their interest in the EU politics
and their attitudes towards the EU determine the ecclesiastical level of influence. The de-
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gree to which a state is religious and the presence of the Churches at the supranational
(EU) level are also relevant. Taking all this into account enables to estimate in detail how
the Churches exercise their influence in various ways, and what level of influence is
achieved by different denominations.

HISTORICAL AND CONFESSIONAL TRAJECTORIES

The formation of the Church-state systems has been a long and complicated process,
not without its own conflicts and disputes. The modern models of the Church-state
relations mostly developed in the XXth century since earlier “church and state institu-
tions were closely intertwined” [11. P. 252]. In fact, in most countries of what is now
the EU the monarchs generally dominated the Church and even assumed the right to
appoint bishops and, furthermore, to interfere in the doctrinal issues [11. P. 253—255].
Thus, the relations between the Church and the state were largely unequal; this inequality
was disadvantageous for the Churches. There is also a theory that the confessional
structure had an impact on the Church-state relations. For instance, H. Knippenberg be-
lieves that the Church-state relations differ substantially between the Western and Eastern
Christianity, “and this divide can be expected to have direct implications and conse-
quences not only for political conflicts in the European states, but also for the religious
landscapes involved” [6. P. 255]. His view is similar to that of John Madeley: “the
pattern of church-state relations in society X can, in part at least, be explained by the fact
that it is a mono-confessional Orthodox or Catholic or Lutheran society; alternatively,
in the case of society Y, that it is a multi-confessional society with a particular range and
balance of confessions represented. To make sense of these patterns, two factors must
be examined in each case: the character of the different confessional traditions, particu-
larly as this relates to church-state relations, and how strongly they are represented rela-
tive to other traditions [9. P. 34].

If we accept J. Madeley’s concept of the mono-confessional blocs and multi-con-
fessional belts, then the confessional distribution in the EU will be as follows: (a) Austria,
Belgium, Croatia, France, Poland, Ireland, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Portugal, Spain,
the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Malta, Slovenia and Italy belong to the Catholic bloc;
(b) Romania, Bulgaria, Greece and Cyprus belong to the Orthodox bloc; (c) Denmark,
Sweden and Finland belong to the Lutheran bloc. The remaining six EU countries (Ger-
many, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Hungary, Latvia and Estonia) cannot be
regarded as mono-confessional states, although there are only a few religious minorities
in some of them. However, in some of these states the substantial confessional changes
are observed: for example, in Estonia traditionally regarded as a Lutheran country more
people now identify themselves as Orthodox than as Lutherans according to the last
census data [14].

RELIGIOSITY AS A FACTOR OF THE CHURCHES’ INFLUENCE

No mainstream Christian Church totally abstains from participation in the European
integration process. Only sectarian Protestants, who are extremely hostile towards
the EU, try to build a wall of separation between themselves and the European institu-
tions. However, this is an exception, not a rule. In the framework of this participation,
the Churches can interact with national governments on the EU issues. This interaction
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can be more intense and successful for those Churches, which are more influential and
highly rated within their own countries. Their level of influence is also determined by
the level of religiosity and historical circumstances of their countries. In fact, the Chur-
ches can exercise more influence in the countries, in which they have more adherents
(among the electorate of politicians) and contributed positively to some historical de-
velopments (for example, the Catholic Church’s support for the “Solidarnos¢” move-
ment in Poland).

Indeed, as was noted by J. Haynes, “the more secularized a society, the less like-
ly religious organisations will be able to play a politically significant role” [5. P. 5].
The Churches are able to influence the EU developments through the authorities of
member states. However, this depends on the ability of Churches to play “a politically
significant role” in their countries. In order to assess the Churches’ possible significance
and their ability to influence the national political settings (which depends on the ability
to exercise influence at the European level), we need to identify the level of religiosity
in the EU member states through the objective parameters. These include the level of be-
lief in God and people’s self-identification with a particular denominational group. In ad-
dition, the level of general trust to particular Churches helps to assess their potential
influence. The latest data on the level of belief in God in Europe is available for 2010.
The questions asked by the Eurobarometer distinguish the pure belief in God (presum-
ably more of a Christian character) and a vague belief in some sort of spirit or life force.
The data is available for all EU countries (see Table 1).

