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PesomMe

Y cratti 0.3, ,Jlo llepropHoro camMoo3nateHEa YEpain-
cbKoi I'peko-Karonmmeroi Hepken,” o. Aanpiti Yapopchknii
3aTOPKYe OpobJieMy camo3po3yMigaA nici lepren K mpogos-
KeHAq cTapEHHOL KHepo-rammnekoi Mutpononii. Arrop 2ac-
TOCOBYE iCTOPHYHI Ta TeMATHYHI MIAXONH M6 AoBecTH, me
YEpaiacoga I'pero-Karosmmeka [TepKea 3aBXXT0 BRAXKASA cebe
qacTHEOK peymKoei KHibchbroi [lepren, AKa mepebysac B MOBHi
Ta BHIEMIl ¢AHOCT] 3 pHMCBEEM ATOCTONMLCHREM [TpecTomioM,

TpynHICTE HOAATAE B TOMY, IO A JIeHTHIHICTL He 3aBIKIHA
ACHO ORPEYRATACA B JOKYMEHTAX TH THTY/1aX, YACTHHHO 9epe3
pizHi icTOPHIRi 0OGCTARHHHY, 4 YACTHHHO Tepe3 OHTOMY CKPOM-
HIiCTh YKpaiECHEHX BJAAHK AKi, NPHCTOCOBYIOUHCEH A0 3ABXEIH
HOBHX CHTYAani#, fO3BOJIA/IA HA BJKHTOK PisHO] TepMiHO/OTi,
106 TUTEKE MOTTH BEKOHYBATH QYIIMACTAPCHEY Opamo. Ta e
TA4KH 30eperfiaca cBiZOMICTH NMPO CBOK INEHTHYHICTh, HABITH
cepell TPYTHHX 00MeKeHb Ta cepel HOBHX 0OCTABHH AificOOpR.

ARBTOp TpaKTYe camMo3po3yMiERa KnibchRoi Lleprsn B fo-
MOHRTOJIBCHEIN 061, BIITAK MepeXCINTH A0 MpoGAeMH nepe-
OyBAHHA RAIBCHEHX MHTPONOJINTIE B MBHITHO-PYCHKHX KRA-
3IBCTBAX Ta IOB'I3aHOTOC 3 WM HHTAHHS O3HAYCHHA OCHIKY
vATpOnoJil. [anrme B craTTi cTYRIOETBCA HpofisieMy HAZOR-
HHANTEA B 3aBXAR Hopux auis Kniecbkoi Llepker oBcTasHEaX,
Tyt TpakTyeTRCA NicAA-hIBOpenTifichK Rl TOALT METPONOIIL
Ha BEIIY (MOCKOBCBKY) Ta HHXKTY (RMiBCBKY — B rPaHHISX
OO/IRCBKO-JTHTOBCHEOI JIePXKABH) TA NOJIC)KeHHS 1€l HAXY0i
MATponoJii B 9acax Bepecrefickkoi YHii Ta nisnime, B o6cTa-
BAHAX JOCTYHOBOTo ckacybaBus YHii ITapcsrok Pocierw.



84 Andriy Chirovsky

Jansme posTaamacThed HHTAHEA TATJIOCTH MK KHIBCEKOW Ta
JIbBiBCHEO-TATANBRON MATPONOIIAME B aBCTpillchKilt iMmepii.

Bkinmi, aBTOpP pO3rIdfac OHTAHAA HOCTYHOBOTO 06Me-
JKeHHA OpPaB J]LB[BCBKO-T&HH]IBKHX MHTPOIIOJ'IHTI.B, AK PIBHOM
NOCTaHHs ORPKOB-XOYOK B AiACHOpi Ta MOZePHI 3MaraHHA 3a
NOMICHICTS | HATPIAPXAT, B KOHTeKCTi peBO/TIONIAHEX Mepeoni-
HOK B KaTO/HEObEIN eKEnesionori sig Jipyroro BatakaAckRoro
CoGopy. TpakTyeThes 6o/m0Yi MATANAY BATHKAECHKOTO ,,0CT-
DO/ITIK | KaHOHIMHOT ¢ ofMe Ke HHS BeiX cXifHix KaToJTHOEKHX
Illeproe DOHATTAM TePHTOPIANBEOCTH. BIATaK aBTOpP DOMae
OMIEKY HAA3BATAHNAEX cHBOHIB jepapxii YTKII, AKi BiaGy ABcA
5 1980-mx porax 3a [laum Isana ITagna II-ro. TpaxryeTscd HoBi
oﬁcmmm I.[epun AKa BHANIIA (MJI4 XEXKOro 30BCIM Hecuom-
BaHO} 3 MANLIA. CTAaTTd 3aKiEIYEThCA KOPOTEKOI aHAMI3010
JIssischRoro CHEOMY 1992-10 DOKY Ta JANBIIE BEPO3B S3aHAX
aETads TepATOPil Ta OiticAOCTH YI'KIIepRBE. APTOP CTABHTH
saknoverrd, mo ¥ [ Kllepkea mopas AcAille cebe posyMic K
TY 9acTHHY crapunnoi Kaischkol METpONOII, AKa nepebyBac
B mobHil Ta BAAAMIN egHOCTI 3 PAMOM,

K- E-X-E R F.

