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Among other things, in the first Part of our paper, titled "About the organizational structure of 

the primary Church" - we have emphasized the fact that the Church, a divine-human institution, was 

established "ex voluntate Dei" (by the will of God) and that it had - since its very beginning- in 

terms of institutional organization - as a model, the Jewish "Synagogue", which was governed only 

by its religious and moral Orders and Norms. 

These religious and moral Orders and Norms indeed served the Church of the Apostolic and 

Post-Apostolic period only as a model, as they were drawn up and explained in the spirit of the 

Teaching of Christ and His Holy Apostles. 

This actually explains the fact that, assuming the model of the Jewish Synagogues, the Church 

was initially governed only by religious and moral norms, and not legal ones. 

The religious and moral Orders and Norms of the primary Christian Church obviously had as 

their source and reference the ”New" ”Law”, that is, the Christian Law brought by the Founder of 

the Church, our Savior Jesus Christ, and which was made known by those who found worthy the 

Charisma of the apostolate, but who came from the world of the Mosaic Law. 

However, this very reality made the Church of the Apostolic and Post-Apostolic period to 

find its model in the organizational structure of the Mosaic Cult, which would also be evident in the 

form of organization of the "Parochial church" of the citadel, led by a successor of The Holy 

Apostles, or of a "parish," led by a Priest, etc. 

Initially, the Primate of the local Church - based in a citadel – fulfilled in a way a Jerusalem 

Temple-Leader like function, and the priests at the forefront of the "Parishes" exerted powers 

similar to those of the Synagogue leaders. 

The Christian Church also took from the Temple of Jerusalem the synodal form of 

organization. Indeed, the "Synedrium" of the Temple - the legislative body of the Mosaic Religion - 

served as a model for the Synod of Bishops, and the Elders Councils of the Synagogues were taken 

as a model for those "Presbyters", that is, Colleges of Priests who became an auxiliary body of the 

bishop in the teaching, sanctification and leadership activity of the local Church. 

Since the 3rd century, the organizational physiognomy of the Christian Synagogue, that is of 

the Christian Community or Church, begins to differentiate itself from that of the Jewish 

"Synagogue," as confirmed even by the canonical legislation of the 4th century (cf. Can. 4, 6, 7 Sin. 

I ec.; 2, 3, 6 Sin. II ec.; 9, 17, 28 Sin. IV ec.; 7, 36 Sin. VI ec., etc.). 

Since the end of the 3rd century, measures were in fact taken not only against the Judaizers, 

but also the premises for the creation of new administrative-organizational structures were created, 

encouraged by the administrative Reform of Emperor Diocletian (284-305) and Emperor 

Constantine The Great (305-337). 
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As a result, another administrative-territorial unit would join the episcopal "Parochial 

churches", lead by bishops and the "Parishes" lead by priests, that is the "Diocese", meaning the 

"Province" church, which included several bishoprics, of which testimony had actually been given 

by a canon which had been written before the time of the first ecumenical Synod, namely the 

Apostolic Canon 34. 

In Part II of the paper, we have intended to emphasize that the canonical legislation of the 

Eastern Church, in the first millennium, is a constituent part of the "Holy Tradition", hence our 

justification to consider as the first basis of the administrative-teritorial organization of the Church 

the very testimonies offered by it. 

Indeed, the very text of Canonical Ecumenical Legislation confirms to us persuasively the fact 

that this was merely a legal-canonical formulation of what was "thought" by the Fathers of the 

Church, and which constituted in fact the treasure of the canonical Tradition of the Church, one of 

the constituent elements of The "Holy Tradition" of the Eastern Ecumenical Church (cf. Canon 1 

and 2 Sin. VI ec.; 1 Sin. VII ec.). 

As we have actually stated in the pages of this Part of our paper, the "Holy Tradition" has an 

important role not only in establishing an administrative-territorial organization in accordance with 

the provisions of the Canon Law, but also in the maintaining and affirming of a unit of canonical 

nature between the Churches, which adds to that of dogmatic and liturgical content. 

Therein lies the obligation to know and apply the canonical norms of the "Corpus Juris 

Canonici" of the Eastern, Ecumenical Church, in the first millennium and regarding the 

administrative-territorial organization of each local Church. 

A careful and persevering examination of the text of this canonical "Corpus" has in fact 

allowed us to note that, ever since the pre-Nicene era, greater administrative-territorial, 

autocephalous church units were organized based on the ethnic principle (cf.  Can. 34, 37 Ap.). 