Table 1
The level of belief in God (%) [12. P. 204]
Country You believe there is a God You believe there is some
sort of spirit or life force
Belgium 37 31
Bulgaria 36 43
Cyprus 88 8
Czech Republic 16 44
Germany 44 25
Denmark 28 47
Estonia 18 50
Latvia 38 48
Netherlands 28 39
Poland 79 14
Portugal 70 15
Romania 92 7
Sweden 18 45
Spain 59 20
Finland 33 42
France 27 27
United Kingdom 37 33
Greece 79 16
Hungary 45 34
Ireland 70 20
Malta 94 4
Italy 74 20
Austria 44 38
Lithuania 47 37
Luxembourg 46 22
Slovenia 32 36
Slovakia 63 23
Croatia 69 22
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It is worth noting that the number of non-believers does not exceed 50% in any
EU country being highest in France (40%), the Czech Republic (37%), the Netherlands
(30%), Estonia (29%), Germany and Belgium (27% each) [12. P. 204]. The latest data
on belonging to a particular denomination is available for 2012. This figure shows if
people are willing to proclaim their religiosity and demonstrate their association with
an organised religion. The question was “Do you consider yourself to be...?”, and re-
spondents were able to express their religious affiliation. Most of them chose a Chris-
tian denomination: Catholic, Orthodox or Protestant; some chose “other Christian’. This
data, which is the sum of those who articulated their belonging to particular denomi-
nation, is presented in Table 2.
Table 2
Belonging to a Christian denomination (%) [13. P. T98]

Country Total percentage of those
belonging to a denomination
Belgium 65
Bulgaria 85
Cyprus 99
Czech Republic 34
Germany 65
Denmark 71
Estonia 45
Latvia 69
Netherlands 44
Poland 92
Portugal 93
Romania 98
Sweden 52
Spain 71
Finland 82
France 58
United Kingdom 58
Greece 97
Hungary 71
Ireland 92
Malta 96
Italy 92
Austria 86
Lithuania 90
Luxembourg 75
Slovenia 68
Slovakia 78

Thus, in 27 EU countries for which the Eurobarometer data is available (all mem-
ber states except Croatia) only in three (the Czech Republic, Estonia, and the Nether-
lands) the majority of population do not belong to any denomination or religion.

The third factor, which needs to be taken into account, is the level of confidence
in the Church. Here the most recent data is available for 2008. The data of the European
Values Study show that the level of confidence in the Church remains high in many EU
countries. The number of people who say they have “a great deal” or “quite a lot” of
confidence in the Church constitutes the majority in Croatia (53.2%), Cyprus (69.5%),
Italy (64.2%), Portugal (73.5%), Greece (54.3%), Malta (79.8%), Denmark (60.6%), Ire-
land (54.6%), Latvia (60.2%), Lithuania (70.6%), Poland (62.7%), Slovakia (59.3%)
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and Romania (85.3%). Even in other EU member states, where the level of confidence
in the Church is not substantially high, no particularly high level of mistrust was re-
corded. The very negative assessment (‘“none at all”’) exceeded 30% only in two cases:
the Czech Republic — 44% and Spain — 33.9%, and closely approached 30% in Ger-
many (28.1%) and Belgium (27%) [4].

