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THE ORTHODOX CHURCH IN THE CONTEXT OF STATE AND CHURCH
DEVELOPMENT IN THE GRAND DUCHY OF LITHUANIA, RUTHENIA,
SAMOGITIA AND THE KINGDOM OF POLAND (1458 —1509)

Abstract. The purpose of the study is to analyze the state and legal processes that influenced the
organizational development of the Orthodox Church in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, Ruthenia (Rus’),
Samogitia (Zemaitija) and the Crown of the Kingdom of Poland and as the consequence — transformation
of the society. The research methodology is based on the principles of historicism, systematic, scientific,
verification, authorial objectivity, moderate narrative constructivism, as well as the use of general
scientific (analysis, synthesis, generalization) and special historical (historical and genetic, historical
and typological, historical and systemic) methods. The scientific novelty of obtained results is determined
by the fact that there have been comprehensively analyzed the state and church relations in the Ukrainian
lands in the second half of the XVth — at the beginning of the XVIth centuries to comprehend the experience.
The Conclusins. In the middle of the XVth century weakened Kyiv metropolitanate became the object of
active interest of two religious centres — Rome and Moscow. Religious policy of the Lithuanian and Polish
rulers of the second half of the XVth — the beginning of the XVIth century was determined by the pressure
of the papal throne on the accession of the Orthodox to the Roman Church (including by means of the
Union) and the personal attitude of this or that ruler. Religious intolerance on the part of the Catholic
secular and ecclesiastical authorities forced the Orthodox population to seek protection among the
rulers of the Grand Duchy of Moscow. Under the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan of Kyiv there remained
the dioceses, which were located on the territory of two states: the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the
Kingdom of Poland. The difficult situation of the Orthodox Church in the Catholic state, the appointment
of dubious people to higher ecclesiastical positions by the king, put on the agenda the need for church
reforms. The resolutions of Vilnius Synod were the results of the attempt of the Church, in the person of
Metropolitan Joseph, to react to the transformed right of patronage and to propose a model of church and
state relations. The decisions of Vilnius Synod reflected the struggle against the interference of the secular
authorities in the affairs of Kyiv metropolitanate.

Key words: Kyiv metropolitanate, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Kingdom of Poland,
the Ukrainian lands, Union, religious policy, state and church relations.
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IMPABOCJIABHA IIEPKBA B KOHTEKCTI JEP)KABHO-IEPKOBHUX
IMPOLECIB Y BEJIMKOMY KHA3IBCTBI IUTOBCBKOMY, PYCBKOMY,
KEMAWTIICBKOMY TA KOPOJIBCTBI IIOJIbCHKOMY (1458 — 1509)