In order to better illustrate this reality, we have often referred to both the organizational 

structure of the Church in the Nicene era and to the subsequent canonical legislation and doctrine, 

including the Commentaries made by the Byzantine canonists of the 12th century (Balsamon, 

Zonara and Aristen) to the Apostolic Canon 34, 4 of the 1st ecumenical Synod, 9 of the Synod of 

Antioch, etc. 

From Part III of our Ph.D. Thesis Project, the reader could also find out that the canonical and 

state legislation (Roman-Byzantine and Byzantine) remain bases and reference for the 

administrative-territorial organization of the Eastern Church. 

As it was natural, from the very first pages of this Part, we underlined the fact that the 

Orthodox Church did not know the practice of abolishing the Holy Canons adopted in the first 
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millennium, and at the same time we emphasized that, according to Orthodox canon law and 

doctrine, they can never be repealed. 

Indeed, the Fathers of the 6th ecumenical Synod (Constantinople, 691/692) - also known as 

the Trullan Synod - ordered that "... no one is allowed to change the canons ... or to abolish them ..." 

(Can. 2 Sin. VI ec.). 

In this part of our paper, we have also referred particularly to the old canonical Collections, 

which were constituted and circulated - both in the East and in the West – starting with the 3rd-4th 

centuries. 

Regarding the authority of the Holy Canons, we have also underlined the fact that these are 

the result of a divine-human work, since they were written by the Synod Fathers with the assistance 

of the Holy Spirit. 

That is precisely what determined the Christian, Roman emperors, - such as Constantine the 

Great and Justinian - to declare that these, that is the Canons, do not have only a "value equal to 

state laws" (Constantine the Great), but even "... a value superior to civil laws if their provisions are 

different from those of the former" (Justinian). 

Furthermore, we wanted to point out that this canonical legislation is the result of decisions 

taken "synodaliter" (synodally) and "collegialiter" (collegially) by the hierarchs of the Ecumenical 

Orthodox Church. 

Naturally, we have also not ignored or hid the fact that in these Canons we find the canonical 

bases of the administrative-territorial organizational forms of the Eastern Church. 

Regarding the value of the legality or "canonicity" of this administrative-territorial 

organization of the Eastern Church, we have stated that this can only be done with reference both to 

the canonical norms and to the basic canonical principles expressed by these. 

Certainly, the "unshaken strength" of the Holy Canons - the late canonist Pr. Prof. Liviu Stan 

referred to this - consisted primarily in the fact that in the Church’s conscience they were "Holy", 

because - as we have said in the lines above – they were the result of a synergistic, divine-human 

work. 

Also, the Canons were - along with the Church’s Teaching of faith - the basis of its 

organization and functioning. 

The "Holy Canons" were and in fact remained for the Church "its fundamental Law", 

meaning its Constitution, hence the obligation to affirm its provisions of principle in any Statute of 

organization and functioning. 
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Naturally, in this Part - which could itself constitute a Ph.D. Thesis Project - we have also 

referred to the nomocanonical Collections, that is the Nomocanons, which have been constituted 

and circulated within the Church since the Emperor Justinian’s era (527-565). 

Nomocanons (Code of Laws) were constituted and received by the Church also due to the fact 

that there were many State laws concerning the administrative-territorial organization of the 

Church, hence the need to know and apply the Code of Laws (nomocanonical) even to this day. 

As for the nomocanonical principle (Code of Laws), it was actually stated before the 

emergence of the nomocanonical law, that is from the 4th century, by the utilization in the life of 

the Church of some laws of the Roman State, which - from the 5th century - were inserted into the 

canonical collections (Syntagms), but after the Canons. 

Due to their mixed content - state laws concerning Church institutions, and Laws of the 

Church, that is Canons, - starting with the late 6th century these collections have been called 

"Nomocanons", and starting with the 9th century also that of "Code of Laws" (in Slavonic). 

From Part IV, the reader of our paper could find out that the forms of administrative-territorial 

organization - which the Church adopted ever since the Apostolic age (eg. the Parish and the 

Bishopric) - were determined by an objective criterion, namely the adaptation of the 

(administrative-territorial) organizational structure of the Church to the administrative-territorial 

division of the Roman State at that time. 

The process of adapting or accommodating the Church to the administrative-territorial system 

of the Roman State began as early as the end of the 3rd century, that is with the administrative 

reform of Emperor Diocletian (284-305), followed by that of the Emperor Constantine the Great 

(305-337). 

This reality resulted in the emergence of new administrative-territorial units of the Church 

since the 4th century, namely the dioceses (metropolises) (cf. Can. 4, 6 Sin. I ec.) and exarchates 

(cf. Can. 2, 3, 6 Sin. II ec.). 