If we combine three parameters analysed above, we can refer to the existence of
different areas of Churches’ influence in the EU. The area of high influence includes
Cyprus, Greece, Malta, Romania, Italy, Croatia and Poland; of medium influence —
Germany, Spain, Finland, Ireland, Slovenia, Portugal, Denmark, Sweden, Luxembourg,
Slovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania and Austria; and of low influence — Estonia,
the Czech Republic, France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Latvia and the Netherlands.
Only Orthodox and Catholic countries with highly homogenous religious populations
constitute the Churches’ areas of high influence, while the countries from the multi-
confessional belts are mainly in the area of low influence. This is partly due to their
historical circumstances, but also to the rivalry between denominations, their ability
(or inability) to work together and the peculiarities of social doctrines (since the liber-
alisation of social doctrines and practices often alienates believers and does not attract
new ones). These three areas enable us to identify countries where the higher partici-
pation of the Churches in the national politics (and their corresponding influence at
the supranational level) is expected, and areas where participation is expected to be lower.
However, to get a full picture of the situation, we need to look at the Churches at the
supranational level.

CHURCHES AT THE SUPRANATIONAL LEVEL

The presence of the Churches at the supranational level is a crucial indicator for
defining how actively and successfully the Churches can monitor the EU policy-making.
It is of particular importance in their attempts to influence the decision-making process.
The work of representations in Brussels is also a reflection of the Churches’ interest
in EU developments and their desire to participate in the European integration. First,
it is important to underline that only the Roman Catholic Church has established its pres-
ence in the EU at the diplomatic level in two forms: the Embassy of the Holy See to
the EU, and the mission of the Sovereign Military Order of Malta. Of course, the Papal
Nuncio (appointed first in the capacity of a Nuncio for the European Community in 1970)
takes it as a natural task to defend, using diplomatic means, Vatican’s interests at the
European level. The Sovereign Order of Malta’s circumstances are not as favorable as
for the Holy See: the representation of the Order is recognized as a diplomatic entity
by the European Commission, but not by the EU member states. However, no other re-
ligious representation is regarded as a diplomatic mission; none could even acquire this
status.

The Transparency Register website of the European Commission lists 50 organiza-
tions in the Section V “Organizations representing churches and religious communities”.
However, not all religious organisations have chosen to register in the Section. Some
(for example, Christian Solidarity Worldwide, Eurodiaconia, Christian Aid and other)
chose to register in the Section III “Non-governmental organizations”, and a small num-
ber of organizations did not register at all. The religious representations are mainly Chris-
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tian [15]. Certainly, not all organizations have the functioning staff, a clear agenda,
and an ability to monitor developments in the EU, particularly with attempts to influence
its decision-making process. We can classify these representations along denominational
lines. L. Leustean also suggests making a distinction along the following functional pa-
rameters: the official representation of Churches, inter-Church or convictional organi-
zations or networks, religious orders, and single-issue organizations [8. P. 307].

The Catholic organizations working on a wide range of issues include the Commis-
sion of the Bishops’ Conferences of the European Union (COMECE), Jesuit European
Social Centre, and Caritas Europa. Single-issue organisations are normally concerned
about immigration and refugees (one can mention here the International Catholic Migra-
tion Commission and the Jesuit Refugee Service Europe). The Orthodox representations
tend to concentrate on broader issues, and include representations of the Churches of
Greece, Romania, Cyprus, the Moscow Patriarchate, and the Liaison Office of the Ortho-
dox Church (Ecumenical Patriarchate). Finally, Protestants are represented by a number
of different organizations, including the Evangelical Church in Germany (EKD) office,
European Evangelical Alliance, Christian Action, Research and Education (CARE for
Europe), representations of the Anglican Church and of Free Churches. The ecumenical
organizations are best represented by the Conference of European Churches (CEC).

CHURCHES’ WORK IN BRUSSELS

The analysis of practical cooperation between the Churches and the EU institutions
is important to see in more detail how the work of representations in Brussels is orga-
nized. Practical cooperation between Christian organisations and European institutions
usually takes form of consultations and meetings. L. Leustean distinguishes two main
types of meetings: working groups (when experts from both sides focus together on spe-
cific issues), and “ ‘photo opportunities between the highest levels of political and re-
ligious leadership in Europe” (when Presidents of the European Council, Parliament,
and Commission are present, as well as Church leaders and leaders of other religions)
[8. P. 309—310]. Although “photo opportunity” meetings are the most visible to the
press and general public, they seem to be mainly ceremonial with few practical conse-
quences. There have been twelve such meetings since 2005 (Table 3).