Anomauia. Mema Oocnioicenna — ananiz 0epoicagHO-NPABOSUX NPOYecis, AKi GNAUHYIU HA
opeanizayiuinui poseumox Ilpasocaasnoi Llepxeu y Benuxomy xusasiecmei Jlumoscvrkomy, Pycvromy,
JKemaimiiicokomy ma Kopouikoponiecmea Ilonbcbko2o i ik HACIIO0K — HAMPAHCGOpMayiro Cycnitbemea.
Memooonozia 00cniONCeHHA CNUpAcmMbCs HA NPUHYUNU ICIOPUSMY, CUCTEMHOCMI, HAYKOBOCMI,
sepughixayii, asmopcvkoi 006 €EKMUBHOCII, NOMIDKOBAHO20 HAPAMUBHO20 KOHCIMPYKMUBIZMY, a
MAKoJNC HA BUKOPUCMAHHA 3A2ANbHOHAYKOGUX (AHANI3, CUHMe3, Y3a2dibHeHHA) mda CheyidibHo-
icmopuyHux  (icmopuxo-eeHemuunull, ICIMOPUKO-MUNOLOTUHULL, —ICTNOPUKO-CUCTNEMHULL) MemoOis.
Haykosa nHoeusHa ooepiicanux pe3ynbmamis GUIHAYAEMbCA MUM, WO KOMNIEKCHO NPOAHANi308aHO
0EpIICaBHO-YePKOGHT GIOHOCUHU HA YKPAIHCObKUX 3eMasx y opyeitl nonoeuni XV — nouamxy XVI cm.
0ns ocmucients 0ocgidy. Bucnoseku. Ocnabdnena Kuiscoka mumpononia ¢ cepeouni XV cm. cmana
06 °€Kmom aKmueHUX 3aYiKaeienb 080X penicitinux yenmpie — Pumy i Mockeu. Peniciiina nonimuka
JIUMOBCHLKUX [ NONLCObKUX npasumenie opyzoi non. XV — nou. XVI cm. susnavanacs muckom nancoKo2o
npecmony Ha npueoHants npagociagnux 0o Pumcokoi Llepxeu (y momy uucni 3a nocepeonuymeom yHii)
ma ocobucmum cmagienHaM mo2o Yu inuio2o éonooaps. Penieitina nemepnumicms 3 60Ky Kamonuybkoi
YepKoBHOI I CBIMCHKOI 81a0U 3MYULYBANA NPABOCIABHE HACENEHHS WYKAMU 3aXucmy y npasumenis
Knuaziecmea Mockoscbkozo. Kuigcokomy Mumpononumy 3amuiuiucy y nionopaoKyeanti enapxii, saxi
Oynu posmauioéani na mepumopii 0860ox depacas. Benuxomy kusasiecmei Jlumoecvkomy ma Koponiecmsi
Tlonvcokomy. Baoicke cmanosuwe I[lpasocrasnoi Lleprkeéu 6 KamoauyvKiti 0epicasi, npusHAueHHs
Koponem Ha uwji YepKoHi Nocadu CYMHIGHUX Tt00el, BUCY8ANU HA NOPAOOK OeHHUll HeoOXiOHICmb
yeproenux pegopm. Cnpoboro Llepxeu, 6 ocobi mumpononuma Hocugpa, cobopro peacysamu na
mpanc@hopmosane npaso NaAmpoHamy ma NPONOHYBAMU MOOENb YepKOSHO-0EPHCABHUX GIOHOCUH
cmanu yxeanu Binencovrozo cobopy. Bonu 6idobpazunu 6opomv0y npomu 6mpyuanHs c8imcwvKoi e1aou
y cnpasu Kuiscokoi mumpononii.

Knrouoei cnoea: Kuiscoka mumpononis, Benuxe kusziecmeo Jlumoscore, Koponiscmeo Ionvcoke,
VKPAIHCHKI 3eMJll, YHis, penieitiia NonimuKa, 0epucasHO-1epKoGHI IOHOCUHU.

The Problem Statement. The history of relations between the state and the Church
makes it possible to trace the path of change: from a symphony between them to the denial
of any church institution or a religious worldview in general. National and religious revival
of the end of the XXth — the beginning of the XXIst centuries revealed a number of problems
(national religion / Church of the Ukrainians, confrontation between the Greek Catholics
and the Orthodox, split in the Ukrainian Orthodoxy, proclamation of autocephaly and its
recognition, etc.) and led to the emergence of various ecclesiastical / political and religious
formulas (Rusky world, Kyiv Church, etc.). The above mentioned issues highlight the need
to study the experience of state and church relations in the Ukrainian lands, to study the
origins and challenges of the current religious situation in Ukraine.

The chronological boundaries cover the period from 1458 to 1509. The lower limit is
due to the interference of secular and Latin ecclesiastical authorities in the administration of
Kyiv metropolitanate (appointment of the Union Bishop Hryhoriy Bolharin to the Orthodox
Cathedra), which led to its weakening and split — completed the separation of the dioceses
from its administrative territory (the formation of Moscow metropolitanate). The upper limit
is connected with Vilnius Synod of 1509, which identified external and internal threats and
possible consequences of the most acute problems of the Metropolitanate and outlined the
vision of state and church relations, in particular the interference of the secular authority.

