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The era of the Ecumenical Councils is rightly considered a “golden period” in the history
of the Christian church. The Canon of the Holy Books was finally formed, and the dogmas and rules
of the church took perfect forms. In the pre-conciliar period, the teachings of Christ and the apostles were
transmitted orally, mainly through the sermons of the holy fathers. The absence of a fixed canon and dogmas
led to the emergence of the first heresies and distortions of certain provisions in church teaching. It was
during the Ecumenical Councils that all the dogmatic and canonical works of the early church were framed
in specific rules in the form of Council resolutions.

The era of the Ecumenical Councils is considered an exemplary period also because it demonstrates
the example of the Synod. The Ecumenical Council is the reaction of the whole church to a problem that
the church community has never encountered before. It is a panacea to heal a certain wound on the church
body, which has manifested itself in the form of a certain heresy or a distorted interpretation of certain
passages of Scripture. Fathers and representatives of all the then Local Churches gathered together to resolve
the problem that troubled the church.

It was during this period that the autocephalous principle of the existence of individual churches
was finally enshrined in the resolutions of several Ecumenical Councils (Second and Fourth). The principle
of church-administrative division was formed, which was borrowed from the Byzantine-Roman Empire.
Certain ecclesiastical regions, such as dioceses and dioceses, were united into dioceses. The first hierarch
of the capital of the metropolitan district received not only the privileges of honor, but also the spiritual
authority and the court over the bishops of the subordinate dioceses. The highest level of church organization
is the ancient patriarchates, which united several dioceses. A “pentarchy” is being formed, the theory
of the management of the Ecumenical Church by the five most influential departments. Such a structure
of administrative-church division in the structure of the Ecumenical Church is preserved today. Each
of the Local Churches, regardless of its status, is independent and autonomous in its own inner life.

The example of resolving church disputes and combating church divisions and heresies during
the Ecumenical Councils should be used by modern hierarchs. Today the Ecumenical Church is on the verge
of a great schism. Several local churches broke off the Eucharistic communion, which symbolizes common
unity. The ideals of Christianity of the “golden age” are lost. Therefore, further detailed research of the Nicene
period and the institutionalization of the autocephalous church system of that time will serve to establish
a tolerant dialogue between the hierarchs of the Local Churches in the XXI century.

Key words: autocephaly, Ecumenical Council, patriarchy, diptych, autocephaly, canon, metropolitan,
political influence.

The crisis of Ecumenical Orthodoxy, which became clear after the Great Council of Crete
in 2016, negatively affected the intra-church life of most Local Churches. The next event of world
importance, which became a kind of dividing line in the Ecumenical Church, was the proclama-
tion of the autocephaly of the Ukrainian Church, which took 15th place in the diptych. Due to
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the lack of a unified and agreed mechanism for the proclamation of a new autocephalous church
(the document “Autocephaly and methods of its proclamation” was to be adopted at the Council
of Crete, which was not attended by representatives of four Local Churches), hierarchs of world
churches have radically opposite approaches to non/recognition equal to their sister church. Dis-
cussions about the primacy and powers of the Ecumenical Throne, including the issue of grant-
ing autocephalous status, have always taken place in church history. However, they became
especially acute in connection with the declaration of independence of the next Local Church
(such events took place due to the granting of autocephaly to the Bulgarian OC, the Polish OC,
the Church of the Czech Lands and Slovakia, etc.). And the theological discussion is related to
the formation of diptychs and the prerogative of granting autocephalous status (conciliar, from
the Mother Church or the Patriarch of Constantinople) in connection with the proclamation
of independence of the Ukrainian Church. Thus, the issue of autocephalous issues is not new
at all. This problem has repeatedly seriously exacerbated relations between the Local Churches.
Several national churches, such as the Montenegrin and Macedonian, are still awaiting universal
recognition. Therefore, the issue of autocephaly of the new Local Church on a universal scale is
extremely relevant today.