The sometimes difficult relations which obtain between the
Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church of Kiev and the Roman Curia or
between the former and certain Orthodox Churches are due in part
to a lack of clarity in the self-understanding of the Ukrainian Greco-
Catholics. The current vogue for speaking of the worldwide
Catholic Church as a communion of Churches sui juris makes it
easier for Ukrainian Greco-Catholics to see themselves as precisely
such an autonomous Church, the Church of Kiev in full and visible
communion with the See of Rome, and to describe themselves as
such to others. The situation has not always been thus, however.
It 1s the aim of this paper to emphasize that Ukrainian Greco-
Catholics have had some intimations of this identity throughout the
ages, even if historical circumstances hindered the clear formulation
of such an identity. I hasten to emphasize the very preliminary
nature of the present study, which will attempt to bring together a
combination of historical and thematic approaches.

The significance of such a study is obvious to anyone who has
followed the news of the Roman Curia’s demands for more proof
before recognizing more than a tiny portion of Ukraine (three or



Toward an Ecclesial Seif-Identity 85

four of twenty five oblasts or provinces) as the canonical “home
territory” of the Synod of Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Bishops. Sug-
gestions have been made by certain Roman officials' that the title
of the head of this Church can only be that of L’viv, in Western
Ukraine, rather-than the title which nearly all Ukrainian Greco-
Catholics prefer, that of Kiev and Halych, signifying all of Ukraine,
East and West, and perhaps other lands which in earlier centuries
belonged to the Kievan Metropolia, and now lie far beyond the
borders of the Ukrainian state.?

In dialogues with the Orthodox, the idea that Ukrainian Greco-
Catholics constitute a Church and not simply an ethnic “branch
office” of Roman Catholicism with certain liturgical and canonical
concessions is simply crucial.®> The identification of the Ukrainian
Greco-Catholic Church as that portion of the Church of Kiev which

' See the confidential Addtess of the Papal Nuncio to Ukraine, Archbishop
Antonio Franco at the February, 1994 Synod of Bishops of the Ukrainian Greco-
Catholic Church in L’viv. The text of the speech was leaked to the press and first
published in the June, 1994 issue of ITampiapxam, the organ of the Ukrainian
Patriarchal Society. Since then it has been reprinted in several places, notably
Chicago’s Lepxeameii Bicnix [The Church Herald) 27:13 (26 June, 1994), 6-9,
12-14. See also an important response to the publication of this confidential
speech: Mapxo Tomammx, , Bigkpirmuit mict Ao penaxnii xyphaiy «IlaTpiap-
xaT»” Coimao 42 (1994), 295-97,

? There is a list of episcopal sees, ordered according to precedence, dating
from the 1170s. In this list the metropolitanate of Rus’ stands in sixty second
place. It includes eleven suffragan sees dependent on Kiev: Bilhorod, Chernihiv,
Novgorod, Polotsk, Volodymyr, Pereyaslav, Suzdal’, Turiv, Kaniv, Smolensk, and
Halych. Thus, the Kievan Metropolia included lands in what is now Ukraine,
Biclarus and Russia. See Jean Darrouzés, Géographie ecclésiastique de ! Empire
byzantin, Vol. 1. (Paris, 1981), 367,

¥ As late as 1990 the Moscow Patriarchate was hoping to identify the
Ukrainian Greco-Catholics as “communities of Catholics of the Byzantine Rite”
rather than as the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church. Presumably these people
would be deprived of their own hierarchy and subject to Roman Catholic Bishops.
Apparently, at least some in Rome were willing to go ahead with such ideas in
order to resolve the thomy “uniate problem™ which was bringing Orthodox-
Catholic rapprochement to a halt. The complete failure of the so-called
Quadripartite Commission in March, 1990, and the June 1990 visit to Rome of the
formerly underground Ukrainian Greco-Catholic hierarchy for the final extra-
ordinary (diaspora) Synod in June, 1990, signalled the end of such plans. The
Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church was formally recognized as canonically
functioning in its own territory as a Church sui juris in the Catholic Communion.
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is in communion with Rome helps to draw lines of inheritance
between Daughter-Church (Kiev) and Mother-Church (Constan-
tinople). Even if this daughter is today estranged from her mother
through the vicissitudes of history, it is important to recognize these
relationships, so that eventually reconciliation might occur, or that
it might at least be pursued.

If the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church, dispersed today
throughout the world, sees itself as none other than the Church of
Kiev in comsmunion with Rome, then it is important to see what
arguments are adduced for the claim of such continuity. The study
must begin with the self-understanding of the Church of Kiev in the
pre-Mongol period.

The Kievan Church’s Self-Identity in the Pre-Mongolian Period

The Church of Kiev had a rather clear ecclesial self-identity
during the first two-and-a-half centuries of its existence.” From the
official Christianization of Kievan Rus’ in 988 until the sack of
Kiev during the devastating Tartar invasions in 1240, the Kievan
Metropolia simply was. It did not have to identify itself against any
other large or otherwise threatening ecclesiastical body. It had a
sometimes uneasy relationship with the Great Church of Constan-
tinople, which, as Kiev’s Mother Church sent in all but two metro-
. politans of this early period.® That these “Greeks” were sometimes
resented as foreigners is clear from the episodes of the princes
installing natives on the Metropolitan’s throne, and the difficulties
that surrounded these cases.” For the most part, the relationship
with the Constantinopolitan Church seemed to have been

4 Orthodox participants of the first Oxford Consultation of the Kievan Church
Study Group voiced pleasant surprise when Ukrainian Greco-Catholics identified
their Church as daughter to the Great Church of Constantinople.

