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Abstract: BORKOWSKI, Andrzej. The Institute of the Patriarchal Emissary in the
Metropolitanate of Kyiv at the End of the Sixteenth Century Based on the Activity of Archdeacon
Cyprian Ostrogski. The patriarchal emissary’s role in the Metropolitanate of Kyiv at the end
of the 16th century consisted of informing the patriarchate about the church’s situation,
promoting education and undertaking translation activities. Their intellectual and
spiritual formation took place under the careful supervision of the patriarchate, initially
at the Greek school in Venice and later at the University in Padua. Patriarchal emissary
Archdeacon Cyprian Ostrogski maintained close contact with the patriarchal exarchs in
the Commonwealth and the main representatives of the Orthodox nobles. He had excellent
knowledge of the Greek language, culture and philosophy and was the main receiver and
translator of Patriarch Meletius Pegas’s writings. As a translator from Greek, he actively
participated in the anti-union Orthodox synod in Brest in 1596. Thanks to the information
he received from Cyprian, the Patriarch was fully aware of the potential the educated teaching
staff could have and about the situation in the Metropolitanate of Kyiv.
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Until now, separate studies and articles that analyse the institution of patriarchal emissaries
(matplapyikwv aneotaipévov) in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth at the end of the 16th
century have not been presented in literature on church history, with the exception of the institution
of patriarchal exarchs (Borkowski 2014, 103-120). When exploring the activity of the emissary of
the locum tenens to the throne of the Ecumenical Patriarch Meletius I Pegas, Archdeacon Cyprian
Ostrogski, the most important research problems should be outlined. How might the relations
between the King of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Patriarch of Constantinople at
the end of the 16th century be characterized? What exactly was the role of the patriarchal emissary?
What was involved in the process of his intellectual and spiritual formation? What competencies did
he possess, and what were his responsibilities towards their spiritual authorities? With whom did he
maintain close contact in the ecclesiastical circles of the Commonwealth and the Patriarchates of
the East? This article is innovative in nature. For the first time, patriarchal emissary has become the
subject of a separate study (Jasinovs’kij' 2015, 298-300). The specific nature of this area of research
required the use of source materials. The source materials used for writing this article include
Meletius Pegas’s published correspondence referring to the activity of his emissary, Archdeacon
Cyprian, in the Metropolitanate of Kyiv. His epistolography found in the Patmian Codex 396 and

' The articles listed above do not comprehensively cover the topic.
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a collection of patriarchal letters proved to be particularly useful (Legrand 1902; Methodios 1970 -
1975; Papadppoulos-Kerameus 1915, 500-518).

Patriarchal emissary, Archdeacon Cyprian Ostrogski, was active in the period of Sigismund
III, King of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Roman Catholic Church’s intensive
proselytism. The state’s strategy based on political violence and the intrigues of the Jesuits resulted
in the Union of Brest. The activity of the anti-union circles was, in fact, limited to showing, as best as
possible, the differences between the teachings and traditions of both churches in order to prevent
undesired influences. The destructive activity of the apostate bishops gave rise to controversy and
concern among the faithful of the Orthodox Church, who turned to the Patriarchates of the East
for immediate assistance. As a result of violating canon law and church discipline on the part of
some of the Orthodox hierarchs of the Metropolitanate of Kyiv, the Eastern Church decided to
part ways with it. The Patriarch of Constantinople confirmed the resolutions of the local anti-
union synod in Brest by endorsing them in an opinion sent in 1597 (Methodios 1975, 190, n. u.
241). Later, Patriarch Meletius Pegas® appointed patriarchal exarchs to function as overseers in
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth on behalf of the Ecumenical Throne. Prince Konstanty
Ostrogski, Gedeon Balaban, the Orthodox Bishop of Lviv, and Protodyngellos and Archimandrite
of the Patriarchate of Alexandria, Cyril Lucaris, were chosen (Methodios 1974, 539, n. u. 180;
DPIR XIII 1909, 429-433, n. u. 18/16; MalySevskij 1872, 44-48, n. u. 17). The Patriarch granted
them the right to exercise temporary administration of the Metropolitanate of Kyiv until worthy
archpastors were consecrated to serve in the place of the apostate bishops (Bulgakov 1996, 150,
161-162; Zaikin 1930, 83-84; Chodynicki 2006, 347-348; Mironowicz 2006, 253). Furthermore,
he also advised them to cooperate with Patriarch Jeremias’s exarch, Archdeacon Nikephoros, with
the goal of preserving the purity of the Eastern Church’s dogmas and traditions, sanctioned by the
ecumenical councils and local synods (Methodios 1975, 190, n. u. 241; MCSL I 1895, 509-512, n.
u. 308; Welykyj 1970, 27-30, n. u. 13).