All modern church life, as well as the very principles of Christ’s existence, were finally
fixed during the Ecumenical Councils, when the canon of Scripture was clearly formed, church
dogmas, which the church uses today, and regulated major issues of church life and organization.
All the church teachings of the early period are certainly relevant today, because the highest body
of church government is the Ecumenical Council. Thus, the study of the problem of autocephalous
formation of the first ancient patriarchates during the Ecumenical Councils is not just relevant,
but basic for any autocephalous discussions. After all, the resolutions and rules of the Ecumen-
ical Councils are binding and have no statute of limitations. Thus, for a scientific discussion on
the possibility of autocephaly in the XXI century, it is necessary to study the problem of church
independence in the rules of the Councils.

The state of scientific development of the chosen topic is heterogeneous. On the one hand,
there are numerous scientific, both secular and ecclesiastical, studies of the decisions of the Ecu-
menical Councils and the historical epoch in the formation of Christianity in general. Unequiv-
ocally, this is the “golden”, i.e. the fundamental period of formation of church life. On the other
hand, the autocephalous issue is poorly studied, because in the period IV-VIII centuries it was not
supra-acute. Five ancient patriarchates were clearly formed, which governed the life of the Ecu-
menical Church. That is, there is a lot of research on cathedral art, but the selection of material on
the research topic is meager.

Among the important sources of research are the numerous statements and official appeals
of most modern hierarchs and theologians who try to appeal to canons and rules, but there are rad-
ically opposite interpretations of the same position depending on the position of the Local Church.

Valuable today are the works of researchers of Ukrainian church history and the canon-
ical structure of the Orthodox Church I. Vlasovsky, O. Kyridon, O. Lototsky, Y. Mulyk-Lutsyk
and others, who repeatedly drew attention to the period of canonical church creativity of Chris-
tianity and the formation of the institution of autocephaly. Among the scholars who studied
the Conciliar period of the formation of Christian dogmas, it is necessary to single out world-re-
nowned researchers of church history: V. Asmus, F. Baur, A. von Harnack, J. Robertson, A. Karta-
shev, E. Caesariysky, N. Milash, A. Momigliano, E. Smirnov, S. Smirnov, K. Skurat, F. Uspensky,
K. Steidlin and many others. The works of the mentioned authors reveal the main periods of devel-
opment and objective-situational conditionality of the autocephalous principle of the church’s
existence. The scientific work of the world-famous theologian Archimandrite Kirill (Govorun) is
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a thorough scientific work. In particular, a dissertation on ecclesiology, in which much attention
is paid to the period of the Ecumenical Councils and the problem of autocephaly. A fundamen-
tal study of the period chosen for the study is a four-volume book by V. Bolotov on the history
of the ancient Church, which gradually reveals the external church growth of the parish network
and the internal system of Orthodoxy of that time. In general, the works of leading researchers
A. Aristova, D. Gorevy, O. Gorkusha, V. Yelensky, S. Zdioruk, A. Kolodny, P. Kraliuk, O. Sagan,
P. Saukh, A. Smirnova, L. Filipovich, Y. Chornomorets, A. Yurash, P. Yarotsy and others are
devoted to the religious and philosophical understanding of the processes of autocephaly in
Orthodox canonism.

Despite the significant scientific interest of both secular and ecclesiastical science in
the chosen topic of research, the problem of autocephaly and the possibility of its provision during
the Ecumenical Councils remains unsolved. In addition, the autocephalous principle of the exis-
tence of the Ecumenical Church during the formation of church canons is not covered. The
presence of a number of unresolved scientific problems concerning the autocephalous structure
of the Ecumenical Church in the early Christian period significantly actualizes the chosen topic.

The aim of the article is to study the autocephalous principle of the church-administrative
system in the era of the Ecumenical Councils. This is the basic period of formation of church
doctrine, which has not lost relevance in the XXI century. Today it is important to establish
non/compliance with the mechanisms of governing the church structure, which were formed in
the decisions of the Ecumenical Councils, as the highest bodies of church government. The main
question of the study is whether the principles of acquiring autocephaly by the new church in
the mentioned period were finally formed, and whether their application is possible in practice in
the conditions of the existing system of Local Churches.