In the 5th century, however, another administrative-territorial church unit would appear, 

namely the "Patriarchate". 

However, the 4th ecumenical Synod would recognize the title of Patriarch only on behalf of 

the Archbishop of "Old Rome," and, following this example, in the second half of the 5th century, 

four other Primates of Primary ecclesiastic Centers would claim this title. These are the bishops of 

Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. 

The same ecumenical Synod (Chalcedon, 451) also provided for the obligation of church 

dioceses (provinces) to be constituted within the geographical area of the provinces of the (Roman) 

State. 
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Thus, these administrative-territorial units could only be constituted within the territorial 

boundaries of the administrative-territorial units of the State, called "provincia/provinciae" 

(provinces). 

In the precise terms of the Holy Fathers of the 4th ecumenical Synod, the church "provinces" 

(dioceses) were to "...follow", that is to be established within the "political and congregation 

formations" (τοῖς πολιτκοῖς και βημοσίας τύποις) (Can. 17 Sin. IV ec.). 

This provision of principle was reinforced and reaffirmed by the Fathers of the 6th 

ecumenical Synod (Session II, 691/692) by canon 38. 

The fact that at the time of the 4th ecumenical Synod there was not yet the institution of 

Patriarchate is confirmed "volens-nolens" even by the Byzantine canonists of the 12th century, who 

stated that there were only "dioceses", that is church provinces whose foundation was decreed by 

the Fathers of the 1st ecumenical Synod (Nicaea, 325) (cf. Can. 4, 6 Sin. I ec.). 

Since both the constitution and the accommodation process of the administrative-territorial, 

ecclesiastical units to the state ones imply the evaluation of their canonicity, in this Part of the paper 

we made specific reference also to the fundamental, canonical principles, with a canonical-legal 

content, namely the principle of autocephaly, nomocanonical and territorial internal autonomy. 

In the pages of this Part of our paper, we have also highlighted the fact that the Church has 

found worthy the state of autocephaly with the establishment of the first Christian "Synagogues," 

that is the Christian Communities by the Holy Apostles. 

From then on, all the local Churches headed by their Primates, that is the bishops who could 

claim their apostolic succession, enjoyed this state of autocephaly. 

With the adoption of the system of organization of eparchial (metropolitan) type by the 

Fathers of the 1st ecumenical Synod, only these new administrative-territorial units would enjoy the 

status of autocephaly, and the bishoprics only of the autonomy one (cf. Can. 4, 6 Sin. I ec.; 8 Sin. III 

ec.). 

But the same thing will happen to the Exarchates - also established in the geographical area of 

an administrative-territorial unit of the Roman Empire that bore the same name, i.e. Exarchat - and 

which will become autonomous along with the appearance of the Patriarchates (cf. Can. 28 Sin. IV 

ec.). 

Initially, the latter were also "grosso-modo" constituted in the geographical area of a 

prefecture, the last administrative-territorial unit of the Roman Empire. 

In Part V of the paper, the reader is able to ascertain that the necessity of adopting the forms 

of administrative-territorial organization of the Roman State, by the Church, determined it to state 
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and affirm in the text of its canonical legislation one of the fundamental canonical principles, 

namely the territorial principle. 

In this Part of our Ph.D. Thesis, the reader could get acquainted not only with the canonical 

legislation, of the first millennium, regarding the affirmation of the territorial principle, but also 

with concrete cases of local Churches organized according to the ethnic and territorial criteria (the 

case of the Church of Proconsular Africa), and which have been enjoying their autocephaly status 

since ancient times. 

The territorial principle – stated in the canonical legislation since the 4th-5th centuries (cf. 

Can. 4, 6, 7 Sin. I ec.; 2, 3 Sin. II ec.; 9, 17, 28 Sin. IV ec.) was also reaffirmed at the end of the 7th 

century in terms of Canon 17 of the 4th ecumenical Synod (cf. Can. 38 Sin. VI ec.). 

The Fathers of the 6th ecumenical (Trullan) Synod declared that "we also keep the canon laid 

by our Fathers ...", that is, the Fathers of the 4th ecumenical Synod (cf. Can. 17). 

Reiterating the words in the text of Canon 17 of the 4th ecumenical Synod, the Fathers of the 

6th ecumenical Synod also conclude conclusively that "... the order of church affairs (ὴ τῶν 

ἐκκλησιαστικῶν πραγμάτων τάξις) should follow the political (state) and congregation structure" 

(Can. 38). 