The Analysis of Sources and Publications. The source base of the study consists of
the published documents: royal charters, metropolitan messages, chronicles, etc. Various
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aspects of the issue under analysis were reflected in the works of Mykhailo Hrushevsky,
Vasyl Biednov, Vasyl Kmet, Mykhailo Krumalenko, Thor Skochylias and the others.

The purpose of the study — analysis of state and legal processes that influenced the
development of the Orthodox Church in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Grand Pricipality
of Ruthenia (Rus’), the Grand Duchy of Samogitia (Zemaitija) and the Crown of the Kingdom
of Poland and, as the consequence — transformation of the society.

The Main Material Statement. In the first half of the XVth century attempts by the
Greeks to save Byzantium by means of the church union with the Roman throne weakened
Kyiv metropolitanate and intensified the authority of secular and ecclesiastical authorities.
Accordingly, taking into account the Union policy of Constantinople of that period of
time, Isydore, a Greek, was appointed to Kyiv metropolitan cathedra from among all the
candidates. This appointment was done in order to make Constantinople as representative
as possible at the expected Union Synod. In the discussion and preparation of the Union
the cohort of Orthodox bishops (humanists-intellectuals) set pragmatic and political goals,
which coincided with the state policy of Byzantium of that period of time. In addition, the
patriarch apparently hoped that “the metropolitan would bring the money that was urgent for
the Greeks” (Golubinskyy, 1997, p. 427).

Thus, during the 50 — 60s of the XVth century the subject of active political negotiations
between the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, on the one hand, and the
Grand Duchy of Moscow, on the other, was the issue of subordination or re-subordination
of individual dioceses of Kyiv metropolitanate, in which the main object was the Ukrainian-
Belarusian lands. The result of the negotiations was the Decree of the Grand Duke of
Lithuania and King of Poland Casimir IV of January 13, 1451 on the recognition of Iona
Metropolitan of Kyiv and all Rus’ (Akty istoricheskiye, 1841, pp. 85-86; Hrushevs’kyy,
1993, pp. 406—408). According to the document, all dioceses of Kyiv metropolitanate within
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland came under the jurisdiction of
Iona, the metropolitan who was settled in Moscow.

In 1458, at the request of Isydore, the Union Metropolitan, the Pope issued a certificate
to Hegumen Hryhoriy of approval to Kyiv Orthodox Cathedra. The episcopal ordination was
performed by the Union Patriarch of Constantinople Hryhoriy Mamma and he conferred the
title of “Metropolitan of Kyiv, Halych and All Rus’”. To prevent difficulties in appointing the
Union representative to the Orthodox Cathedra, the pontiff sent an envoy to King Casimir.

Despite the efforts of secular and ecclesiastical authorities in the Grand Duchy of Moscow
to prevent the Union Metropolitan Hryhoriy (1458 — 1470) to manage the Lithuanian-
Ukrainian-Belarusian dioceses of the Metropolitanate (located on the territory of the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland), in 1458 he came to Lithuania from Rome.
Thus, from the middle of the XVth century Kyiv metropolitanate found itself between two
opposite religious poles and became a springboard for the competition of interests of two
world religious centers — Rome and Moscow, which had an impact on the relations of Kyiv
Metropolitanate with authority officials.

The Diocese, to which Metropolitan Hryhoriy was appointed, was to include dioceses on
the territory of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of
Moscow. The Union ideas were not accepted in Moscow, which in its turn outlined the limits
of Hryhoriy’s jurisdiction, and thus, the limits of the spread of the Union in Eastern Europe.