Autocephaly, as the basic institution of systematization of the Orthodox Church, is deter-
mined on the basis of the ecclesiological doctrine of the locality of the Church. This is expressed
in the form in which it has been reflected in the Orthodox Tradition and the life of the church from
apostolic times to the present day. Thus, the basic principle of autocephaly is the whole apostolic
and patriarchal tradition of the local church, which was presented as the realization of the histor-
ical body of Christ in space and time. Thus, there is a direct connection between the canonical
institute of autocephaly with the Orthodox ecclesiological doctrine of the structure of the local
Church [3, p. 214].

Historically, in the period of early Christianity it was not possible to form a complete code
of rules and norms of the modern church structure and life. The apostles and their closest follow-
ers considered the preaching of the good news to be the main task. Therefore, the first ordinations
were carried out for preaching and pastoral purposes. The rules and norms of Christian life were
self-evident and transmitted orally. From the point of view of the Christians of the first centuries,
the society of that time was conditionally divided into believers and pagans. Believers knew per-
fectly the commandments, rules of life and behavior of a Christian, and most importantly — lived
according to these norms. Additional fixations of dogmas and canons were superfluous. However,
over time, Christianity spread in different countries. Oral tradition distorted the origin of Christ
to some extent. The first heretical teachings appeared. Therefore, there was a need to form and fix
the foundations of faith in the form of dogmas and canons of the church.

S. Bulgakov believed, and in his opinion the author agrees that faith in its essence is not
abstract. Faith will inevitably give rise to a certain dogma or rule. Conversely, dogma is a con-
crete embodiment of the transcendent manifestation of faith [1, p. 50].

The problem of approving the corpus of sacred rules and dogmas is quite complex. First
of all, this is due to the recognition of the “universality” of the cathedral itself. All councils
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of the Christian church are divided into two broad categories: before the division of the church,
those that were accepted by all churches (their authority was supported by the state authorities);
and after the division into Orthodoxy and Catholicism. Accordingly, each church held its own
church conventions. On the other hand, in the period before the division, not all church assemblies
were recognized as “Ecumenical Council”. For example, the Councils of Sardis in 343, Ephesus
in 449, Constantinople in 754 did not receive such a status and were adopted as Local [6, p. 75].

The institutional framework of the early church was formed in the political geography
of the Roman Empire and was forced to adapt to the state-administrative system. The institutional
basis of the autocephalous structure of the early church came from the apostles themselves, who
did not provide for other forms of organization of church life [14, p. 26]. Even in the pre-Nicene
period, the church tried to structure its own territorial location, the rights of bishops and first met-
ropolitans, priority in worship and administration of dioceses, the system of interaction between
individual, de facto autocephalous entities (dioceses, cesiums, metropolises) and many other
organizational issues. Already in the Conciliar period, state regulation of autocephaly as the main
form of organizational church change became apparent. The church structure and administra-
tion are completely subordinated to the Byzantine political and legal practice of administrative
division. Even before the First Ecumenical Council in 325, the church tried to build a similar
system of government. One way or another, but the structure of the hierarchical structure of pub-
lic administration and administrative division (capital-province-metropolis-diocese-specific city
with adjacent settlements) was borrowed by the church. At the same time, such a clear hierar-
chical structure is difficult to formalize in the framework of the autocephalous institutionaliza-
tion of the early church. It can be argued that the autocephalous system of church structure is
transformed into a clear state hierarchy. This was accelerated by the legalization of the church
under Constantine I (306-337) and the subsequent adoption of Christianity as the official religion
of the empire. The division of the empire into East and West in 395 and the final establishment
of the capital in Constantinople laid the foundation for the future distance between the Roman
and Constantinople chairs, which constantly competed in matters of power and honor [10, p. 99].

