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MANIFESTATIONS OF THE CONFLICT BETWEEN THE MONK COMMUNITY
OF THE HLYNSKA HERMITAGE WITH THE SOVIET AUTHORITY
AT THE END OF THE 1950s —- THE BEGINNING OF THE 1960s.

Abstact. The purpose of the article is to clarify the causes and nature of the conflict between the
monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage and the Soviet authorities at the end of the 1950s and
the beginning of the 1960s, to study the forms of resistance of the monastic community and the reaction
to them by state authorities, and to determine the consequences of this confrontation. The research
methodology is based on the principles of objectivity and systematicity. To achieve the goal and
objectives, general scientific methods have been used — analysis, synthesis, generalization, induction,
deduction, as well as special methods of historical research — classification and criticism of sources,
problem-chronological, comparative historical. The scientific novelty consists in the fact that for the
first time, the manifestations of the conflict between the monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage
and the Soviet authorities on the eve of the monastery’s closure have become the object of a separate
scientific study. Conclusions. The monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage used passive and
active forms of resistance. Passive forms include assistance to pilgrims, provision of food, lodging,
and failure to take measures recommended by the authorities to stop such assistance. A form of active
resistance was the sabotage of Soviet elections, the refusal of individual monks to commemorate the
Soviet regime during church services. This was prompted by an internal ethical and spiritual call,
since praying for a godless regime that actively destroyed the Church and closed monasteries and
temples seemed contradictory. The monks’ resistance was spontaneous and unorganized, but in terms
of ideological significance it was of serious importance to the authorities.

The authorities actively responded to any attempts by the monastic community to resist the
established order, using various means of influence — from formal control to pressure and direct
persecution of dissenting monks. The confrontation between the monastic community of the Hlynska
Hermitage and the Soviet authorities had significant consequences for the monastic community, as a
significant part of the monks were expelled, and the monastery itself was under constant surveillance.
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MPOSIBU KOH®JIKTY YEPHEYOI T'POMAIM INIMHCBKOI ITYCTHUHI
I3 PAIAHCBKOIO BJIAJIOIO B KIHIII 1950 — HA ITIOYATKY 1960-x pp.

Anomauia. Memoto cmammi € 3’Acysanna npuyur ma xapakmepy KOHQIIKMY Midc yepHeuoio
epomaodoro I nuncvkoi nycmuni ma paodsancvkor 1adoio y Kinyi 1950 — na nouamky 1960-x pokis,
BUBUEHHS (POPM CHpOMUBY UepHeuoi 2pomadu ma peaxyilo Ha HUx 3 OOKY OepilCasHUX OpeaHis,
BU3HAUEHHS HACTIOKIE Ybo20 npomucmosants. Memooonozisa docniodincenns 6azyemovcs Ha OOMPUMAHHI
npunyunieé 06 ’ekmugHocmi ma cucmemnocmi. [na peanizayii memu i nocmagieHux 3a80aHb
BUKOPUCMAHO 3A2ATbHOHAYKOBL MEMOOU — AHANI3Y, CUHINE3Y, Y3a2albHeHH s, ITHOYKYIL, 0edYKyil, a maxoic
cneyianvHi Memoou iCMopuyHo2o 00CHIONCeHHA — Kaacughikayii ma kpumuxu odxcepen, npooiemHo-
XpoHonoziunuti, nopisuanvro-icmopuunuil. Haykoea noeusna nonseae y momy, wjo énepuie nposeu
KoHixmy wepneuoi epomadu [ uHcbKol nycmuni i3 paosHCbKOK 6140010 HANEPeOOOH 3aKpummsi
MoHacmups cmanu 06 '€Kmom OKPeMo20 HAYK08020 00cniodcenus. Bucnoexku. Yepneua epomaioa
Tuncokoi nycmuni UKOpUCMosysana nacusti 1 akmushi popmu cnpomugy. /Jo nacusHux 6ioHOCUMO
00noMO2y NANOMHUKAM, 3a0e3Nnevents XapyyeaHHAM, HOYIGLeI0 Md HeBICUBAHHA PEKOMEHOOBAHUX
67140010 3ax00i8, CHPAMOBAHUX HA NpunuHenHs makoi oonomoeu. Popmolo aKmMueHo20 Cnpomugy
0y10 cabomysanms padAHCLKUX UOOPI6, 6I0MO6A OKpeMux MOHAXI6 6i0 NOMUHAHHA PAOAHCLKOL
61a0u Ha 6oeocrycinnsx. Lle 6yn0 UKIUKAHO HYMPIUWHIM emudHUM I OYXO8HUM NOKAUKOM, OCKLIbKU
monumucs 3a 6e300cHy 61ady, AKka akmueHo pyunyeana Llepkey, sakpusana monacmupi ma xpamu,
30asanocs cynepeunusum. Cnpomus uenyie 6y6 CHOHMAHHUM | He OP2AHIZ308AHUM, A€ 3d i0e0N02IUHOI0
SBHAUUMICTIO MAG Cepllo3He 3HAYEHHS 015 81A0U.