These meetings do not give much opportunity either for substantial interventions
or for discussions. It is hardly possible to have a deep and profound discussion in a meet-
ing which only takes place once a year, lasts for two hours, and is attended by more than
20 participants. In contrast to these photo-op meetings, the working groups are more
practical and provide more opportunities for influence, especially if the Church experts
are good professionals in the field. However, there are no formal rules to oversee the
special involvement of Christian organizations in the EU’s policy-making. The Church
experts work alongside experts from secular organisations, and there is unlikely to be
any preference towards the former from European institutions. Moreover, in certain cases
the Church affiliation can even lead to some uneasiness, if partners have strong anti-
Church views or oppose any sort of religious involvement in policy, even in the form
of expertise not related to a religious agenda.
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Table 3
High-Level Meetings Between Religious and Political Leaders in the EU [2]
Date Theme Confessions present
July 2005 Rejection of terrorism and ongoing EU integration Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
Judaism and Islam
May 2006 Fundamental rights and mutual respect Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
Judaism, Islam and Buddhism
May 2007 Building a Europe based on human dignity Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
Judaism and Islam
May 2008 Climate change and reconciliation Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
Judaism and Islam
May 2009 Economic and financial crisis: ethical contributions | Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
for European and global economic governance Judaism and Islam
July 2010 Combating poverty and social exclusion Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, Juda-

ism, Islam, Hinduism and Sikhism
May 2011 A partnership for democracy and shared prosper- Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
ity: a common willingness to promote democratic Judaism, Islam and Buddhism
rights and liberties

July 2012 Intergenerational solidarity: setting the parame- Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, Juda-
ters for tomorrow’s society in Europe ism, Islam, Hinduism and Baha’ism

May 2013 Putting citizens at the heart of the European pro- Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
jectin times of change Judaism, Islam and Hinduism

June 2014 | The future of the European Union Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,

Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Sikhism
and Mormonism

June 2015 Living together and disagreeing well Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox,
Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism
and Mormonism

November Migration, integration and European values Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, Juda-
2016 ism, Islam, Hinduism and Mormonism

In principle, after the Treaty of Lisbon was entered into force in 2009, it could
have been expected that the Churches would have better opportunities for the influence
at the supranational (European) level. As L. Leustean noted, “the latest Lisbon Treaty
gives religious communities a more significant position and institutes a consultation
framework with the European institutions” [7. P. 175]. Indeed, Article 17 (3) of the Trea-
ty on the Functioning of the European Union envisages “open, transparent and regular
dialogue” with the Churches (as well as with philosophical and non-confessional organi-
zations). In April 2010, COMECE and CSC [Church and Society Commission] CEC
articulated their “General considerations” on the implementation of this provision of
the Treaty of Lisbon. They emphasized, in particular, that the Churches’ dialogue part-
ners should include the Council, Commission, and Parliament, but also “other EU insti-
tutions and bodies” [1. P. 3], and that opportunities for dialogue should be given to both
minority and majority Churches.

Explaining the characteristics of such dialogue, COMECE and CSC CEC noted
the following: the openness means that the EU institutions should be willing “to work
with citizens towards the goal of ‘involvement in the lawmaking and governance’ of the
EU” [1. P. 4]. One more feature of this openness is that no policy field within the EU’s
legislative and governmental competence should be excluded from this dialogue.
It should also be “frank™ and can focus, infer alia, on the promotion of universal values,
as mentioned in the Preamble of the Treaty on European Union, on “the respect of human
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dignity of every human being, reconciliation and intercultural understanding, as well as
on the realization of the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity in EU policy” [1. P. 4].
Transparency is explained as a good opportunity to allow the interested public to know
the Churches’ perspectives on EU issues and an opportunity for the EU institutions to
disseminate their views to a wider audience. The provision for a regular dialogue is par-
ticularly developed, with the Christian organizations emphasizing that regular dialogue
“goes above and beyond sporadic ad-hoc meetings between representatives of Churches
and EU institutions” [1. P. 5]. The Churches stressed that the future dialogue framework
should improve and enhance the existing one at all levels: working contacts, consulta-
tions, dialogue seminars, and high-level meetings. In fact, those high-level and most
visible meetings need “common content preparation prior to the events as well as any
subsequent follow-up” [1. P. 5]. Also COMECE and CEC pointed out that they would
welcome participating in the hearings organised by the European Parliament. All this
confirms the Churches’ readiness to closely cooperate with EU institutions.