Historically, the Byzantine model of church administration was established in Orthodoxy.
This began at the early (Local and Ecumenical) councils of the church. Organizational forms
of church government were approved and codified in church law (official rules) and exist along-
side ancient customs (informal rules), which actually forms the basic component of the institu-
tional design of the church hierarchy. It is important to emphasize that autocephaly, as a special
form of church organization, was not an “invention” of the church, which was expressed through
church law. Church law recognized and codified the form of organization and management that
already exists [14, p. 27].

Church boundaries, for the most part, corresponded to state and political boundaries. The
Church and individual dioceses adapted to the administrative transformations of imperial gov-
ernment. Therefore, some dioceses remained self-governing, while others were integrated into
broader church structures. Thus, it can be argued that even in the pre-Nicene period, the church
structure, although not officially recognized and approved by the Council’s decisions, corre-
sponded to the civil organization of the Roman Empire.

Such a system of church organization, which provided a stable link between geo- and eth-
no-politics and the church structure itself, allowed the church to occupy the main cultural-forming
niche in Byzantium. It is obvious that the geographical boundaries during the war, the rise and fall
of individual provinces did not remain static. Therefore, the church constantly adjusted its own
hierarchical self-organization in accordance with the political and territorial changes in the state.
Later, such dependence will be called the territorial principle of the church structure [14, p. 51].
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The territorial principle of the formation of church government has three main conse-
quences. First, the main form of church-hierarchical system, the local church, which is gathered
around its Primate (34th Apostolic Rule), under the pressure of state power could be united into
higher-level units, or subordinate to another first hierarch. In the vast Byzantine Empire, transfor-
mational trumpeting was a stable phenomenon. For example, the ancient Carthaginian Autoceph-
alous Church disappeared. Second, the territorial principle of church government to determine
their own political priorities. The governors of individual provinces supported their metropolitan,
who was endowed with higher powers than the local bishops. This led to the emergence of large
metropolitan areas, which later claimed the patriarchate. Third, it allowed the church to form its
own “political philosophy”, which expressed its institutional framework, and the emperor, in turn,
bore direct divine responsibility for the integrity and fidelity of the Christian people [14, p. 52].

In the future, this led to the decisive role of the emperor in church life and very close iden-
tification of church ecclesiology with the political and administrative organization of the Byz-
antine Empire [13]. The institutional design of church government, which in the early Christian
period was in its infancy and although it existed, was not canonically justified. During the Council
period it acquires outlined forms, which is reflected in the decisions of the Council. The rules
of ecclesiastical administration almost completely coincided with state norms.

The territorial principle of church administration quickly formed several basic rules. The
main ones are the principle of electing a local bishop by one’s own community, and his ordination
already depended on 2-3 neighboring bishops and the metropolitan, who was to give his blessing
to the chosen one. The bishops of one large province met and elected from among the collegium
a metropolitan whom they considered their first hierarch. Since the first hierarchs of such metro-
politanates did not know the external ecclesiastical authority over themselves, but were elected
by the local bishops without outside approval or consent, in fact it was an autocephalous church
unit. Thus the territorial principle of church administration formed the autocephalous system
of Orthodox ecclesiology. Although the official name “autocephalous church” will appear later,
because the original sources did not leave such a term in the first three centuries, each of the met-
ropolitanates was independent in nature and according to general ecclesiology [11, p. 21].

Already during the Councils, when the fathers of the Ecumenical Church will meet to
discuss urgent church needs, three main ways of proclaiming a new autocephalous church will
be formed. They, in theory, remain relevant today, but in practice require universal consent. The
first is the granting of autocephalous status by the mother church to some of its dioceses. That is,
the mother church separates a certain administrative unit from itself, giving it complete indepen-
dence from itself. The second is the possibility of granting autocephalous status to the Ecumen-
ical (Constantinople) Patriarch, as the first in honor among other primates. Third, the decision
of the church-administrative status at the Ecumenical Council [14, p. 53]. Another option is when
already recognized Local Churches agree with the self-proclaimed autocephalous status of a par-
ticular church unit. All these methods have taken place and precedents in the history of the forma-
tion of the structure of modern Ecumenical Orthodoxy, but none of the mechanisms for granting
autocephalous status (except the Ecumenical Council) has unanimous support and sufficient jus-
tification in modern canon law.