Bnaoa axmueno peacysana na 6yov-axi cnpobu uepHeymeda NPOMUCTNOAMU 6CMAHOBNIEHUM
NOPAOKAM, BUKOPUCIOBYIOUU PI3HI 3ACO0U 8NIUBY — 810 POPMATILHO20 KOHMPONIO 00 MUCKY MA NPAMO2O
nepecuioyeanHs He3200HUX wenyis. Ilpomucmosnus migc uepreuoro epomadoio I iuncovkoi nycmuni ma
DPAOSAHCHKOI 81A00I0 MANO CYMMES] HACTIOKU Ol MOHACMUPCHKOL Opamii, addce 3HAYHY 4ACTUHY
MOHaAxig YN0 8UKNIOYEHO, 4 caM MOHACMuUp nepedysas nio NOCMIUHUM HAAAOOM.

Knrwwuosi cnoea: Ilpasocrasna yepkeéa, MoHacmup, 4Yenyi, OYXOBEHCMBO, DAOAHCLKA 61404,
penpecii, Cymuuna.

Problem Statement. At the end of the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s in the USSR,
despite declared liberalization reforms, the authorities did not stop their strict control over
religious organizations, but rather improved the methods of restricting their activities. This
trend encompassed political, economic, and ideological mechanisms of pressure, and also
unfolded at the level of official campaigns against religion, which influenced a religious life of
citizens and organizations significantly, in particular monasteries and monastic communities.

The Hlynska Hermitage, as one of the spiritual centres of Orthodoxy in Ukraine, was an
important centre of a religious life. It remained a significant place of pilgrimage, being one
of the centres of a spiritual support for believers, giving them the opportunity to confess and
receive advice by a spiritual father. However, its activities during this period were subject to
significant pressure from the authorities. The monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage,
which had long historical and spiritual traditions, found itself under pressure from restrictive
measures aimed at liquidating the monastery.

The relevance of the research topic is associated with the desire to understand the conflict
dynamics, which reflects the nature of relations between the Soviet state and religious
communities, as well as the consequences of this conflict for both religious life of the Ukrainian
Exarchate and monastic community. It is important to note that despite the desire of the Soviet
authorities for a complete atheization of society, monasteries remained an important source
of a religious stability and resistance, and also preserved their cultural and spiritual traditions.
Studying the conflict between the monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage and the
Soviet authorities allows us not only to better understand the nature of Soviet policy towards
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religion, but also to analyze how religious communities were able to preserve their identity
and survive under constant pressure. Thus, research on this issue will contribute to a better
understanding of social and spiritual processes in the Soviet society and the role of religious
communities in maintaining moral stability in the context of atheistic politics.