* For an excellent recent contribution to the history of the Kievan Church in
this period see Sophia Senyk, A History of the Church in Ukraine, Vol. 1. To the
End of the Thirteenth Century, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 243 (Rome:
Pontifical Oriental Institute, 1993). _

¢ Tarion (1051-1054) and Klym Smoliatych (1147-11557).

* See Senyk, A History, 98-118.
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reasonably good, especially since Kievan Rus’ feared no further
intrusion by the Byzantine Empire, which in those centuries was not
in any position to threaten the large and powerful Kievan reaim.
Having Greek Metropolitans was probably a convenient tool for
diplomatic and cultural exchange for the Kievan rulers and for the
better part of this era the practice went unchallenged.

There is enough evidence of Bulgarian influence on the Church
of Kiev, especially in terms of religious literature and liturgy in the
Old Church Slavonic Language, to have merited a whole stream of
historiography that proposes the “Ochrid theory” of Christianity
coming to Rus’ from Bulgaria rather than from Constantinople.®
The evidence is clearly not strong enough to do away with the
notion of Constantinopolitan provenance of ecclesiastical jurisdic-
tion, especially in light of the almost constant presence of Greek
Metropolitans in Kiev. But the Bulgarian connection strongly
moderates Greek cultural and religious hegemony over the Kievan
Church. The point is that the Church of Kiev was in an environ-
ment that was stable enough politicaily and culturally, that it did not
see itself as being under any significant threat from any quarters. -
The suprisingly confident relations that were intermittently fostered
with Rome and other Western Christian centres by the Kievan
princes® (at a time when the Greek Metropolitans could not have
been pleased by these developments) give further evidence of a
Church that essentially lived its own life.

When one applies the criteria of a Particular Church suf iuris
possessing its own theology, liturgy, spirituality and discipline, the
pre-Mongolian Kievan Church shows itself to be developing

® Among the first to present this line of reasoning was M. D. Priselkov,
Ocherld po tserkovno-politycheskoy istorii Kievskoi Rusi X-XI[ w. (St.
Petersburg, 1913) Reprint edition, The Hague, 1966. But see Senyk, 4 History,
90-92 who dismisses Tmutorokan® and Cherson as well as Roman theories of the
beginnings of hierarchical organization in Rus’,

? Teofil Kostruba makes much of the lack of condemnation of St. Volodymyr
by Roman authorities in order to prove his good standing in the Catholic Church.
See Teodvinr Koctpya, Hapucu 3 Hepxoanot Iemopit Yxpainu ~ X-XI cT.,
[Sketches in the Church History of Ukraine, 10"-13% centuries], sccond revised
edition, (Toronto: Dobra Knyzhka, 1955), 1-10. But see S, Senyk, 4 History,
298-326, for a more cogent analysis of the varied sources.
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steadily in all these areas. The kenotic spirituality of the Kievan
Monastery of the Caves (Pechers’ka Lavra)'® and the cult of such
figures as the Holy Passionbearers Borys and Hlib'' demonstrate a
flourishing adaptation of the Gospel to the popular imagination.
While there are a few noteworthy theological contributions during
this time period, mostly in the form of preaching,' and the litur-
gical and canonical developments of the Kievan Church point to a
healthy young Church with a mind of its own, it is clearly in the
realm of spirituality and specifically kenotic spintuality, that the
Kievan Church puts forth its best efforts, which will sustain it for
centuries to come.

The incredibly destructive Mongol invasions of the 13*
century, combined with internecine strife among the ruling class of
Kievan Rus’ left the empire, the capital, and the Kievan Church in
shambles, What made matters worse was the fact that the Great
Church of Constantinople was not in the best position to render
outward assistance to its Daughter-Church in Kiev, due to its own
diffficulties with the Latin invasion,'* It is at this point that we see
a herald of things to come. A beleaguered representative of the
Kievan Church, one Bishop or Archbishop Petro Akerovych
appears in the West, at the Council of Lyons, begging for assistance
for his devastated Church.'* Never again will Constantinople be

1% See The Paterik of the Kievan Caves Monastery, trans. Muriel Heppell.
Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature: English Translations, Vol.1,
(Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1989).

" Their story and that of other saints of the era is telated in The Hagiography
of Kievan Rus’', trans. with an introduction by Paul Hollingsworth. Harvard

Library of Eary Ukrainian Literature: English Translations, Vol. 2 (Cambridge:
Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1992).

1 Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, trans. with an introduction by
Simon Franklin. Harvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature: English Transla-
tions, Vol. 5 (Cambridge: Harvard Ukrainian Research Institute, 1991).

¥ 1 mention outward assistance specifically, since the Great Church did
possess a powerful force in the form of the hesychast revival sweeping its monas-
teries at the time.

" He is mentioned in the Chronica Maiora sive Historia Maior under the
year 1244. The Annales Burtoniensis under the year 1245 specify that he spoke
of the Tatar invasions at the Council of Lyons. See Mukona UyGatait, Iemopis
Xpucmu ancinea wa Pycu-Yrpaini Vol, 1 [to 1353], (Rome: Ukrainian Catholic
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strong enough to render significant outward assistance to the
Church of Kiev. And so, naturally, the eyes of that Church begin
to turn to the West and to the North (with quite diverse results) as
the Kievan Church enters upon three-quarters of a millennium of
ragged survival rather than confident growth,

Some of the difficulties which arose after the Mongol invasion
amid the radically different historical circumstances of the Kievan
Church revolved around identifying the ecclesiastical See to which
the faithful of the once clearly defined Kievan Church belonged.
Others emanated from a new position as a minority religion in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth or other empires that conquered
Ukrainian lands. In both cases the willingness of the Kievan
Church o adapt to new situations rather than to stubbornly hold
on to the past proved to be a source of many unforeseen troubles.