The reason for the lack of a unified mechanism for granting autocephalous status in
the absence of a conciliar discussion of the problem. A church council that could be recognized by
the Orthodox Church in Ecumenical Status has not been convened for more than 1,000 years. Other
councils convened since the ninth century in both the Eastern (Orthodox) and Western (Catholic)
Churches have been recognized in the East by purely local councils that do not have a univer-
sal, that is, universal character. Preparations for the General All-Orthodox Council gained active
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momentum in the XX century, but work on this project was constantly interrupted due to various
political complications. And the inability to agree on basic pan-Orthodox documents, including
“Autocephaly and ways to proclaim it”, led to the calling of the Great Council in Crete in 2016 [4].

In the Conciliar epoch, when ecclesiastical legislation was formed, the codes of canons in
the Eastern and Western churches contained quite serious differences, so it is impossible to speak
of the generally accepted canonical-ecclesiastical law even in the period before the division in
1054. At the same time, it was at time that five basic sources of church law were formed, which
today underlies the institutionalization of the church structure. In particular, the famous theolo-
gian of the twentieth century 1. Meiendorf points to the following sources:

— conciliar and pastoral decrees, which contain canons and rules (Ecumenical and Local
Councils, and the rules of individual church fathers, such as Basil the Great);

— imperial legislation of Byzantium, such as the Code of Justinian, which could not be
adopted contrary to Christian laws and traditions;

— codes of ecclesiastical law, such as the Nomocanon in the “Fourteen Headings” of Patri-
arch Photius, which became widespread among the Slavs and systematized a large array of eccle-
siastical acts;

— commentaries and interpretations of Scripture and ancient canons, such as the explana-
tions of Theodore Balsamon, John Zonaras, and Alexios Aristenos. This also includes all prom-
inent cantonists who have published authoritative comments and interpretations of church law;

— official decrees and circulars of the Primates and the Synod, especially in the capital’s
Constantinople Department [12, p. 82].

So, this is the main sources of church law in the Council period. They have a clear hier-
archical structure that reflects their importance in church life. In the same form, in addition to
imperial decrees, these sources are relevant in the XXI century. It cannot be said that after the fall
of the Byzantine Empire, the state ceased to play a role in the life of the church and to influence
the canonical way of life. On the contrary, the church is constantly adapting to the norms and reg-
ulations of state law in the vast majority of countries.

Despite the formation of the main sources of church law, the Council period left unre-
solved a significant number of issues of concern to the church community in modern society. This
happened because the Councils met on a specific occasion, and were a reaction to acute issues that
troubled the church consciousness at the time. The official reason for convening the Ecumenical
Council has always been a certain new doctrine, which was later, at the Council itself, assessed
as heretical. And already in the process of such an All-Orthodox meeting, other global decisions
were made that worried the church. In the IV-VII centuries, the problem of autocephaly was not
the cornerstone of all general ecclesiastical problems. Under the strong pressure of the empire,
5 ancient patriarchates were formed, with a clearly defined prerogative of the Metropolitan Patri-
arch, who with the “blessing” of Vasilevs after the Fourth (Chalcedon) Council was given the title
of Ecumenical [8, p. 389].