Review of Recent Research and Publications. The history of state-church relations and
the Orthodox Church in Ukraine in the 20th century occupies an important place in modern
historiography. Given this, there is a significant historiographical basis of the issue. Despite a
massive historiographical output, there is no special study on the conflict between the monastic
community of the Hlynska Hermitage and the Soviet authorities. Among the total number of
historical studies that consider the peculiarities of a religious policy and the position of the
Orthodox Church in Ukraine in the second half of the 20th century, it is necessary to single out
the monograph by V. Pashchenko (Pashchenko, 2005). Within narrower chronological limits,
the issue was studied by N. Schlikhta (Shlikhta, 2011). Yu. Danyliuk and O. Bazhan analyzed
the opposition movement in Ukraine in the second half of the 20th century, in particular
opposition sentiments and their manifestations in the environment of the Ukrainian Exarchate
of the Russian Orthodox Church (Danyliuk, & Bazhan, 2000). The collective monograph
of the Institute of History of Ukraine of the NAS of Ukraine on the history of everyday life
dedicated to the period of late Stalinism and the Khrushchev era contains a separate section
dedicated to monastic communities (Danylenko, 2015). State-church relations in the USSR
in 1939 — 1964 were analyzed by M. Shkarovskyi (1999). Certain aspects of the situation
of the Orthodox clergy, in particular in Sumy region, were studied by V. Olitskyi (Olitskyi,
2024; Olitskyi, & Podriez, 2022). The issues of state-church relations and Soviet anti-religious
policy are covered in articles by I. Danylets, V. Mishchanyn, M. Palinchak, and V. Bokoch
(Danylets, & Mishchanyn, 2022; Palinchak, & Bokoch, 2021). The Ukrainian resistance to
the Soviet anti-religious policies in the 1960s and 1970s was studied by N. Kindrachuk and
V. Vasylchuk (Kindrachuk, & Vasylchuk, 2022). Some theoretical and methodological aspects
are contained in the work of Mykola Haliv and Vasyl Iinytskyi (Haliv, & Ilnytskyi, 2023).

The purpose of the article is to clarify the causes and nature of the conflict between
the monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage and the Soviet authorities at the end of
the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s, to study the forms of resistance of the monastic
community and the reaction to them by state authorities, and to determine the consequences
of this confrontation.

Results of the Research. In 1940, there were 64 Orthodox monasteries and hermitages
in the USSR. During the German occupation, a process of revival of a religious life took
place, as a result of which their number increased to 101. After World War 11, despite the
establishment of state-church relations, the number of religious communities decreased.
As a result of such events, from 1947 to 1957, 38 monasteries were liquidated by means
of unification in the USSR. If in 1946 there were 101 monasteries operating in the Soviet
Union, then in 1948 there were 85, in 1950 — 75 and 4,787 monks, by 1957 there were
63 monasteries operating and 4,601 monks. All decisions to liquidation of monasteries were
made by the ruling hierarchs under pressure from the ROCh (Russian Orthodox Church)
authorities, which gave the impression that the government was not involved in the process.
This approach contributed to the fact that these measures did not cause mass outrage among
believers and the church hierarchy. In 1959, out of 63 monasteries of the Russian Orthodox
Church, 40 belonged to the Ukrainian Exarchate. However, under conditions of the growing
anti-religious campaign, the current pace of liquidation did not satisfy the Soviet regime.
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On April 7, 1959, the Council of Ministers of the USSR adopted a secret resolution
“On the Reduction of Monasteries and Hermitages in the USSR,” which provided for the
liquidation of 22 monasteries and 7 hermitages during the period of 1959 — 1960, of which 18
were in the Ukrainian SSR: 4 for men and 14 for women. Thus, it was planned to close almost
half of the existing monasteries in less than two years. The Council for the Affairs of the
Russian Orthodox Church under the Council of Ministers of the USSR, which developed this
resolution, initially suggested closing all planned monasteries in Ukraine during the summer
of 1959. The Council of Ministers of the Ukrainian SSR supported this idea in general, but
suggested implementing it gradually, because a simultaneous closure of half of the existing
monasteries could cause unrest both within the Russian Orthodox Church and abroad. As a
result, the implementation period was extended by a year. Patriarch Oleksiy was forced to
agree to the reduction of monasteries and hermitages in accordance with the list on April 2,
1959, under pressure by state authorities. On April 4, 1953, the Council for the Affairs of the
Russian Orthodox Church received a letter from the Patriarch in which he noted that “under
conditions where there is a need to continue reducing the number of monasteries, as was the
case in previous ones before 1958, the reduction plan determined by the Council, is the most
painless solution to this issue... a painless nature of the plan lies mainly in the fact that it is
proposed to reduce not so many of the total number of existing monasteries. .. the closure will
not be carried out immediately, but gradually over the coming years”. Thus, the only thing
the hierarch could do for his flock was to request a gradual implementation of the plan so that
it would be as painless as possible (CSAHAAU, f. 4648, d. 3, c. 227, pp. 11-17). As a result
of the implementation of this resolution, by the beginning of 1965, only nine monasteries
remained operating in Ukraine, of which two were male and seven female (Danyliuk, &
Bazhan, 2000, p. 231).