The main recipient of Patriarch Meletius’s letters was his trusted emissary, Archdeacon Cyprian
of Ostrog, who had an excellent knowledge of the Greek language, culture and philosophy.
Moreover, he proved to be extraordinarily useful as a translator (Broniewski 1995, 37, 52; BH
IV 1896, 217-220, n. u. 40, 41, 45-48; Haralampovi¢ 1898, 274-275). Thanks to Prince Konstanty
Ostrogski’s efforts, Archdeacon Cyprian was initially sent to the Greek school in Venice, and after
graduating, he entered the University of Padua. As a Greek translator, he actively participated
in the Orthodox anti-union synod in Brest in 1596, during which he acted as a translator for
the Bishop of Lviv, Gedeon, and the Igumen of the Kievan Monastery, Nikephoros. He served as

After the death of Jeremias Tranos, Meletius Pegas was chosen to be the next Patriarch of Constantinople
(locum tenens of the Patriarch of Constantinople between 1596-1598, Pope-Patriarch of Alexandria
between 1590-1601). He never accepted this position. In a second vote, the synod appointed Mathew
II to the Ecumenical Throne (January-February 1596). At the end of March, Gabriel I was proclaimed
Patriarch (March-beginning of June 1596), who, despite his sincere desire, was unable to cope with
the overwhelming difficulties he faced and tragically died at the end of June 1596. The Metropolitan
of Athens, Theophanes Karykes, served as locum tenens for a short period from June to December
1596. Meletius was nominated once again; and this time, he accepted and served as locum tenens from
December 1596 to February 1597. Finally, the Metropolitan of Athens, Theophanes Karykes was chosen
(end of February to 26 March 1597), who died after two months of holding the office of patriarch. In
response to the earnest pleas made by the members of synod, at the end of March 1597, Meletius agreed
to assume the role of temporary administrator of the Ecumenical Throne, while still remaining on the
Alexandrian Throne (Gedeon 1885 - 1890, 536-541; Paraskeuaidis 1971, 153). He secretly hoped that he
could finally incline Gabriel Severos or Maximos Margunios to become patriarch. However, they refused.
As a result, Meletius had no choice but to administer the Patriarchal Throne until April 1598.
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archdeacon to the Protopapas and Chorepiscopos of Ostrog, Ignatius,’ which we may conclude
on the basis of a phrase used by Meletius Pegas in his letter addressed to him (Methodios 1974,
513-514, n. u. 160; DPIR XIII 1909, 419-420, n. u. 18/9). Being addressed by the Patriarch as
protothron and chorepiscopus may indicate that he had been chosen at a synod in Constantinople
to serve as bishop in Ostrog. In another letter from 1598, Meletius exhorted Cyprian to persist in
his efforts for the good of Christianity and to follow spiritual principles that would assist him in
resisting the attacks of the demons (Methodios 1975, 175-176, n. u. 219).

The Patriarch was keenly interested in the ecclesiastical matters of the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth; therefore, he requested that Cyprian inform him about the developing situation
more frequently. He instructed Symeon, who arrived in the Commonwealth, to remind him of the
promises he had made and the scope of competencies expected of patriarchal emissaries. He also
referred to books, unknown to us today, sent by a certain Kavvak and also those sent by Cyprian,
which brought comfort in times of despondency. Meletius thanked him for his letters filled with
Greek erudition (Methodios 1975, 183-184, n. u. 233). He was particularly impressed with the
progress Cyprian was making in his studies and ensured him of his fatherly affection. Thanks to
the information that Cyprian sent regularly, Meletius was perfectly aware of the potential of the
Metropolitanate of Kyiv’s teaching staff, whom he encouraged by means of his letters to intensify
their educational work among Orthodox Christians. With this in mind, he wrote a letter dated 6
June 1597 to the Protopapas and Chorepiscopus of Ostrog, Ignatius, in which he commended him
for his zealous faith and education, called him a wise and enlightened teacher and encouraged
him to combat the erroneous system of scholastic knowledge in Latin theology (Methodios 1974,
513-514, n. u. 160; Chodynicki 2006, 327).*