The vast majority of us will not find the reflection of autocephalous issues in the resolutions
of the Councils, but this issue has repeatedly been the focus of theological debates of the Coun-
cil period. Most rules and regulations concerning autocephaly do not explain the mechanism
and procedure for forming a new autocephalous church. Most likely, at that time the very pos-
sibility of church separation from the already existing ancient departments was not envisaged.
Canons, such as the Second, Fourth, and Sixth Councils, fix the already existing autocephalous
status of the ancient patriarchates, grant equal privileges and rights to the Constantinople chair
(compared to Rome), and do not reveal the possibility of the new church gaining autocepha-
lous status. It is advisable to systematize those rules and regulations that contain references to
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church independence or reveal the mechanisms of church government. Thus, if the rule refers to
the department where the first hierarch is, it is obvious that it is about the autocephalous struc-
ture of such a church, because the very concept of the first hierarch indicates his independence
from the external church leadership. In particular, Rule 2 of the Second Ecumenical Council
in Constantinople (381) forbids another bishop to seize a cathedral city (that is, the main chair
of a certain church); Rule 20 of the Council of Trulli in Constantinople (691), which confirms
the previous one; one of the most important Apostolic Rules concerning autocephaly — 34, there
cannot be two bishops in one canonical territory. Since we are talking about a specific first hier-
arch and the impossibility of their multiplicity in one territory, then we mean the independence
of a particular church district, which is equated to an autocephalous church. It is necessary to
know the rules and regulations, which reveal a similar theme: Apostolic Rules 25, 39, 55 and 82;
Rule 15 of the First Ecumenical Council of Nicaea; Rules 5, 13, 20, 24 and 26 of the Fourth Ecu-
menical Council in Chalcedon; 17th Rule of the Sixth Ecumenical Council (Trulli); Rules 4,
11, 12, 14, 17 and 21 of the Seventh Ecumenical Council; Rules 1, 2, 13 and 17 of the Dou-
ble Council of Constantinople; Rules 24 and 25 of the Local Council of Antioch; Rules 3,
7 and 8 of the Gangra Local Council; Rule 57 of the Laodicean Local Council; Rules 6, 7, 26, 33,
43, 64 and 82 of the Carthaginian Local Council; 9th Rule of the Neo-Caesarea Local Council,;
Rule 15 of the Ancyra Local Council [5].

In addition, from an ecclesiological point of view, there is no difference between the func-
tion of the head in general and the management of his cathedral city, as well as the church in
general: the city itself according to ancient canons gives or recognizes the primacy of its hierarch:
Rule 3 of the Second Ecumenical Council in Constantinople (381); Rule 28 of the Fourth Ecu-
menical Council in Chalcedon (451). The Orthodox Church does not share the functions of the pri-
mates and bishops of the cities for which they were elected and ordained. The new leader needs
to take on both, because they come from him, not the other way around. That is why, in ancient
times, the first hierarch had the title, for example, the bishop of Antioch. This meant that he was
the head of the entire metropolis. Thus, if the canons and rules refer to the election and functions
of the Primate of the church, such an administrative unit inevitably had an autocephalous status,
which follows from the independence of its first hierarch [2].

Summing up, we note that the period of the Ecumenical Councils is a “golden” time
for the development of theology and canonical creativity of Christianity. Most of the dogmas,
canons, rules and norms of church law and the very essence of the church arrangement were
formed during this period. This also applies to the institutionalization of the church government
system. After the proclamation of Christianity as the state religion in Byzantium began a radically
new, different from the previous period of qualitative filling of Christianity with dogmas, canons
and theological terms, which tried to convey the transcendent concept of God and the basic norms
of faith with immanent concepts.

Compared to the early Christian period, when the concept of autocephaly did not rise
directly, but, in fact, was one of the basic principles of the church in the first centuries. The apos-
tles did not know and did not foresee any other form of church system than the autocephalous
one. Every community, especially the one headed by the bishop, was completely self-sufficient
and independent. As early as the beginning of the II century, the first metropolitanates began to
form as a result of the unification of several dioceses into a single church unit. Such transfor-
mational changes took place under the pressure of the state apparatus of the Roman Empire.
The church hierarchy completely borrowed the state-administrative division, which later formed
the basis of the territorial principle of the formation of the autocephalous church. This approach
did not take into account the national factor that underlies the self-identification of each nation,
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which will play an important role in the future formation of Local Churches in the Balkans
and Europe in the XI-XX centuries.