In 1460, at Beresteisky Sejm, King Casimir IV, under pressure of the Roman pontiff,
officially recognized Hryhoriy as Metropolitan of Kyiv. Having strengthened his power

26 Skhidnoievropeiskyi Istorychnyi Visnyk. Issue 22. 2022



The orthodox church in the context of state and Church development in the grand duchy...

within the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland, the Metropolitan began
seeking the extension of his jurisdiction to the northern dioceses zealously. In this case he
had the support of the king, who called on the Duke of Moscow to recognize Metropolitan
Hryhoriy, but this call did not have any expected result.

In 1470, Metropolitan Hryhoriy (1470 — 1473), due to the strong dissatisfaction of the
Ukrainian-Belarusian parish clergy and the faithful, renounced the Union and joined the
Orthodox Church. Patriarch Dionysius [ the Wise of Constantinople (1461 —1467; 1488 —1490)
officially confirmed Hryhoriy’s metropolitan dignity and sent letters to Lithuania, Novgorod,
and Moscow demanding that Hryhoriy be recognized as the legitimate Metropolitan of
Kyiv. Despite this, Moscow still did not want to recognize Metropolitan Hryhoriy (already
under the jurisdiction of Constantinople) as its bishop, and demonstrated disobedience
to the Mother Church and the end of the unity with Kyiv metropolitanate, under whose
administrative subordination it was. In fact, this meant the formation of an administratively
separate Metropolitanate of Moscow.

In January of 1473, after the death of Metropolitan Hryhoriy, King Casimir IV did not give
permission for the election of Metropolitan of Kyiv for some period of time (Ul’yanovs’kyi,
2004, p. 75). The reason was, probably, the opposition of the Latin bishop of Vilnius, Jan
Losovic. After the appropriate permission of the king (on condition of approval of the
elected Metropolitan by the Roman pontiff), the Synod of Bishops elected Bishop Mysail of
Smolensk to Kyiv Metropolitan Cathedra (Vlasovs’kyy, 1988, p. 176).

The newly elected Metropolitan Mysail (1475 — 1480), at the request of the king, addressed
a letter to Pope Sixtus IV (Trajdos, 2019, p. 188). The Metropolitan described the state of the
Orthodox Church and complained about oppression. It is clear from the letter that Metropolitan
Mysail (Pstruch) addressed the Pope not as a subject, but as a hierarch to a hierarch. He stated
that the two Churches were equal and called for dialogue (Buchyns’kyi, 1909, p. 19).

The Metropolitan Mysail did not receive an answer from the Pope and terminated his relations
with Rome, which were initiated by the king. The consequence of such forced correspondence
with the Pope was that the patriarch of Constantinople Raphael I (1475 — 1476) did not approve
Mysail in the dignity of a metropolitan, and on September 15, 1475 ordained Spyrydon to Kyiv
Cathedra, without informing the king and local bishops (Vlasovs’kyy, 1988, pp. 176-177).
Metropolitan Spyrydon (1475 — 1481) was not accepted in both Duchies (Lithuanian and
Moscow) and imprisoned (Polnoye sobraniye Russkikh letopisey, 1853, p. 233).

For the next two decades, Kyiv metropolitans were elected at church synods with
permission of secular authorities. However, the traditional right of the patriarchs of
Constantinople to ordain / approve elected metropolitans was respected. Thus, Archbishop
Simeon of Polotsk (1481 — 1488) was elected to Kyiv Metropolitan Cathedra. This time the
king did not require a new Metropolitan to accept the Union and receive permission and
confirmation of the Pope.

The Patriarch of Constantinople Maximus IV Manassis (1491 — 1497) confirmed Simeon
as Metropolitan of Kyiv and All Rus’ and sent him the Blessed Letter (Kartashov, 1993,
p- 552.). The Patriarchal message was brought by two exarchs: Metropolitan Nifont and
Bishop Feodorit, who enthroned the new Metropolitan together with the bishops of Kyiv
metropolitanate in Novogrudok, in 1481.