The Nativity-Virgin Mary Hlynska Hermitage, founded in the 16th century, operated in Sumy
region. With the establishment of the Bolshevik power, the monastery was closed in 1921. It
resumed its activities in October of 1942, having a significant impact on the religious situation
not only in the region but also outside the Republic. The monastery was regularly visited by
pilgrims from various regions of the USSR. At the end of the 1950s, the number of monks reached
about 60 people, of whom 38 were over 55 years old. At the same time, the monastic community
was constantly replenished by young monks: 8 people were under 30 years old, another 7 were
between the ages of 31 and 40 (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 7a, c. 5, pp. 60-62).

Since 1959, the Commissioner for the Affairs of the Russian Orthodox Church in Sumy
region has constantly focused on this monastery. One of the most important tasks that the
local authorities tried to solve in relation to the monastery even before its closure was to
limit the appearance of new monks and reduce the number of pilgrims to the monastery in
order to reduce the monastery’s influence on the religiosity of the population. Accordingly,
the issues were constantly raised that would contribute to their implementation. Some
of them were fundamental to the existence of the monastery, as they concerned the very
essence of a monastic service, the main goal of which was the pursuit of perfection of life
through devotion to a prayer and repentance, and through it to service to one’s neighbour and
the performance of mercy acts. In addition, an important task of the monastic community
existence was the preaching of Holy Scripture, preservation and spread of the faith, and the
instruction of believers.

In a report on the Hlynska monastery in 1959, the regional commissioner for the affairs
of the ROCh, Ye. Valakhov, especially emphasized that the monks, through personal contacts
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with the population, carried out significant work to attract believers to pilgrimage. Believers
from various cities and regions of the USSR came to the service. Near Lokot railway station,
the monastery maintained a separate room for visiting pilgrims and organized meals. After the
ban on maintenance of this premises, the monks used monastery transport to meet pilgrims,
who were provided with free overnight accommodation and two meals a day at the monastery.
In some cases, preschool and school-age children, especially from surrounding villages,
visited the monastery with their parents. By agreement between the regional commissioner
and the leadership of the Ministry for Internal Affairs department, in 1959, police officers
checked the passport regime in the monastery several times, which made it possible to get
rid of people undesirable to the commissioner. The abbot of the monastery, Archimandrite
Theogen, received repeated warnings from the commissioner about the inadmissibility of such
a situation. After the abbot ignored these warnings, the commissioner demanded through the
Archbishop of Chernihiv and Nizhyn, head of Sumy eparchy, Andriy (Sukhenko), to stop this
practice. The monastery management complied with the request, but with a minimal harm
to the faithful — the meals for pilgrims in the dining room were cancelled, but the food for
them was delivered directly to the premises where the faithful were staying. All these factors
contributed to the conflict escalation between the monastic community and the authorities
(SASR, f. P-2196, d. 7a, c. 5, pp. 7-10, 59-60; c. 13, pp. 37-38).

A kind of apogee of the conflict between the monks and the Soviet authorities was the
refusal of some monks to commemorate the latter during divine services. In the Orthodox
Church, during divine services, in particular the liturgy, there is a rite of commemoration
in addition to the religious authority, the state. In the tradition of Kyivan Orthodoxy,
under different historical conditions, two forms of such commemoration developed —
commemoration of the head of state by name or simply a prayer for the government bodies.
Under the Soviet anti-theocratic regime, a situation arose when the Russian Orthodox Church
was forced to pray for the government, which was building a society of militant atheism and
trying to destroy the Church. This led to a certain transformation of the commemoration
form. The commemoration of the government bodies in litanies became general — “for our
God-preserved country, its government and army””. It was performed in a peaceful and solemn
litanie, and the commemoration of government was completely excluded from the priest’s
speech at the Great Entrance (Horbyk, 2016; Pravoslavnyi, 1986, pp. 65, 72).