Difficulties in Identifying the See

After the sack of Kiev by the Tatars in 1240, in the western-
most reaches of the Kievan realm, a succesor state, the Kingdom of
Halych and Volyn’ continues the tradition of Kievan Rus’. It is
clear that such figures of this realm as King Danylo perceive
themselves not only as the rulers of Red or Western Rus’, but also
as inheritors of the Kievan prerogatives and aspire to include the
ancient capital as part of their kingdom."* Since the Kievan Metro

University, 1965), 603-12. See also C. Tomamiscrknli, ,JIpeareva [sanopa:
TeTpo Akepoend, HeIRaHHH MUTponoAlT pychxmii (1241-1245),” Analecta
OSBM 2 (1927), 221-313. :

" Orest Subtelny, Ukraine: A4 History (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1988), 61-63. Subtelny emphasizes that Danylo was interested in the idea
of a European crusade against the Mongols to be organized by Pope Innocent V.
In exchange for this Danylo agreed to accept papal jurisdiction. For this Danylo
received coronation as King from a papal legate. “Thus,” says Subtelny, “he
sounded what would become a major and recurrent theme in Galician histoty — the
relationship of West Ukrainians to the Church of Rome.” This last remark couild
be somewhat misfeading, While today it is Western Ukeaine that is predominantly
Greco-Catholic, the Florentine and Brest Unions were concluded by Kievan
Metropolitans, not by Western Ukrainians, who were the last to join the Brest
arrangement. For more on Danylo se also Michael Hrushevsky, A History of
Ukraine, ed. by O.J, Fredriksen (New York: Archon, 1970), 108-111. See also
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politans have taken refuge among the Northemn princes,'® those who
rule from Halych decide to institute a Metropolitanate of Halych.
Thus the Metropolitans of Kiev reside in Vladimir, Suzdal® or
Moscow, while claiming to administer the Kievan Metropolia. The
authority of the Metropolitans of Halych seems to overlap with
those of the Kievan Metropolitans in the southern principalities of
Rus’."”” Much later, after the Florentine Union, when the Metro-
polia of Halych has been suppressed, and the vast Kievan Church
is divided into two Metropolitanates, Northern and Southern,'® the
Muscovites in the north begin to use the term “Metropolitan of

Nicholas L. Fr.—Chirovsky, An Introduction to Ukrainian History Vol. 1: Ancient
and Kievan-Galician Rus’(Mew York: Philosophical Library, 1981), 166-73.

' See M. UyGatnii, fernopin, 64362 for an incisive analysis of the reasons
for the move northwards of the Kievan Metropolitans Cyril I and Maksym,

7 Chubatyi explains that after the death of the first Metropolitan of Halych,
Nifont, in 1305, the Patriarch of Constantinople made sure that the next Galician
candidate for this post, Petro, would agree to be Metropoltan of both Kiev and
Halych, with residence in Viadimir on the Kliazma, and later Moscow. While
others have surmised that the Metropolia of Halych thus ceased to exist,
Chubatyi’s contention that Metr. Petro aciually held two titles seems most
reasonable. One should also keep in mind the creation of the encreaching
Lithuanian Metropolia in 1317 and the resulting demands of the Galician co-rulers
Lev and Andii that the Metropolia of Halych be more than simply a theoretical
reality ruled from afar. See UyGaTuit, Iomopin, 673680,

" Pius M in the Papal Bull Decens reputamus of 3 September, 1458, makes
it clear that he is carrying out the plans of his predecessor Callixtus II in
appointing as Kievan Metropolitan Hryhorii, the co-worker of the now retired
Metropolitan of Kiev, Isidore (of Florentine fame), and announces the division of
the old Metropolia of Kiev into upper Rus’ (Muscovy) and lower Rus’ (Ukraine .
and Belarus). One must remember that the Fiorentine Union had not yet died in
the territories under Lithuanian and Polish rule. In Muscovy that Union was never
received at all. The new Kievan Metropolitan of lower Rus® was consecrated by
the exiled, pro-Florentine Patriarch of Constantinople, Gregorios Mammas. As the
Russian historian Kartashev notes, Hryhorii’s competitor, Metropolitan Jona in
Moscow, (clevated to the Metropolitanate as 2 counter-move to Isidore, without
the blessing of the Ecumenical Patriarch on December 15, 1448), calls a synod in
Moscow in 1459 where the first mention of ihe Church of Moscow is made and
the authority of the Patriarch of Constantinople is rejected. The reign of Jona is
the de facto beginning of the autocephaly of the Church of Moscow. See the
extended discussion of these events in M. YyGauit, Jemopia, Vol. I, Part 1
(Rome: Ukrainian Catholic University), 235-250.
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Moscow and all Rus’"® The Southem Metropolitans, with
jurisdiction over the Ruthenians (modem Ukrainians and Bela-
rusians) of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, who only oc-
casionally reside in Kiev, take on the nomenclature “Metropolitan
of Kiev, Halych and all Rus’.”?° Thus, while Moscow sees itself as
a replacement or successor to the See of Kiev, the Metropolia of
Halych filly identifies with the Kievan See. The two Sees of Kiev
and Halych are in symbiotic relationship. When the Greco-Catholic
Metropolia of Kiev is effectively prevented from functioning
adequately by the tsars in the late 18" century,? the Metropolia of
Halych is reconstituted by the papacy, with specific mention of its
continuation of all of the prerogatives of the Kievan Church in
union with Rome? Thus it is that the Greco-Catholics, reduced by