After the death of Metropolitan Simeon, Kyiv Cathedra remained vacant for several years.
His successor was the Archbishop of Polotsk Tona Hlezna (1492 — 1494). He did not agree to
head the Cathedra for a long time, but eventually received approval in Constantinople, which
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he visited in person. After the death of Metropolitan Jonah, the Church Synod, without a
prior blessing of the Patriarch of Constantinople, elected Archimandrite Macarius of the Holy
Trinity Monastery of Vilnius to Kyiv Metropolitan Cathedra.

At the same time, messengers headed by the monks Dionysius and Herasym were sent
to Constantinople to receive the patriarchal blessing. In the autumn of 1496 the messengers
returned together with a representative of Patriarch Nifont (1497 — 1498) Joseph and a positive
response. To the ban on further election of metropolitans without the patriarchal blessing,
which was announced by his representative, the bishops replied that they did not renounce of
“ancient customs of the Conciliar Church of Constantinople and the blessing of the patriarch,
our father”, however did it because of “necessity, as did our brothers bishops under Grand
Duke Vytautas” (Polnoye sobraniye Russkikh letopisey, 1980, p. 123). Confirmation from
the Church of Constantinople for the Church of Kyiv was a hierarchical and institutional
protection against strong pressure of the Catholic ecclesiastical and secular authorities of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of Poland (Moncak, 1987, pp. 32-33).

The Metropolitan Macarius (1495 — 1497) strengthened the metropolitan power by his
activity under the conditions of constant raids of the Tatar hordes to the Ukrainian lands,
improved the financial situation of the Church, defended the rights of the Orthodox. During
his metropolitan ministry, a marriage was concluded (on condition of granting the Duchess
complete freedom in professing the Orthodox faith) between the new Grand Duke of
Lithuania Olexandr (1492 — 1506) and Yelena, a daughter of Duke John III of Moscow. Both
the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Grand Duchy of Moscow wanted to benefit from
this marriage: Lithuania hoped to strengthen peace and establish good neighborly relations
with Muscovy, the Grand Duke of Moscow — to influence the policy of the Lithuanian state,
including the ecclesiastical policy, by means of the Duchess’s marriage. The Orthodox
population of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania hoped to have a protector and patroness in the
person of the Orthodox Grand Duchess, as Grand Duke Olexandr gave his father-in-law
a written commitment not to force Yelena to accept the Catholic faith and to create all the
conditions (to build a church, to have a priest, the orthodox servants, etc.) to perform the
Orthodox rites. The marriage did not yield the results expected by the parties, as the Grand
Duke of Lithuania did not keep his promises, not to irritate the Catholic clergy and nobility.

After the martyrdom of Metropolitan Macarius (May 1, 1947), as the chronicler wrote, the
Grand Duke Olexandr “gave the metropolitanate of Kyiv and All Rus’”’ to Smolensk Bishop
Joseph (Polnoye sobraniye Russkikh letopisey, 1980, p. 125). Owing to Bishop Joseph,
the Duke influenced his Orthodox wife, Duchess Yelena, to convert her to Catholicism
(Akty, otnosyashchiesya k istorii Zapadnoy Rossii, 1846, pp. 154—155). Appointing Joseph
Metropolitan (1498 — 1501), the Duke hoped to spread the Union. In 1500, the Metropolitan
sent a letter to Pope Olexandr VI (1492 — 1503) declaring his readiness to submit to Rome.
But the Pope did not answer the Metropolitan, but the Grand Duke Olexandr and the Latin
bishop of Vilnius, Albert Wojciech, expressing his joy at their efforts to convert the Orthodox
to the Roman Church, for they were evidently also the promoters of the Metropolitan’s pro-
Union initiatives.