The formation of a code of dogmas and rules in the Council period has a decisive role for
the Ecumenical Church today. Most of the basic rules of church life remain relevant today. How-
ever, it should be noted that autocephalous issues were given insufficient attention in the cathe-
dral resolutions. This is due to the lack of direct need for such solutions. The Ecumenical Council
is always a certain reaction of the whole ecclesial whole to certain problems and issues that con-
cerned not only a particular province or metropolis, but the church as a whole. Mostly, the Coun-
cil is a certain response to the new teaching of individual preachers, which at the same Council
was recognized as heretical, i.e. one that contradicts the Holy Scriptures and Tradition. As for
autocephaly, under imperial pressure, five ancient patriarchates (pentarchies) were clearly formed
to govern the entire church. Again, with the support of the emperor, the role of the capital’s Con-
stantinople chair, which was awarded the title of “Ecumenical”, was especially elevated. That is
why the Council Rules do not reveal the essence of the mechanism of formation and proclama-
tion of a new autocephaly in the future, but only state the existence of ancient departments with
their elevation to patriarchal dignity, and subordination of individual metropolises and dioceses,
even of apostolic origin to these patriarchates. The proclamation of a new autocephalous church
was not envisaged in principle within the framework of imperial policy, as it could provoke
the national factor of the peoples conquered by the empire. Therefore, it was during the Conciliar
period that the territorial principle was taken as the basis of the church-administrative system,
which was finally refuted after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the proclamation of new
national autocephalous churches in the Balkans.

The rules and resolutions of the Councils concerning the autocephalous subject of this
church administration testify to the existence of separate independent church units, which were
governed by their own first hierarch, who was independently elected by the council of bishops
of the metropolitanate under his control. The lack of external influence on the election and ordi-
nation of the bishop of the capital city of a certain province indicates the autocephalous status
of a particular church unit.
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KAHOHIYHA 3YMOBJIEHICTH ABTOKE®AJIBHOI'O YCTPOIO HEPKBHU
Y TIPABHJIAX BCEJIEHCBKHUX COBOPIB

Amnnpiii Kobersik
JKumomupcokuil deporcasnuii yrieepcumem imeni leana @panka,
Kagheopa ¢hinocoii ma nonimonoeii
eyn. Benuxa Bepouuiecvka, 40, 10008, m. XKumomup, Yxpaina

Enoxa BceneHcbknx coOOpiB CIIPaBeINBO BBAXKAETHCS «30JI0THM IIEPIOZOM» Y ICTOPIT CTAHOBIICHHS
XPUCTHAHCHKOT 1IepKBH. OcTaTtouHo Oyi0 chopmoBano KaHOH CBAIIEHHUX KHUT, IOTMaTH Ta PaBUiIa LIEPKBH
Habynu noBepiieHux (opm. ¥V mocobopHuil mepion BueHHs XpHCTa Ta armoCTONIB MEPEeAaBaloch yCHO,
B OCHOBHOMY Yepe3 MPOIIOBii CBATHX OTLIB. BificyTHICTH 3a(hiKcOBaHOTO KaHOHY Ta IOTMATIB CIIPHYUHHIIO
3apOJDKEHHS MEPIIMX €peceil Ta MepeKkpydyBaHb OKPEMHX TI0JI0XKEHb y LIePKOBHOMY BuYeHHi. Came y nepioz
Bcenencokux cob6opiB ycsi JOrMaTHYHO-KaHOHIYHA TBOPYICTh PAaHHBOI IEPKBH Oysa opopMIiIeHa Y KOHKPETHI
npaBwia y BUDIsiAi mocraHoB CobopiB.