¥ Metropolitan Jona still used the title “Metropolitan of Kiev and all Rus®.”
His successor Feodosii begins to use the title “Metropolitan of Moscow and all
Rus’.” For a view from the Ukrainian Orthodox perspective see Ivan Wlasowsky,
Outline History of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, Vol. 1. (Bound Brook, N.J.:
Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the USA, 1971), 115, where we read: “If the
Florentine Union contributed to making Moscow independent of Constantinople,
then it had the opposite effect on the Ukrainian Church, The appointing of a
uniate metropolitan from Rome, designed to split the Ukrainian church from
Constantinople {which had in 1451 anathematized the union of 1439) served
rather to bring about a closer union between the Ukrainian Church and its Mother
Church.” Incidentally, Metropolitan Hryhorii Bolharyn, appointed by Rome, was
confirmed in his office by the (non-Florentine) Ecumenical Patriarch Dionysius in
1470.

 Wlasowsky offets a list of Metropolitans who styled themselves “of Kiev
and Halych” starting with Metropolitan Iosif I Soltan (1507-22), Outline History,
266. :

* See Ipunett Hasapko, Kuiocoxi § Faauypki Mumponoaumu: Biozpagpiuni
napuce [1590-1960)] (Toronto: Basilian Press, 1962), 112-137 for information
on the Kievan Metropolitans under Russian rule. The tast Metropolitan in the
Russian Empire who was in communion with Rome was Josaphat Bulhak
(1817-1838), Dmyiro Blazejovskyj, Byzantine Kyivan Rite Metropolitanates,
Eparchies and Exarchates: Nomenclature and Statistics (Rome: Ukrainian
Catholic University, 1980) gives an interesting overview of the varied nomen-
clature used for the sees of Kiev and Halych during the last three centuries, He
shows how the Annuaric Pontificie and its antecedents link the Sees in their
official lists. See especially pp. 14-16, _

* The Papal Bull of Pope Pius VIL s universalis Ecclesiae regimine of 1807
responded to the new political sifuation created by the partition of Poland by
restoring the Metropolitanate of Halych, separating three western eparchies (L’viv,



92 Andriy Chirovsky

persecution to a geographical concentration in the province of
Halych, still maintain a Kievo-Galician consciousness, a self-under-
standing as the Church of Kiev. That is why Ukrainian Greco-
Catholics today feel justified in establishing a Kievo-Galician
Patriarchate. The see of Halych (with residence in L’viv) is not
seen as a reality that is separate from or even clearly distinct from
the See of Kiev. The Metropolia of Halych is a convenient way of
referring to the remnant of the Kievan Church in communion with
Rome. The ancient city of Halych has been reduced by history to
the status of a small town. Its Metropolitan has traditionally
resided in L viv, receiving the title of Archbishop of L'viv. This
has caused further confusion, because the Father and Head of the
Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church is now referred to by the Vatican
as “Major Archbishop of L’viv for the Ukrainians.”” The difficul-
ty lies in the fact that in the minds of the faithful of his Church, this
prelate is in fact none other than the Metropolitan of Kiev, the head
of the Kievan Church, who has for historical reasons accepted other
titles, some of which are now used by legalists in an attempt to
confine him to a much smaller territory than that which justly
belongs to him. As borders shift throughout history, the Kievan
Church, in its adaptability and its kenotic spirit, is ready to
accommodate iiself to new realities by accepting new ways to
identify the ecclesiastical See which is the center of this Church. As
~ we shall see, this adaptability will leave it prey fo nearly unstop-
pable expansionist forces from the outside.

Whereas the Kievan Metropolitans in the pre-Mongolian period
clearly exercised jurisdiction over the whole of Rus” proper and
Rus ‘kaya Zemlya (the empire of Rus’), the post-Florentine Metro-
politans agreed to the limitation of their jurisdiction to only the

Kholm and Perermyshl”) from the Kievan Metropolia, and making them subject to
the renewed Metroplia of L’ viv and Halych. Pius VII explicitly mentions that he
recognizes the right of the L’viv-Halych Metropolitans to the same authority in
nominating and confirming Bishops as his predecessor Clement VI had recog-
nized in the case of the Metropolitan of Kiev at the time of the Union of Brest.
Athanasius Welykyj, ed., Documenta Fontificum Romanorum historiam Ucrainae
illustrantia, Vol. 2 (Rome, 1955),315-18.

B, Blazejovskyj, Bvzantine Kyivan Rite, 14.
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territory of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.”* While one
might argue that this was only reasonable, given the new political
boundaries, history has proven this acceptance of reduced territory
to be disastrous for the Kievan Church. In fact, the Muscovite
Church, indisputably the daughter of the Church of Kiev, would
turn around and reduce its Mother Church to a position of ecclesias-
tical dependence from 1686 to the present.® The Church of
Moscow, styling itself the Church of all Rus’, still claims authority
over its Mother Church to this day.”* What is amazing is that the

™ Pethaps they had little choice, practically speaking, Wlasowsky, Qutline
History, Vol. 1, 115 recounts that King “Casimir IV of Poland, possibly in hopes
of introducing the union into the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, accepted the new
{Rome-appointed — A.C.] Metropolitan. He also wrote to Moscow asking that he
be accepted there in place of Tona, but received in reply the unequivocal statement
that “there would never be a metropolitan from Rome there.” Iona sent letters into
Lithuania-Rus’ urging that Hryhoriy be rejected. The same was done by a council
of bishops held in Moscow in 1459.