Religious policy of the Lithuanian and Polish rulers of the second half of the XVth century
was determined by the pressure of the papal throne on the accession of the Orthodox to the
Roman Church (including the mediation of the Union) and the personal attitude of a particular
ruler. Observing a strong opposition to the Union in the Ukrainian lands, the Roman Curia tried
to weaken by other ways with the help of Catholic state rulers, and eventually eliminate the
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Orthodox Church. Among the ways, the restriction of its activities by state laws, deprivation of
the leading force (the Orthodox nobility) by Catholicization and Polishization, discrediting in
the eyes of the faithful (by the right of patronage) of unworthy clergy and the appointment of
the Catholic government officials, in particular the first Kyiv voivode Martin Hashtold (Trajdos,
2019, p. 110). It should be noted that King Casimir IV, during whose reign the final division of
Kyiv metropolitanate into Kyiv and Moscow took place, until the end of his long reign (1492)
he did not change his tolerant attitude towards the Orthodox Church.

Some aggravation of the state and church relations was observed during the reign of
Olexandr, the son of Casimir IV, who was the Grand Duke of Lithuania (1492 — 1506), and
then the King of Poland (1501 — 1506). Under conditions of religious intolerance on the
part of the Catholic Church and secular authorities, the Orthodox population, the clergy,
dukes and boyars had been forced to place certain hopes in defending their religious rights
on the rulers of the Grand Duchy of Moscow since. In 1500 a large part of the Ukrainian
Orthodox dukes and boyars moved there, in particular the Bielsks, the Mosals, the Mtsensks,
the Serpeis, the Starodubs, the Shemiachychs, and the others (Polnoye sobraniye Russkikh
letopisey, 1859, pp. 238-239). According to the sources, “Moscow tyranny” was an obstacle
for further move of the Orthodox (Rusina, 2005, p. 48).

Such circumstances forced the successors of Casimir IV to adjust their pro-Catholic
religious policy. They did not issue official orders or laws restricting the rights of the
Orthodox, but encouraged them to convert to the Catholic faith by private means (Bednov,
2005, p. 53). In a number of privileges and charters, King Olexandr even confirmed the
rights and freedoms granted by his predecessors to the clergy, dukes, boyars and nobility
regardless of religion and the unshakable right of the metropolitans and bishops of Kyiv
metropolitanate, independence of their spiritual judicial prerogatives and rights to church
property (Akty, otnosyashchiesya k istorii Zapadnoy Rossii... , 1846, pp. 120-122; 136-144;
Krumalenko, 2004, p. 154). However, in practice the rights did not play any role, as the
previous ones were not abolished.

After a break of almost two years after the death of Metropolitan Joseph, Jonah II (1503 —
1507) was elected to Kyiv Metropolitan Cathedra. This caused a temporary pause in the pro-
Union protections of the authorities. During the last years of his life, King Olexandr distanced
himself from his Latin advisers and brought the Orthodox Duke Mykhailo Hlynsky closer.

Soon after, Sigismund I (1506 — 1544) ascended the throne of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania,
Joseph 1II began his metropolitan ministry (Conran, 1507 — 1521). Patriarch Pachomius of
Constantinople (1503 — 1513) approved Joseph II election to Kyiv Metropolitan Cathedra.

The threat of removing the Galician diocese from its jurisdiction caused the change of the
title. Emphasizing his spiritual authority over all Ukrainian dioceses, in September of 1509
Metropolitan Joseph II began to be titled Kyiv, Galicia and All Rus’ (Kmet’, 2001b, p. 140).
Although this title was approved by the authorities (used in royal charters), Sigismund I
recognized Lviv Latin archbishop to have the right to appoint (or rather recommend to the
king) a head of the Orthodox Galician Cathedra (Kmet’, 2001a, p. 11). He motivated his
actions by saying that it would be easier to “convert the Orthodox schismatics to the Catholic
faith” (Kartashov, 1993, p. 576).