In June of 1960, the monks of the Nativity of the Mother of God Hlynska Hermitage,
Hieromonk Ambrose (Pechienev) and Hierodeacon Isaiah (Korovai), refused to commemorate
the Soviet government during divine services. On June 4, 1960, at All-Night Vigil, Hierodeacon
Isaiah stopped commemorating the government during the litanies. Instead of the statutory
request, he recited “we still pray for our God-protected country and for its salvation”. The
abbot of the monastery, Archimandrite Theogen, immediately spoke out against such actions,
noting that the monk had done the wrong thing. To the abbot’s remark, Hierodeacon Isaiah
replied, “The authorities do not need prayer and I will not commemorate them”. The monks
argued their refusal by saying that one cannot pray for a godless authorities. After the service,
Hieromonk Ambrose objected to the abbot and treasurer who tried to rectify the situation. He
stated that “the Church has no right to pray for those who do not recognize the power of the
Lord, but reject it” (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 53, pp. 5-6).

It can be argued that the monks committed these actions without the consent of the
monastery leadership. Based on the explanatory note of Abbot Modest addressed to the
Commissioner for the Affairs of the ROCh of Sumy Region, during the incident the abbot
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immediately reacted to it and was somewhat confused, consulting with Abbot Modest on
how to act in this situation. The latter advised to remove the monks from performing divine
services and to report to the hierarch. On June 7, on the instructions of the abbot, Abbot
Modest personally reported to Archbishop Andriy, who wanted to meet with the monks in
person. The abbot, through Abbot Modest, asked the bishop, if the monks had a meeting
with him, to influence them and convince them that they were wrong in this case (SASR,
f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 53, pp. 2-4).

The regional commissioner for the ROCh affairs had a conversation with Bishop Andriy
on this matter and recommended that he should summon the dissenting monks to him (SASR,
f. P-2196, d. 7a, c. 13, pp. 39). A few days later, this meeting took place in Sumy. Once
again the monks stated that they would not pray for the current government, because they
believe that “based on the Holy Scriptures and the teachings of the Fathers of the Church,
it is impossible to pray for the government that destroys the Christian faith and liquidates
churches”. Additionally, the monks argued their position by referring to the book of Archpriest
Kalnev (unfortunately, it was not possible to determine which book was ment). The Bishop
tried to convince them that, according to the instructions of the Apostle Paul, it is necessary
to pray for all authorities, regardless of how they treat the Church. These arguments did
not yield any results (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 53, pp. 2-3, 7). In March of 1961, while
examining the monastery books, in the main building the regional commissioner discovered
the book published in Canada by missionary V. Konovalov, “The Attitude of a Christian to
Soviet Power,” which could also be used as one of the arguments in favour of this act (SASR,
f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 55, pp. 37-38).

On July 8, 1960, Bishop Andriy visited the Hlynska Hermitage, and the next day, in
the presence of the abbot, Archimandrite Theogen, his deputy, Abbot Modest, and the
confessors of the monastery, Abbots Andronikos and Seraphim, he met with these monks.
The conversation took place with each one separately. Despite the arguments of such
authoritative figures, Hieromonk Ambrose and Hierodeacon Isaiah still remained in their
positions. After spiritual conversations and persuasions did not yield any results, the ruling
hierarch’s last argument was that in this case they would be forced to leave the monastery.
In response, both monks declared, “Do with us whatever you want, but we will not pray
for this government”. Hierodeacon Isaiah added, “Even if they shoot me, I will not pray
for Mykyta, who closes the churches”. Having failed ato achieving concessions from the
dissidents, Archbishop Andriy banned both from performing religious services and sent a
report on the incident to the Commissioner for the Affairs of the Russian Orthodox Church.
According to the Commissioner, the decision to evict the opposition-minded monks from
the monastery was made by the bishop in agreement with him. After the monastery was
informed of this decision, on July 13, Hieromonk Ambrose came to Archbishop Andriy in
Chernihiv with a letter from the abbot of the Hlynska Hermitage, in which he asked, in view
of the repentance of the monks Ambrose and Isaiah, to forgive them and not to bring any case
against them. In response, the bishop stated that this was a very serious issue that had already
gained resonance, and accordingly he was unable to stop the matter.