Meletius reminded Cyprian of his commitment to dealing with the crucial issue of educating
the Orthodox community, which would bring tangible benefits to the Metropolitanate of Kyiv
and enrich his personal experience and knowledge. Therefore, this task was to conscientiously
carry out the Patriarchs orders if he truly cherished teaching, even more so, because he was
sent from Constantinople to Ostrog to assist the Orthodox community with the knowledge he
possessed. The Patriarch was particularly disturbed by the faithful’s low level of religiosity, which
could be improved by means of education. He noticed a temporary improvement in the situation
as a result of his letters and the intervention of Prince of Ostrog, which convinced him all the
more of the purpose of his correspondence aimed at strengthening the Church and increasing the
faithful’s religious devotion (Methodios 1975, 183-184, n. u. 233).

Archdeacon Cyprian combined the extremely responsible functions of emissary and translator
on behalf of the Patriarchates of Constantinople and Alexandria. The correspondence between
Lucaris and Archdeacon Cyprian, who most probably met while still in Constantinople or
during their studies in Venice or Padua, is an extraordinarily valuable source of information on
the situation of Orthodoxy in the Commonwealth. Thanks to the letters of his friends and co-
workers, the exarch was informed about the actions taken by the Latin propagandists. Thanks to

*  Protopapas, Protothron and Chorepiscopus of Ostrog, Ignatius. He initially served as deacon in Busk

near Lviv. Around 1587, the Lviv Brotherhood employed him as a school teacher. As a result of a conflict
with the local bishop, he transferred to a school in Vilnius. In June the following year, he returned to
Busk, and in 1594, he was appointed parish priest of the Castle Church in Ostrog and regional preacher.
He actively participated in the anti-union synod in Brest in 1596, for which he earned the particular
respect of Patriarch Meletius Pegas (Mic’ko 1990, 91-92, 95, 122, 124).

Ignatius is presumed to be the author of two polemic works published in connection with the discussions
held between the centre in Ostrog and Uniate bishop, Hypatius Pociej. Historians have long tried to
establish who stands behind the pseudonym “the cleric of Ostrog”. Naumow 2002, 35, 235-239, 249, 250,
279, 284, 286, 287; Stradomski 2003, 35, 47, 170-173, 177-179, 183, 270.
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the committed translator, Archdeacon Cyprian, Lucaris remained in constant contact with people
from the cities he had previously visited, including Zviahel (XfvdAtov),” Dubno and Ostrog.
The preserved correspondence between them, starting with a letter Cyprian sent on 15 January
1596 from Lviv, clearly shows the difficult and hostile atmosphere in which they conducted their
mission. The author explained that he had become the subject of unfair accusations made by
representatives of the Commonwealth, which he had no intention of answering. This fact proved
how demoralized was the society in which Cyprian had to live and work for the sake of his
ecclesiastical authorities. Lucaris immediately sent a letter of recommendation addressed to the
Patriarch to the archdeacon delegated by the centre in Ostrog to Constantinople through someone
named Joasaf. They both counted on the Patriarch to make a visit (BH IV 1896, 218, n. u. 41).

After receiving an invitation from Konstanty Ostrogski, Lucaris left Konstantynéw® on 19 July
1596 (BH IV 1896, 219, n. u. 44). Three days later, he reached Zviahel, where he informed the
prince in a letter dated 22 July 1596 that he had arrived at the designated place. At an important
meeting, the assistance of a seasoned translator was necessary. For this reason, he did not fail to
mention that he had brought Cyprian, “a diligent student”, who knew Greek perfectly and was
useful during common discussions (BH IV 1896, 219, n. u. 45). Lucaris also sent a separate letter to
Cyprian in this matter (BH IV 1896, 220, n. u. 46), informing him that he had received two letters
from the Prince of Ostrog written by him. These letters caused him great joy because they showed
that they both were not only zealous confessors of the true faith but that they also had a great love
for Greek culture and philology. At the same time, he ordered him to come immediately.

Despite his numerous pastoral and diplomatic responsibilities, Lucaris did not neglect his
commitments to education and teaching theology. In a letter dated 12 August 1596, he requested
Cyprian to send the writings of the Byzantine historian Cedron and Thomas Aquinas (BH IV
1896, 220, n. u. 47). Several months later, on 2 December 1596, he was forced to cancel his trip to
Ostrog due to various circumstances. As a result, he sent Cyprian the necessary books. He asked
him to come to the prince’s residence, where he was staying, despite the fact that he intended to
leave shortly afterwards (BH IV 1896, 220, n. u. 48). In all likelihood, this last known letter of
Lucaris heralded his departure from the Commonwealth as his stay there was becoming more and
more dangerous.”