In Kyiv metropolitanate such examples of usurpation of rights over the Orthodox
community by non-Orthodox people are not uncommon. As a result of such patronage, the
real control over the dioceses / monasteries of Kyiv metropolitanate fell into the dubious
reputation of secular “guardians” (Skochylyas, 2010, pp. 100-106).
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To overcome the influence of the authority, to settle state and church relations, to
bring order to the internal church life and other challenges of the Church, Metropolitan
Joseph II convened a local Synod in Vilnius, the capital of the Duchy, on December 25,
1509. In addition to the Metropolitan’s participation, seven bishops took part in the Synod
(Volodymyrsky and Beresteisky Metropolitan Vassian, Lutsky and Ostroh Metropolitan
Cyryl, Metropolitan Anthony of Przemysl, Metropolitan Euphemia of Polotsk and Vitebsk,
Metropolitan Varsonofy of Smolensk, Turovsky and Pinsk Metropolitan Arseniy, Kholmsky
Metropolitan Filaret), seven archimandrites, six abbots, seven archpriests and representatives
of the parish clergy (Mironowicz, 2014, pp. 166—177).

The Synod adopted fifteen resolutions, which were called the rules, the elaboration of
which is attributed to the Metropolitan (Kartashov, 1993, pp. 570-572). Obviously, this is
a reaction to the state of the Church at that time and the attempt to resist the interference of
secular rulers in its life unanimously.

Resolutions pointed at some abuses in the church environment, suggested the ways to solve
them. In particular, the Synod Rules 8 — 11 regulated “the submission of parish churches and
monasteries by patrons, also regulated the relationship among the church hierarchy, parish
clergy and patrons” (Skochylyas, 2010, p. 370). The Synod banned simony, including the
practice of buying church seats during the life time of those who held them and the ordination
of unworthy bishops and priests, even when appointed by the Grand Duke or other secular
authorities. Delegates decided to stop the arbitrariness of local nobles in the appointment or
removal of parish clergy and determined the method of selection of candidates for church
positions (Mironowicz, 2017, p. 156). In particular, priests appointed in the parish by the laity
were forbidden to officiate without the blessing of the diocesan bishop and were threatened
to excommunicate those who dared to confiscate church lands or property. It was decided to
meet regularly at Synods to discuss urgent issues of church life.

The Conclusion. Thus, the interference of the Catholic secular and ecclesiastical
authorities, the pragmatic and political goals of Byzantium and geopolitical realities facilitated
the loss of Kyiv metropolitanate’s custody of some of its northern dioceses, contributed to
the formation of a separate ecclesiastical administrative unit — Moscow Metropolitanate.
In the middle of the XVth century weakened Kyiv Metropolitanate of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople (as well as the Patriarchate as a whole) became the object of active interest of
two religious centres — Rome and Moscow.

Religious policy of the Lithuanian and Polish rulers of the second half of the XVth —
the beginning of the XVIth century was determined by the pressure of the papal throne on
the accession of the Orthodox to the Roman Church (including by mediation of the Union)
and a personal attitude of a certain ruler. Religious intolerance on the part of the Catholic
Church and secular authorities forced the Orthodox population, clergy, dukes and boyars to
have certain hopes in the rulers of the Grand Duchy of Moscow in defending their Orthodox
religious rights. The Metropolitan of Kyiv had under his authority the dioceses, which were
located on the territory of two states: the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Kingdom of
Poland.

The difficult situation of the Orthodox Church in the Catholic state, the appointment
of unworthy people to higher ecclesiastical positions by the king and as a result — various
distortions of a religious and moral life, in particular among the clergy, put forward the need
for church reforms on the agenda. The resolutions of Vilnius Synod were the attempts of the
Church, in the person of Metropolitan Joseph, to react to the transformed right of patronage
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and propose a model of church and state relations. The resolutions reflected the struggle
against the interference of the secular authorities in the affairs of Kyiv Metropolitanate.
Acknowledgements. The author would like to express sincere gratitude to the reviewers.
Funding. The author did not receive any financial assistance for research, preparation and
publication of the article.
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