In contrast, the European Commission’s official website does not provide such
substantial and inclusive definitions of the characteristics of this dialogue as elaborated
by the Christian Churches. To the European Union the openness means that the “dialogue
partners can be churches, religious associations or communities, as well as philosophical
and non-confessional organizations that are recognized or registered as such at national
level and adhere to European values”. Transparent dialogue means that the European
Commission, on a dedicated website, “conveys to the public all relevant information
about the activities within the dialogue.” Finally, regular dialogue means that “the Euro-
pean Commission maintains a regular dialogue with interlocutors at various levels in the
form of written exchanges, meetings, or specific events” without specification of how
regularly [3].

This rather reserved tone on the part of the European Commission can be considered
a confirmation of R. McCrea’s claim that the EU, while being not strictly secular, can
in practice impose some limitations on the return of religion to the political arena [10.
P. 13]. It appears that the European institutions do not show the same degree of openness
and eagerness to interact with the Christian Churches that the Churches express about
interacting with the EU. Certainly, it was the Churches’ achievement that in the text
of the Lisbon Treaty the provisions for their dialogue with the EU were separated from
the dialogue with the civil society. However, it was partially watered down by the inclu-
sion of “philosophical and non-confessional organizations” in this dialogue. Moreover,
the Churches initially requested “structured” dialogue, but this word did not appear in the
Article 17. Consequently, the Article 17, if fully applied, simply means dialogue with
almost everyone, without any specific obligations from the European Union. In fact, put-
ting this Article into practice still remains an issue of concern, since it is difficult to
organize the dialogue with hundreds of different denominations. Therefore, it appears
that the Churches will have more chances to increase their influence if the cooperation
at the policy level will become more intensive — then it is likely that the Churches
will be more heard in the Brussels’ corridors of power.
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This article develops the concept of the Churches as unique participants of the Euro-
pean integration and assesses their level of influence in the EU. To evaluate the
Churches’ influence, various important parameters were taken into account. First, the
existing Church-state relations in the EU member states. Second, the practical coopera-
tion between the Churches and the EU institutions. All Christian denominations (except
some Free Churches) show readiness to cooperate with the EU institutions on a variety
of issues. This is clearly confirmed by the growing number of religious representations
in Brussels, where the Catholic Church managed to establish the most influential and
professional bodies, followed by the Orthodox and then by the mainstream Protestants.
In addition, the Churches work together through ecumenical organizations such as the
Conference of European Churches. The Roman Catholic Church exerts a higher degree
of influence and involvement at the supranational level, while at the national level
this depends on the circumstances of the particular country. The variations can be tre-
mendous even between countries within the same confessional group.