“At first the Uksainian bishops would not recognize Hryhoriy. In the end
they did so and it must be thought not only on compulsion from the king but
perhaps because of some promise by Hryhoriy to abandon the union. Only
Yevfymiy, Bishop of Chernihiv, refused to be reconciled and left for Muscovy,
where he became bishop of Suzdal. In 1470 Hryhoriy actually tumed to Dionysius,
Patriarch of Constantinople, who united him to Orthodoxy and confirmed him in
his office.”

¥ In the documents issued by the Muscovits tsars Ivan and Peter and the
Patriarch of Moscow Joachim, for the first time, the title of the Metropolitan of
Kiev is changed from “Kiev, Halych and all Rus™ to “Kiev, Halych and all Little
Russia.” For an excellent survey of the Ukrainian, Russian and Soviet historio-
graphical interpretations of the legality of the incorporation of the Kievan Metro-
polia into the Moscow Patriarchate, see Roman Yereniuk, “TlinmopAaxysanH 8
Kuiscbkoi Mutpomonii Mockoecexkilt aTpispxii 1685-86.” in Wolodymyr
Janiw, ed., Zbinwk Prats’ Yuvileynoho Kongresu, (Munich: Komitee Des
Wissenschafilichen Kongresses zum Millennium der Christentums in der Ukraine,
1988), 732-749. For some insight into the varied titles used see Andrej Pliguzov,
“On the Title “Metropolitan of Kiev and all Rus’,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 15
(1991), 340-353.

* The Church of Moscow, of course, clings to the interpretation that the
ancient Kievan Metropolitans moved north and that the Kievan Metropolitans
from the period after the Florentine Union were illegitimately separated from the
jurisdiction of the reat inheritors of the Kievan prerogatives, now in Moscow, and
participators in the mythical “gathering of the Russian lands” See Alexander
Schmemann, The Historical Road of Eastern Orthodoxy, trans. Lydia Kesich,
{Chicago: Regnery, 1966), 302-303, for a Russian account that at least recog-
nizes the possibility that Lithuanian Rus’ was also a legitimate inheritor of the
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other Christian Churches often fail 1o react clearly and directly to
this anomaly. It would be quite helpful were the Great Church of
Constantinople to make some unequivocal statements in this
regard. Unfortunately, those among the Ukrainian Orthodox who
seek canonical autocephaly from Moscow only confound the matter
further. How could it be in any way conceivable for a Daughter
Church to grant its Mother Church autocephaly?

The Greco-Catholics of the Church of Kiev have also suffered
because of their fack of pretensions in questions of territory. They
have suffered the same indignities as their Orthodox brothers at the
hands of the Moscow Patriarchate which in its expansion through-
out Ukraine and Belarus has always used the argument of
reconstituting the Church of all Rus’. It is in response to this threat
from the Patriarchate of Moscow supported by tsarist or Soviet
armies, and most recently by certain misguided Ronian ecumenists
who seemed to have been ready to accede to Moscow’s expan-
sionism in return for an ecumenical deal, that the Greco-Catholic
Church of Kiev has sought to establish itself as the Patriarchate of
Kiev, Halych and all Rus””

In May of 1992 the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Bishops
gathered in L viv at their first Synod under the new terms of the
Code of Canons for the Eastern Catholic Churches. One of the
tasks before them was the delineation of the jurisdictional territory

Kievan tradition and, in some measure, of the Kievan Metropolia. As of the date
of the writing of this article, the Kievan Metropolia is considered an autonomous
Church by Moscow. There is talk of autocephaly, but litile clarity over the
question of who is to grant it. Two autocephalous jurisdictions, as yet unrecog-
nized by any of the Orthodox Churches, have chosen the route of self-
proclamation.