With the assistance of his experienced emissary Cyprian, Patriarch Meletius commended the
Bishop of Lviv, Gedeon, for his zeal in struggling against the bishops causing upheaval and scandal
in the Orthodox Church (Methodios 1974, 519, n. u. 168; DPIR XIII 1909, 420, n. u. 18/11). In
a letter addressed to Gedeon in 1597, we learn about his steadfast faith in contrast to those who
had renounced their unity with Christ for human glory. With regards to Gedeon’s questions, he
referred him to his previous and new letters sent through Cyprian, who was on his way to the
Commonwealth. Moreover, he advised him to maintain proper relations with the brotherhood,
show respect for the stauropegion and prayerfully commemorate the patriarch. In response to
Gedeon’s questions and others Archdeacon Cyprian had previously informed him about, the
Patriarch sent a detailed clarification through Symeon (Methodios 1974, 577-578, n. u. 204; DPIR
XIII 1909, 435, n. u. 18/19). At the beginning, he urged him to translate his writings into the
Old East Slavic language and then publish them with the Greek originals to equip the Orthodox
Church in the Commonwealth with more arguments to use in their polemics with the Latinists.
In response to Gedeon’s request to fill the abandoned positions in the diocese with worthy clergy

In 1795, the city was renamed Novohrad-Volynskyi.

Currently, Starokonstantyndw is a city in the Khmelnytskyi Oblast in Ukraine.

Another patriarchal exarch, Archdeacon Nikephorus Parasches-Kantakuzen paid for his further stay in
the Commonwealth with a martyr’s death.
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sent from the Patriarchate, Meletius ensured him that the ecumenical throne intended to do so,
but due to the crisis and extraordinarily difficult situation in the East, he was unable to carry out
his plan at that time (Methodios 1974, 577-578, n. u. 204).

In one of his letters addressed to Cyprian, Meletius referred to his correspondence with the
Bishop of Lviv, in which he mentioned the real causes of the scandals, both those experienced at that
time and previously. Therefore, he advised Gedeon to act wisely and avoid scandalous behaviour
in relation to the Orthodox Christians and to abstain from fierce reactions to the apostate bishops.
Gedeon explained his actions by claiming to be unaware of the Patriarch’s position, and the contents
of the letter addressed to the King (Methodios 1975, 184, n. u. 233). Meletius’s correspondence
with the Bishop of Lviv brought the desired effects. It appears that it also led to reaching an
agreement with the brotherhood because the Patriarch expressed satisfaction for that reason. He
praised Gedeon and the faithful for not only remaining steadfast in the faith but also for defending
it. We learn about this in the Patriarch’s letter delivered by Hieromonk Isaac from Alexandria in
1599 (Methodios 1975, 179-180, n. u. 227).

Acting as locum tenens of the Patriarch of Constantinople, Meletius sent a letter dated 4
April 1597 to Prince Konstanty Ostrogski and the faithful in the Commonwealth. He informed
of his protégé Archdeacon Cyprians arrival at the Patriarchate’s headquarters to give valuable
information about the Orthodox Church’s situation in the Commonwealth and receive spiritual
guidance (Methodios 1974, 500-501, n. u. 144; AJZR II 1865, 195, n. u. 162; MalySevskij 1872,
68-70, n. u. 19; MCSL I 1895, 794-796, n. u. 452). Due to the extremely unfavourable religious
situation in which the Orthodox Christians found themselves, the Patriarch asked the prince to
seek the intervention of King Sigismund III, the state authorities, and the Sejm. The state was
obliged to ensure its citizens with equal rights and religious freedom. In addition, he instructed
the faithful not to accept any innovations or to exceed the boundaries set by the Holy Fathers.
On another occasion, the Patriarch commended the prince for his bravery shown in defending
Orthodoxy (Methodios 1974, 503-504, n. u. 148; Malysevskij 1872, 73-74, n. u. 21), and
simultaneously described the difficulties faced by the Great Church of Christ in Constantinople,
which was experiencing an internal crisis.