On July 19, both monks left the monastery. On August 12, the new abbot, Abbot Modest,
wrote a report to the ruling bishop with a request to exclude from the lists of the Nativity of
the Virgin Mary Hlynska Hermitage those who had left the monastery without permission:
Hieromonk Ambrose, Hierodeacon Isaiah, and novice Mykola Melnyk. The Bishop approved
this report and banned them from performing religious services. The Commissioner reported
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the anti-Soviet statements of these monks to the KGB in Sumy region. Archimandrite
Theogen’s letter asking for forgiveness for Hieromonk Ambrose and Hierodeacon Isaiah was
used by the commissioner as one of the arguments for replacing the abbot of the Hlynska
Hermitage. Archimandrite Theogen was accused of not punishing these monks, but rather
trying to protect them (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 53, pp. 2-4, 11; d. 7a, c. 13, p. 39).

Despite the fact that none of the monks supported this action openly, we should say that at
least some of them shared such actions. In a report addressed to the commissioner, Archbishop
Andriy mentions that almost all the monastery monks with whom he had a conversation
condemned the monks’ actions. The regional commissioner for the ROCh, describing this
event in his report, stated that in the monastery, individual hostile monks made judgments
and slander against the Soviet reality (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 53, p. 3, 11; d. 7a, c. 13,
pp- 38). During the period of 1958 — 1959, 8 people were expelled from the monastery,
who, according to the conclusion of the regional commissioner, were “hostile and made
judgments” (SASR. f. P-2196, d. 7a, c. 5, p. 61). Given such statements, we should say that
some of the monks expressed their dissatisfaction with the actions of the Soviet authorities,
and at least in a conversation with the bishop, shared the position of not commemorating it,
while some sympathizers, aware of all the risks, could not declare their views.

The issue of Archbishop Andriy’s position on this fact remains open. On the one hand,
we see his participation in overcoming impermanence, and on the other, given the statements
of the regional commissioner, the question arises as to how sincere and comprehensive this
participation was. The bishop, as the head of the heparchy, was supposed to care for its well-
being, including the proper conditions for the monastery to exist. He realized that this action
could not be ignored or not responded to, because in the context of growing anti-religious
pressure, it served as a good pretext for closing the monastery and criminally prosecuting
the monks, and in the case of ignoring it, for his imprisonment as well. Throughout the time
when he was required to remove objectionable monks from the monastery or priests from
parishes, in every way the Bishop tried to avoid these steps and took them only after significant
pressure from the Commissioner for the Affairs of the ROCh. In such cases, Bishop Andriy,
in conversations with believers and even in official correspondence with the patriarchate and
deacons, reported that the expulsion of a particular monk from the monastery took place on
the instructions of the authorized person, while he had a different view on this issue (SASR,
f. P-2196, d. 7a, c. 21, pp. 10; c. 13, p. 78).

On the eve of the closure of the Hlynska Hermitage in 1961, Ye. Valakhov compiled a
list of 15 monks who were subject to expulsion from the monastery, indicating the reason.
Among the total number of different reasons, 5 can be characterized as a manifestation of
conflict with the authorities, which made it possible to regard these monks as hostile to the
Soviet power. Thus, Hieromonk Vissarion (Hordienko) was accused of spoiling the ballot
in the elections of December 18, 1960, Hierodeacon Pavlin (Mishchenko) of refusing to
participate in the same elections, Hieromonk Vlasiy (Sumyn) of healing the demon-possessed
and baptizing children in a cell, Monk Ivan (Sehyda) of storing and distributing anti-Soviet
literature, Hierodeacon Ilarion (Prykhodko) of supporting the views of Hieromonk Ambrose
and Hierodeacon Isaiah (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 55, pp. 21-22).

The practice of spreading various rumors and gossip among the population to justify
pressure became widespread. One of them was the imposition of the idea that, taking
advantage of the monastery’s secluded location, its inhabitants were engaged in espionage
(Danylenko, 2015, p. 606). One of the means of mass propaganda that was actively used
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for this purpose was the press. On May 16, 1961, in order to discredit the monks, an article
was published in the Sumy regional newspaper “Leninska Pravda”, which was supposed to
show the general public the anti-Soviet sentiments among the monks and contribute to the
formation of an opinion about the need to close the monastery (Savchenko, 1961, p. 4).