Enoxa BeceneHcbknx coO0piB BBAXKAETHCSI 3pAa3KOBHUM IIEPIOZOM III€ | TOMY, 1110 IEMOHCTPY€ IPHKIa]]
CobopHocTi. Beenencskuii cobop — 1e peaxiiis Beiel [epkBH Ha MEBHY IPolieMy, 3 KO0 EPKOBHUIA 3araj
paniie He cTukacs. L{e maHarest uist Toro, o0 BUITIIKyBaTH MEBHY paHy Ha [IEPKOBHOMY TiJi, SiKa BUSBIISIIA
cebe y BUIVISAI MEBHOT €peci Yd BUKPHUBICHOMY TIyMadeHHI OkpeMux micip Cesiernoro IIncanus. Ot
Ta NPEACTABHUKM BCIX TOroyacHUX IIOMICHMX LIEpKOB 30Mpaiuch pa3oM st COOOPHOTO BHUpILIEHHS
npobnemu, sika TypOyBaia LIEpKBY.

Came B 1eii mepiof OyJI0 OCTaTOYHO 3aKpIIUICHO Y IOCTAHOBAaX KilNbKoX BceneHChbKHX coOOpiB
(dpyroro, YerBeproro) aBrokedaibHHN MPUHIKI iICHYBaHHS OKpeMHX LepkoB. ChopMyBaBCsl MPHHIMAI
LEPKOBHO-aIMIHICTPaTUBHOTO pO3MOAiNY, sKUii OyB 3amo3udeHuil 3 BizaHTilicbko-Pumcpkol immepii.
Oxpemi IepKOBHI 00nacTi, Taki sK emapxii Ta aienesii, Oyno 06’eanano y murponomii. ITepmioiepapx
CTOJIMII MHUTPOIIOJIMYOTO OKPYTY OTPUMaB He JMIle NpHBinei yecTi, aje i JyXOBHOI BIaau Ta Cyay Haj
€MUCKOTIAaMHU MiZJIernX enapxiil. HaliBuimm piBHeM [IepKOBHOI OpraHi3allii cTaloTh IpeBHi maTpiapXarH, siKi
00’eHyBaNM Kilbka MUTpoOMoNiit. @opMyeThesl «IIEHTapXisy, Teopist yrnpaBaiHHSI BceIeHChKOI0 [EPKBOIO
m’sAThMa HaWBIUIMBOBIMIMME Kadenapamu. Taka CTPyKTypa aaAMiHICTPaTHBHO-LIIEPKOBHOTO PO3MOILTY
y cTpyKTypi Beenencokoi nepkBu 36epiraersest i Huni. Kokaa i3 [ToMiCHHX IEPKOB, HE3aJ€KHO Y SKOMY
CTaTyci, CaMOCTii{Ha Ta He3aJIe)KHa Y BIACHOMY BHYTPIIIHHOMY JKHTTI.

ITpukinaj BUPiLIEHHS LIEPKOBHUX CYIEPEHOK Ta 60POTHOH 3 LIEPKOBHIUMH PO3IIICHHMH Ta €PECIMU
y nepiox BceeneHcbkux coOopiB HEOOXiMHO BHUKOPHUCTATH CydacHHM iepapxam. Huni BceneHcbka mepksa
nepeOyBae Ha Mexi Belnukol cxu3Mmu. Kinbka MOMICHHX LEPKOB poO3ipBanu €BXapHCTHYHE CIIIKYBaHHS,
SKE CUMBOJII3Y€E 3arajibHy €IHICTb. [eal XpHCTUAHCTBA «30JI0TOTO Nepiofy» BTpaueHo. ToMy momanbiii
JeTaNbHi JOCTIIKEeHHs HIKEHCHKOTo Mepioay Ta IHCTUTYai3allis aBTOKe(haaIbHOTO LIEPKOBHOTO YCTPOIO TOTO
4acy CIIyryBaTUMYTh HAJIATO/PKSHHIO TOJICPAHTHOTO Jiajory Mix iepapxamu [TomicHux nepkoB y XXI ct.

Kniouosi cnosa: aBrokedanis, Beenencpkuii cobop, marpiapxar, AWNTHX, aBTokedais, KaHOH,
MHTPOIIOJIHNT, TTOTITHYHHH BIUTHB.