¥ See De constitutione patriarchali Particularis Ecclesiae Catholicae
Ucrainarum {Ruthenorum), (Castelgandolfo: Editones “Litterac Nuntiae particu-
laris Ecclesiae Catholicae Ucrainorum,” 1974), which offers a preliminary con-
stitution for such a patriarchate. The text is offered in Ukrainian, Latin, English
and Italian. Sec also Jean Madey, Le patriarcat whrainien: vers la perfection de
P'Etat juridigue actuel (Rome: Opera Theologicae Societatis Scientificae
Uerainorum, 1971), and Victor J. Pospishil and Hryhor M. Luzhnycky, The Quest
Jor an Ulzrainian Catholic Patriarchate, (Philadelphia: Ukrainian Publications,
1971). These are but a few of the many publications which illustrate the struggle
for a Ukrainian Catholic Patriarchate of Kiev-Halych.
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of this Church. Although they were advised repeatedly by several
theologians and canonists to claim the entire Kievan Metropolia,
which would include lands in several countries, the Ukrainian
Bishops, in typical modesty, chose to define only Ukraine in its
present political boundaries as the territory of their Church. What
is the result of this unpretentiousness? The most ancient of all the
functioning eparchies of this Church, Peremyshl’, has been
separated from the Galician Metropolia and is incredibly treated as
a diaspora jurisdiction only aggregated to the Greco-Catholic
Church. Until an uproar ensued, it was administratively subjected
to the Latin rite ecclesiastical province of Warsaw, because it is
allegedly impossible for an ecclesiastical province (in this case
L’viv) to extend beyond political boundaries. On the other hand,
the Eparchy of Mukachiv was made, at least temporarily, subject
directly to Rome, even though it is within the borders of Ukraine.
The claim of the Synod to the territory of all of Ukraine within its
current borders has been returned by the Roman Curia to the
bishops for further clarification and proof.?® Tt now appears that
there are efforts to reduce the territory of the Greco-Catholic
Church of Kiev to the temitory of the two pre-World War I
eparchies of L’viv and Stanyslaviv. The irony of this is clear to
anyone who knows the history of the Union of Brest. This territory
is the only part of the Church of Kiev whose bishops initially
rejected the Union of 1596 and did not join it until over one
hundred years later!® This is the result of the modest proposals of
the Greco-Catholic Bishops in Synod. The kenosis of the Kievan
Church seems to be its most stable element.

*% See the Address of Papal Nuncio Antonio Franeo to the L’viv Synod of
1994, op. cit.

* For a study of the acceptance of the union of Brest in the Western eparchies
of the Kievan Metropolia see Josef Macha, SJ, Eccelesiastical Unification: A
Theoretical Framework, Together with Case Studies from the History of Latin-
Byzantine Relations, Orientalia Christiana Analecta no. 198, (Rome, 1974),
285-303.
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Difficulties in the Terminology Used to Identify the Church

The ecclesial self-identity of a Church can be influenced by the
terminology used to designate it. As was stated above, uniil the
Mongol invasions, the Church of Kiev was precisely that, the
Kievan Metropolitanate. There was no need for further desig-
nations. After the demise of the Galician-Volynian Kingdom, when
the Southern and Western portions of Rus’ came to be nuled by the
Lithuanians who later developed ever closer ties with the Roman
Catholic Poles, and the Metropolitans of Kiev were residing in a
neighbouring state, the faithful of the Kievan Church began to
accept a designation which allowed the authorities to differentiate
between those Christians who owed allegiance to Rome and those
who did not. The Kievan Christians were called people of the
Greek faith, Greek law or Greek rite. The Christian world by then
was divided into Greeks and Latins, who were forever polemicizing.
This designation assisted in the reduction of the Orthodox
Ruthenians to second-class standing in the Polish-Lithuanian State.
People of the Greek faith were effectively barred from certain posi-
tions in the government and bureaucracy, and from some types of
land ownership.*

The two types of Christians were to be treated as absolutely
equal according to the application of the Union of Florence, as we
see from the proclamations of Metropolitan Isidore upon his voyage
through the Polish-Lithuanian realm.” What Isidore did not cal-
culate into the picture was that the Latin hierarchy of that state was
largely aligned with the Conciliarist party of Basel and looked with
deep cynicism on the decisions of the papist Council of Ferrara-
Florence.”> The Union of Florence was short-lived, at least in
official terms. There are indications that of all the areas where an
attempt was made to promulgate the Florentine Union, the recep-

* See Borys Andrij Gudziak, “Crisis and Reform: The Kievan Metro-
politanate, the Patriarchate of Constantinople, and the Genesis of the Union of
Brest” (Unpublished Harvard University Ph.D. Thesis, 1992), 109-115.

M Ibid., 65-7.
B 1bid.
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tion of the Council was least negative and rather positively remem-
bered in the Kievan Church, or at least in the post-Florentine
Metropolia of Kiev, from which the Metropolitanate of Moscow
had now been separated. There is evidence of several Kievan
Metropolitans in the century following Florence attempting to
maintain some sort of loose relations with both Rome and Constan-
tinople,” a matter of considerable interest for our own Kievan
Church Study Group. With little interest in such reconciliation
from the Latin Poles, and with impeded communications with
Constantinople due to the Ottoman victory, such a complicated
process had little chance of success. The people of the Greek faith
in the Polish realm remained in their second-class status. In an age
before modern nationalism, people were identified either by the
language they spoke {or the alphabet they used) or by their faith,
At first there were two Christian faiths: Latin and Greek, Catholic
and Orthodox. This would change, of course, with the Refor-
mation.

There was a tremendous wave of interest in Lutheran, then
Calvinist, then anti-trinitarian (Socinian) teachings in the Polish
kingdom.> For precisely these reasons this area becomes the focus
of a major thrust by the forces of the Catholic Counter-Reforma-
tion, specifically the Jesuit order.’® While these Catholic forces
initially focus their attention on Protestantism, they soon see
another target which constitutes rather easy prey at this time: the
Kievan Church. Several vehement attacks on the “errors of the
Ruthenians™ are published by Latin authors anxious to prove the

¥ Ibid.
* Ibid., 68-90.

¥ Q. Cymxo, , €3yid B zapeaenn Vaii va PycH b sodepectelichkill no6i”,
Asemaraz pycsko-yKpaincekux bozocaoeis (JIbsis, 1902), 117-93.