The Church of Roman (Proconsular) Africa, of the 4th to 6th centuries, remains an edifying 

testimony of a local Church organized both according to the ethnic and territorial criteria, without 

losing its old autocephaly statute, which was increasing in the apostolic era. 

About this reality its own canonical legislation gives peremptory testimony, being published 

in 419 under the title "Codex Ecclesiae Africanae", which St. Dionysius Exiguus inserted in his 

canonical Collection (Versio Dyonisiana II). 

In fact, even the Byzantine Canonists acknowledged that the Church in Roman Africa had an 

administrative-territorial organization established within the administrative-territorial system of the 

Roman Empire starting from the pre-Nicene era. 

Moreover, on the basis of the testimonies provided by both the historiography of the time and 

its canonical legislation, we can conclude that, in its organization, the African Church gave 

expression to the affirmation of the fundamental canonical principles, namely the apostolic 

principle, the hierarchical principle, the synodal principle, the ethnic principle and the territorial 

principle. 

Finally, in the last Chapter of this Part, we have also made a brief presentation of the status of 

autocephaly of the Churches organized within the administrative-territorial units of the Roman 

Empire, namely the Province, the Exarchate and the Prefecture. 
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Among other things, we have made it clear that, although the notion of "autocephaly" appears 

in church language starting with the 12th century - thanks to the Commentaries of the Byzantine 

canonists (Balsamon, Zonara and Aristen), however, the state of autocephaly on behalf of the local 

Churches has been a reality since the pre-Nicene era. 

The Fathers of the 3rd ecumenical Synod confessed to the fact that this was the reality (Ephes, 

431), labelling the claim of canonical jurisdiction over the Church of Cyprus - claimed by the 

Archiepiscopate of Antioch - as "a new thing introduced against the church’s laws and canons of 

the Holy Apostles" , and "which hurts the freedom for all ..." (Canon 8, Sin. III Ec.). 

As we have also mentioned in the text of this paper, over the centuries this "freedom for all" - 

ecclesiologically expressed in terms of "church autocephaly - would be ignored or canceled by the 

two principal primate Chairs of the Christian world," namely "Old Rome" and "New Rome". 

Incidentally, even the "Tomos" [decrees] of autocephaly - drafted by these patriarchal Chairs - 

are themselves a testimony to their efforts to either abolish or limit this full "freedom" all local 

Churches constituted within a well-defined ethnic and geographic framework enjoyed "ab antiquo" 

(from antiquity). 

In Part VI, we presented the form of the eparchial organization, the metropolitan type, and its 

canonical bases. 

Both forms of administrative-territorial, ecclesiastical, organization were the natural result of 

the accommodation of the Church to the structure of the territorial administration of the Roman 

State, which were established on the basis of canonical norms (cf. Can. 4, 6, 7 Sin. I ec.; 2, 3, 6 Sin. 

II ec.; 9, 17, 28 Sin. IV ec.). 

Within the two administrative-territorial units of the Church, the Diocese (Metropolis) and the 

Exarchate, the supreme governing body was their episcopal Synod, thus affirming also the synodal 

regime of the Eastern Church (cf. Can. 5 Sin. I ec.; 19 Sin. IV ec.). 

Initially, the autocephaly of the Church constituted in a province (diocese) was founded on the 

canonical custom, then on the Canonic Orders (cf. Can. 8 Sin. III ec.). In fact, we find a similar 

situation in the case of the Exarchates (cf. Can. 6 Sin. I ec.; 2, 6, Sin. II ec.; 9, 17, 28 Sin. IV ec.). 

That the canonical custom had the same "power" as the canons, and even as the "τόν νομους" 

(State laws) is also confirmed to us by the Byzantine canonists (Balsamon, Zonara and Aristen). 

According to the canonical teaching of the Eastern Church, the canonical "old custom" is in 

fact an integral part of the "Holy Tradition", on the basis of which the first forms of administrative-

territorial ecclesiastic organization of the pre-Nicene Church were established. 
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Among these Churches of apostolic origin were, for example, the Church of Cyprus, the 

Church of Tomis, the Church of Cartagina, etc., organized on the basis of their old canonical 

custom in an ethnically and geographically well-defined context. 

In the pages of this Part we have also emphasized the fact that in the canonical legislation, 

which confirmed the two administrative-territorial units, that is the Metropolis and the Exarchate, 

the synodal institution, both metropolitan and exarchal, was foreseen, thus affirming another 

fundamental canonical principle, that of synodality. 