Patriarch Meletius openly expressed his reasons for writing another letter to the prince.
According to him, appreciating the merits of noble men was always advisable and favourable,
and he always commended him for his devotion and noble deeds (Methodios 1974, 517, n. u.
165; Malysevskij 1872, 74-75, n. u. 22; DPIR XIII 1909, 420, n. u. 18/10).% He sent another letter
to the prince through his beloved spiritual child, Archdeacon Cyprian, in which he encouraged
him to remain steadfast in the faith of the Holy Fathers of the Eastern and Western Churches
based on the resolutions of the seven ecumenical councils. The Patriarch wrote that since these
great lanterns of the Church stood their ground in preserving the purity of the faith, we are also
obliged to become the Church’s worthy soldiers. He realized that his visit to the Commonwealth
was necessary, even more so because both he and the Prince of Ostrog desired it. However, the
time was not appropriate due to the outbreak of war in the Middle East. As a result, he could
not step foot outside of his own home.” In this situation, he sent the synod resolutions through
Cyprian. We know that Meletius, based on information obtained from Cyprian, sent a letter in
1597 to Prince Konstanty’s treasurer, Gleb, commending him for his virtuous life, zealous faith,
devotion to the Orthodox Church and respect for the Patriarch (Methodios 1974, 517, n. u. 169;

8 Although the letter does not mention the date and location in which it was written, it can be assumed that

it was written, as was the case with previous letters, in 1597 in Constantinople.

°  Patriarch Meletius was most likely referring to Sultan Mehmed III’s war against Austria in 1595 - 1596.
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Malysevskij 1872, 75-76, n. u. 23; DPIR XIII 1909, 421, n. u. 18/12). In addition, he requested once
again that he not delay in setting up a school and printing house.

Cyprian encountered several difficulties in sending and delivering correspondence. In 1599,
Meletius provided information about the fate of lost letters sent from Ostrog to Constantinople by
Archdeacon Cyprian. Some of the letters were found in Thrace, while others made their way with
a book to Alexandria through the English ambassador. After receiving the letters, which included
a letter from the Prince of Ostrog’s son, Meletius sent Hierodeacon Gregory from Alexandria to
Constantinople. The remaining letters and books were delivered by Archdeacon Maximos. Due
to the importance of these works, one of which was written in the Old East Slavic language, the
Patriarch thought it would be advisable that both of them be translated into Greek and Latin,
presumably by Cyprian (Methodios 1975, 183, n. u. 233). The significance the translation and
publication of these books had for Meletius can be seen in a subsequent letter in which he hastened
Cyprian (Methodios 1975, 602-603, n. u. 262).

After returning from Constantinople to the Alexandrian cathedra, Meletius informed the
new Ecumenical Patriarch, Mathew II (1598 - 1601), of his decision to re-send Lucaris to the
Commonwealth, who in October 1599 departed on the long journey accompanied by Hieromonk
Sophronios to strengthen Orthodoxy in the distant metropolitanate (Methodios 1975, 603-604, n.
u. 264). Meletius also informed Prince Alexander Ostrogski about delegating Lucaris, who was fully
authorized to represent the Eastern Church (Methodios 1975, 634, n. u. 308). He requested that he
be shown hospitality and care throughout his stay in the Commonwealth (Methodios 1975, 607-
608, n. u. 270). Cyprian was perfectly aware of the Orthodox Church’s geopolitical situation and
realized the threats associated with the activities undertaken in defence of Orthodoxy not only in
the Commonwealth but also in the Middle East and in the Balkans because he had spent time with
Meletius for a period of time in Constantinople. The Patriarch praised him for conscientiously
tulfilling the responsibilities of emissary and translator (Methodios 1975, 602-603, n. u. 262),
which consisted in mediating the Patriarchs written correspondence with the Protothron of
Ostrog, Ignatius, in order to support the Orthodox faithful and publicly condemn the apostates’
actions. Meletius entrusted Cyprian with taking care of exarch Cyril Lucaris (Kempa 2007, 87-
103; Borkowski 2015, 140-155; Olar 2019, 71-73), who had arrived in the Commonwealth for
the second time with the Patriarch’s writings, one of which contained a lecture on the Orthodox
faith (Methodios 1975, 602-603, n. u. 262). In addition, in a letter to Archdeacon Cyprian, he
encouraged him to win the favour of the nobilities for Lucaris, appealing for their help in carrying
out his mission. According to Meletius, the success of the mission, i.e., the common good for the
Orthodox faithful, directly depended on their individual involvement. He also obliged Cyprian to
accompany the exarch and assist him throughout his stay in Commonwealth (Methodios 1975,
602-603, n. u. 262). During his stay in the Commonwealth, Lucaris avoided openly fighting the
Union for the sake of his personal safety. Nevertheless, it is known that he called the members of
the Lviv Brotherhood to defend Orthodoxy while simultaneously attempting to overcome their
long-lasting conflict with their diocesan bishop.