On July 13, 1961, Archbishop Andriy issued an order to close the Nativity of the Mother
of God the Hlynska Monastery, in which he noted that the monastery was being closed in
accordance with the blessing of His Holiness the Patriarch, with the knowledge and consent
of the Exarch of Ukraine, the consent of the ruling bishop, and also taking into account the
request of the local authorities. The monks of the monastery were given the right to receive all
their personal belongings and food for the first time. The monks were provided with money
in advance. They were given the opportunity to leave for their relatives and acquaintances,
and to get a civilian job. Elderly monks were offered to move to nursing homes. The monks
were allowed to leave in groups of two or three immediately after determining where they
would move. Religious property and the monastery library were transferred for safekeeping
to the St. Anastasia Church in the town of Hlukhiv, the rest of the property to the house for the
disabled in Sosnivka, which was located next to the monastery. In order for the closure to take
place without any kind of excesses, the father abbot and the monks were warned to behave
consciously and remember that they were monks and a vow of obedience, and the closure of
the monastery was approved and blessed by the church authorities (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12,
c. 55, pp. 67-68).

It can be argued that the closure of the Hlynska Hermitage was the culmination and
resolution of the conflict between the monks the Soviet authorities. Thus, the Soviet regime,
on the one hand, carried out its plan to reduce the number of monasteries, and on the other,
got rid of the unwelcome monastic community with which it had had a long-standing conflict.
Considering that the decision of the bishops to close the monasteries was only a method of
formalizing the decisions of the authorities and was signed under significant pressure from
them, it should be noted that the order of Archbishop Andriy was also formal in nature.
At the same time, it should be noted that he knew in advance about the plans to close this
monastery and informed its leadership about it. Six months before the closure, all the money
was withdrawn from the bank account and distributed to the monks. The most valuable
things and materials were taken out of the monastery (SASR, f. P-2196, d. 12, c. 54, p. 35).
Owing to such actions, it was possible not only to preserve the most valuable monastery
property, but most importantly, to provide the monks with the means of subsistence after their
eviction from the monastery, which was specifically stated in the order on the closure. These
actions of the bishop were not forgiven by the Soviet regime; they became one of the charges
during his criminal imprisonment at the end of 1961. Thus, Bishop Andriy, shortly after the
closure of the Nativity of the Virgin Mary Hlynska Hermitage, was punished for opposing the
authorities’ closure of churches and monasteries.

Conclusions. The manifestations of the conflict between the monastic community of the
Hlynska Hermitage and the Soviet power at the end of the 1950s and the beginning of the
1960s testify to deep contradictions between the atheistic ideology of the Soviet state and
the spiritual needs of religious communities, as well as to a significant place and authority of
monasteries in the lives of believers, which remained strongholds of spiritual resistance to
the regime. The Hlynska Hermitage became an example of how, even under strong pressure,
the monks tried to preserve their traditions, fulfill religious duties, and resist atheistic policies
that sought to oust the Church from public life.
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The monastic community of the Hlynska Hermitage used passive and active forms of
resistance. Passive forms include assistance to pilgrims, provision of food, lodging, and
failure to take measures recommended by the authorities to stop such assistance. A form
of active resistance was the sabotage of Soviet elections, the refusal of individual monks to
commemorate the Soviet regime during church services. This was prompted by an internal
ethical and spiritual call, since praying for a godless regime that actively destroyed the
Church and closed monasteries and temples seemed contradictory. The monks’ resistance
was spontaneous and unorganized, but in terms of ideological significance it was of serious
importance to the authorities.

The authorities actively responded to any attempts by the monastic community to resist
the established order, using various means of influence — from formal control to pressure and
direct persecution of dissenting monks. The confrontation between the monastic community
of the Hlynska Hermitage and the Soviet authorities had significant consequences for the
monastic community, as a significant part of the monks were expelled, and the monastery
itself was under constant surveillance.
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article.
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