Taking into account the parameters of religiosity (the belief in God, belonging to
a particular denomination and the confidence in the Church) we identified the areas of
the high, medium and low influence of Churches in the EU. The area of high influence
includes Cyprus, Greece, Malta, Romania, Italy, Croatia and Poland; of medium influ-
ence — Germany, Spain, Finland, Ireland, Slovenia, Portugal, Denmark, Sweden, Luxem-
bourg, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania and Austria; and of low influence — Es-
tonia, the Czech Republic, France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Latvia and the Ne-
therlands. Thus, only countries with the homogenous Catholic or Orthodox population
are inside the area of high influence. The Catholic countries are located in all three
groups, which confirms that the level of influence of the Church at the national level
depends not only on the denominational parameter.
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B crartpe oreHuBaeTcs ypoBeHb BIFSIHUS XpUCTHAHCKUX TiepkBeit B EBpomneiickom Coroze. [{st ompe-
JIETIeHHs] YPOBHS STOTO BIMSHUS YIUTHIBAIOTCS TaKUE MAPaMeTpPhl, KaK CTENIEHb PEUTHO3HOCTH B KOHKPET-
HOU CTpaHe W MPHCYTCTBUE IEPKBel Ha HamHammoHaapHOM ypoBHE (EBpomeiickoro Coroza). C yuerom ma-
PaMeTpoB PEMIHO3HOCTH — Bephl B bora, mprHauiexkHOCTH K KOHKPETHON KOH(MECCHH 1 IOBEPHS LIEPKBU —
OTIPENIEIISIOTCS] TEPPUTOPHH BBEICOKOTO, CPETHETO M HU3KOTO BIMSAHUS IepkBel B EBpocorose. 30Ha BBICO-
KOTO BIMsHUS BKItOUaeT B ce0s1 Kurp, ['peruro, Masbety, Pymbinuto, Mranuro, Xopsaruto u [losnsiry,
30Ha cpenHero BimsiHUS — [ 'epmanmro, Mcanuto, Gunisiaauio, Upnannuio, Cnosenwnro, [Topryranmro,
Hanwuro, [lIenuto, JTrokcemOypr, CroBakuto, bonraputo, Benrputo, JIMTBY 1 ABCTpHIO, a 30Ha HU3KOTO
BIMsTHUSA — Octonuio, Yexuto, @panmmto, Coenmaernoe Koponesctso, bensruro, Jlateuro n Hunepmanpr.
Tonpko TocynapcTsa ¢ OAHOPOAHBIM IPABOCIABHBIM WITH KATOJIMYECKHM HACEJICHHEM BOLLIM B 30HY BBICO-
KOTO BIIMSTHHS, B TO BPeMsI KaK CTPaHbI ¢ MHOTOKOH(ECCHOHATIBHBIM COCTABOM HACENICHHUS HAXOIATCS, KaK
MIPABHIIO, B 30HE HU3KOT'O BIMSHUA. DTO YACTUYHO CBSI3aHO C HCTOPUUECKAMU OOCTOSTEILCTBAMH, a TAKKE
C COTIEPHUYECTBOM MEXy KOH(PECCUSAMH, C UX CIOCOOHOCTHIO (HJTH HECTTOCOOHOCTBIO) K COBMECTHO# pa-
60Te 1 ¢ 0COOEHHOCTSIMU HX COLHANIBHBIX JOKTPHUH. ABTOP OTMEYAET, YTO BCE XPHCTHAHCKHE KOHpeccHn
(uckimovast OTIETBHBIX HEOMPOTECTAHTOB) AEMOHCTPUPYIOT TOTOBHOCTh COTPYAHUYATH C HHCTUTYTAMH
EBpocoroza. [lanHblA (hakT MOATBEPKIAETCS PACTYIUM KOJIMYECTBOM PETUTHO3HBIX IPEICTaBUTEIBCTB
B Bproccerne, riae Haubomnee BausTenbHOU siBisiercst Karonmuueckas 1epKoBb, 3a KoTopol cieayet [IpaBo-
CIIaBHAsI IEPKOBb M TPAIMIMOHHbIE IPOTECTaHTHL. OIHAKO €BPOIEHCKUE MHCTHTYTHI He TIPOSIBIISIOT TOH Ke
OTKPBITOCTH U JKEJIaHUsI B3aUMOJICHCTBOBATh C XPUCTUAHCKUMHU LIEPKBSIMH, YTO OYEBHIHBI CO CTOPOHBI Liep-
KBel B oTHOIIEeHUHN EBpocoro3a.

Kawuesbie cioBa: EBponeiickuii Coro3; eBporeiickas uaTerpanus; JinccaboHCcKuil 1oroBop; pe-
JIATUSL, PENUTHO3HOCTD; XPUCTHAHCTBO; LIEPKBH; YPOBEHD BIIUSHHUS

* Mymnpos C.A., 2016.
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