Among other things, in Part VII of our Ph.D. Thesis, we have referred particularly to one of 

the old European institutions, which has both a canonical and a legal (secular) basis, namely the 

Patriarchate. 

The name "patriarch" appears for the first time in the Acts of the Synod of Seleucia-Ctesiphon 

(the Syro-Oriental Church) in 424. 

However, this church will formalize the denomination of Patriarch only in 545, when the 

Catholicos of Seleucia-Ctesiphon named himself "Patriarch". 

The last basis, that is the legal one, we find in the Roman, imperial legislation starting with 

the 5th century, but it will be more illustrative in the Byzantine legislation, that is starting with the 

era of emperor Justinian. 

In Part VII, the reader can learn the fact that the patriarchal type of organization was only 

imposed by the 4th ecumenical Synod (Chalcedon), although it had been foreshadowed since the 

end of the 3rd century, that is since the organization of the administrative-territorial units of the 

Roman State, called Dioceses and Prefectures. 

Indeed, in 451, the Fathers of the 4th ecumenical Synod acknowledged for the Bishop of 

Rome the dignity of Patriarch, which, at the end of the 6th decade of the 5th century, was also 

claimed by the Greek Bishops of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. 

As a canonical-juridical institution, the Patriarchate was officialized by emperor Justinian, 

however, and then by the Fathers of the 4th ecumenical Synod (cf. Canon 7 and 36). 

The administrative-territorial ecclesiastical unit, known today as the "Patriarchate", appeared 

within the Prefectures, administrative-territorial units that had appeared within the Roman Empire 

since emperor Constantine the Great. 

The prefecture actually encompassed the territory of several dioceses, where exarchs were 

found, that is, both the rulers of the State and of the respective Churches. 

In practice, with the exception of the four Patriarchs, namely Rome, Constantinople, 

Alexandria and Antioch, the other two patriarchs of the first millennium, that of Jerusalem and of 

Georgia, did not have their Patriarchates in an administrative-territorial unit called "Prefecture". 
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In fact, in the 4th century, the Synods convened in Constantinople actually acknowledged the 

diarchical system, that is the leadership of the Ecumenical Church only through the two chiefs of 

the former Roman Empire, namely those of "Old Rome" and "New Rome" (cf. Can. 1 Sin. 

Constantinopolitan of 879). 

However, by such a decision, the system of the pentarchycal collegiate leadership, that is of 

the ecumenical Church, was effectively abolished by the five patriarchs mentioned in the canonical 

legislation of the first millennium (cf. Can. 36 Sin. VI ec.), that is Rome, Constantinople, 

Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem. 

However, as we have also stated in the text of the Ph.D. Thesis Project, by giving up the title 

of "Patriarch" by the Pope, in the Eastern Church one can speak of a tetrarchic leadership, that is, 

only through the four patriarchs (Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem). 

It is also not surprising that, in the specialized Greek literature, there is a strong reference to 

the need to distinguish between these patriarchs - mentioned by the canonical, ecumenical 

legislation - and those who appeared later on (Moscow, Serbia, Romania, Bulgaria), who - in the 

opinion of some Greek ecclesiologists, historians, theologians and canonists - should again be 

acknowledged as having the statute of a "Patriarch" by the seat of Constantinople, as well as the 

autocephaly of their Churches. 

Finally, in Part VIII the reader had the opportunity to get acquainted with the forms of 

administrative-territorial organization of a local Orthodox Church of the present day, namely the 

Romanian Orthodox Church, as presented in its Statute of organization and functioning. 

The examination of the text of the Statute of organization and functioning of the Romanian 

Orthodox Church has of course also provided us with the possibility to find out that a local, 

autocephalous Church of the present day, - constituted in a well-defined ethnic and geographic 

framework - has a canonical organization in terms of its administrative-territorial organization, too. 

However, it is precisely these canonical bases that give canonicity also to its forms of 

administrative-territorial organization. 

From the text of our paper the informed reader may also find out that the administrative- 

territorial church units both of the first millennium and of today have a solid canonical basis, hence 

the canonicity of their organization and functioning forms. 

Finally, we emphasize that, on the basis of the canonical doctrine, the Orthodox Church is 

entitled to proceed to the adoption of new canons also regarding its system of administrative-

territorial organization, since the Church is the source of the power of the holy canons. 

Taking into account this ecclesiological-canonical reality, we can thus conclude that the 

Church also has the capacity to preserve or modify the administrative-territorial organization, and, 
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consequently, to also organize new administrative-territorial units when its interests demand it, and, 

ipso facto, socio-political and ecclesiastic realities compete for a change in its administrative-

organizational structure. 
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