Cyprian’s fate after the Patriarch’s death remains unknown. Presumably, he left for Mount Athos
after the death of Patriarch Meletius (+ 1601) and Chorepiscopus Ignatius (1 after 10 March 1603),
with whom he served as archdeacon. The name Cyprian Rusin appears in the catalogue of igumens
of the Monastery of St. Panteleimon. The act of a meeting the elders of Mount Athos held in
November 1619 to address the violation of property rights of the Dochiariou Monastery by monks
from the neighbouring Xenophontos Monastery has also been preserved. The document was
signed by the igumens of 14 monasteries on Mount Athos, among which Cyprian Rusin, mentioned
above, was found (Ktenas 1929, 280-281; Sumilo 2016, 59-61). Cyprian was also mentioned in
Cosemosanuu o 6nazouecmuu (Advice on Piety), edited by Metropolitan of Kyiv, Job Borecki. After
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the victory in the Battle of Khotyn, he called a synod at which he conferred, in particular, about
defending the purity of faith and the dogmas of the Eastern Church in the Commonwealth. For
this purpose, 24 principles were prepared in a document entitled Cosemosanue o 6nazouecmuu.
One of the principles indicated the need to turn to the Patriarch of Constantinople for his blessing,
assistance and guidance in bringing over the “pious monks’ i.e., blessed Cyprian and John, known
as Wiszenski, and others, living in godliness. It was also decided to send pious Ruthenians to
the school of spirituality on Mount Athos (Borecki 1845, 247-248, n. u. 32). Moreover, he was
characterized by Zacharias Kopystensky as a devout cleric, fluent in Greek, who had studied in
Venice and Padua, and was living on Mount Athos (Titov 1924, 57, n. u. 13). Cyprian’s translations
from Greek to into Slavonic of the following texts have been preserved Becedor Makapus
Eeunemckozo (Conversations of Macarius of Egypt) (1598), a collection of aphorisms (1599),
Cunmazmamuon o cemu cessmpix maurcmeax (Syntagmation on the seven holy sacraments) (1603)
and Becedvt Moanna 3namoycmoeo na Eéaneenue om Hoanna (Conversations of John Chrysostom
on the Gospel of John) (1605) (Jasinovs'kij 2015, 298-300).

The development of the institution of the patriarchal emissary in the Metropolitanate of Kyiv
at the end of the 16th century coincided with a period of intensified proselytizing activity on
the part of King Sigismund IIT and the Roman Catholic Church, which resulted in the Union of
Brest in 1596. The patriarchal emissary’s role consisted of informing the patriarchate about the
church’s situation, promoting education and undertaking translation activities. Their intellectual
and spiritual formation took place under the careful supervision of the patriarchate, initially at
the Greek school in Venice and later at the University in Padua. Patriarchal emissary Archdeacon
Cyprian Ostrogski maintained close contact with the patriarchal exarchs in the Commonwealth
and the main representatives of the Orthodox nobles. He had excellent knowledge of the Greek
language, culture and philosophy and was the main receiver and translator of Patriarch Meletius
Pegas’s writings. As a translator from Greek, he actively participated in the anti-union Orthodox
synod in Brest in 1596. Thanks to the information he received from Cyprian, the Patriarch was
fully aware of the potential the educated teaching staff could have and about the situation in
the Metropolitante of Kyiv. The duties entrusted to the patriarchal emissary included educating
the Orthodox community and providing assistance to the exarch sent from the Patriarchate to
the Commonwealth, Cyril Lucaris. In addition, he combined the functions of messenger and
translator, winning the favour of the Orthodox nobility in terms of exarch Lucaris’s mission. His
strategy was based on intense educational activities, which helped prevent the faithful from leaving
the Orthodox Church. Their educational activities were mainly concentrated in centres around
Ostrog and Lviv. Even if the patriarchal emissaries were unable to change the state authorities’
pro-union policy towards the Orthodox Church, their experience was drawn on in the future by
the Orthodox hierarchy reactivated by the Patriarch of Jerusalem Theophanes in 1620, and later
by Metropolitan Petro Mohyla when establishing the Academy of Kyiv, which became the most
important Orthodox intellectual centre radiating throughout Eastern Europe.
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