% Among them the Elucidarius ervorum ritus Ruthenici by the rector of the
Cracow Academy, Jan Sacranus, reprinted many times during the sixieenth cen-
tury. Benedikt Herbest would continue the attack on the Ruthenians with his
Indication of the Way (1567), Exposition of the Faith of the Roman Church and
History of the Greek Captivity (1586). Among the Vilnius Jesuits, Piotr Skarga
was the most vehement critic of the Ruthenians, with his widely disseminated On
the Unity of the Church of God and on the Greek Separation from that Unity
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teachings of the Latin Church as the only truth in a world that had
suddenly begun to question nearly everything. This was not a time
of toleration for diversity. Disputes, debates, and confrontations on
religious issues were the order of the day, and the Christians of the
Greek faith in the Polish realm often felt themselves woefully
unprepared for such encounters. Borys Gudziak has illustrated how
disappointed many lay leaders were with the fact that neither their
own hierarchs nor visiting prelates from the Great Church or other
Eastern Churches were of much help in this dilemma.*” The tide
would soon turn, and the religious free-for-all in the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth would change in favor of the Counter-
Reformation. Roman Catholicism, a newly reorganized, cen-

* tralized, efficient Latin Christianity was now 1n a stronger position
than ever. It operated on a principle of soteriological exclusivism.
Anyone not institutionally integrated into the Church of Rome was
beyond the scope of salvation.

It is precisely at this moment in history that the bishops of the
Kievan Metropolia choose to re-establish full communion with
Rome. It is not a time that smiles upon diversity in a Catholic
Church, which is still very much on the defensive. The Kievan
Church approaches Rome with Florentine models on its mind.*® Its
representative bishops arrive in Rome with a set of 33 guarantees
that they require in order to establish union with Rome.*® Russei
Moroziuk has demonstrated how these 33 articles were interpreted

(1577).. For a brief analysis of these and other polemical tracts see B, Gudziak
Crisis, 124-133.

¥ Ibid., 156-251,

% Thor Monchak, Florentine Ecumenism in the Kyivan Church, (Rome:
Ukrainian Catholic University, 1987) goes so far as to suggest that the Florentine
Union did not in fact cease in the Kievan Metropolia, but his case is somewhat
oversiated. For a discussion of how the Kievans® Florentine approach to the
JSiliogue was received by Roman theologians on the eve of the Union of Brest, see
Russel P. Moroziuk, Politics of a Church Untion, (Chicago: Church Herald,
1983), 24-5.

¥ For the Polish original and a Latin translation see Monumenta Ucrainae
Historica, Vol. 9-10 (Rome: Ukrainian Catholic University, 1971) 157-170. For
an English translation of the thirty three aticles see Moroziuk, Politics, 17-22.
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by Roman theologians.“ Their demands were not taken seriously
because the one notion underlying the negotiations was that the
Kievan Church needed to be in communion with Rome for the sake
of its salvation. It was treated as a repentant schismatic body
submitting itself to Roman authority rather than a Sister-Church
entering into a relationship of equality.” Most of the envoys’
requests were left simply unanswered, a convenient way for the
nearly all-powerful authorities in Rome to act. However, two
aspects were conceded by the Vatican: the integrity of the Kievan
variant of the Byzantine liturgical tradition, and an astounding
ecclesiological compromise: at a time of ascendant centralism in
the Catholic Church, it is conceded to the Metropolitan of Kiev by
Pope Clement VIII (Decet Romanum Pontificem, 1596)* that the
authority to confirm the election of bishops in the newly united
Metropolia of Kiev belongs to the Metropolitan of Kiev, who needs
only to notify Rome of such elections. (He confirms these nomina-
tions in the name of the Holy See, but he does not need to confer
with Rome.) This is of the utmost importance because, in many
ways, this last vestige of ecclesial autonomy will become the seed
for future rediscovery of an ecclesial self-identity for the Church of
Kiev. This Church will soon lose almost all theological terms of
reference for such an identity. It is its rather wounded liturgy and
 this weakly exercised power of confirming bishops along with its
tradition of married clergy that will form, in large measure, the
basis for an ecclesiological re-awakening in the Kievan Church in
the twentieth century.
As I have repeatedly emphasized, the names that are used to
describe a reality play a part in creating that reality. After the
Union of Brest, the faithful of the Kievan Church, instead of being

“ Ibid., 24-34,

*! Emnst Suttner refers to this as “reductio in obedientiam.” See his Church
Unity: Union or Uniatism? (Rome: Centre for Indian and Inter-religious Studies,
1991), 26-35, 62-65. The papal nuncio uses this kind of language in his letter of
! July, 1595; “la riduttione delli scismatici Rutheni alla unione” Montmenta
Uerainae Historica, op. cit., 170.

42 L atin text in Morumenta, 217—19.
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called people of the “Greek religion,” are now referred to as “the
united.” The former term, narrow and limiting as it was, at least
emphasized a heritage, some sort of positive self-identity. The new
designation emphasized not the Church’s own identity, but rather
the fact of the allegiance that it owed. At best it was a grasping at
equality with the dominant Roman Catholics. It demonstrated the
lack of self-confidence which had seized the hearts of these people.
At the hands of both the Orthodox who refused to be “united” and
the disdainful Polish Latins, who treated their new co-religionists
essentially as a tool for the gradual polonization of the Ruthenian
masses, the term *united” became “uniate,” with all the negative
connotations the word possesses to this very day.

While incorporation into a state where the dominant religion
was Latin Catholicism was difficult enough for the Kievan Church
in the fifteenth century, as it meant becoming a minority Church,
the transition to union with Rome caused even further loss of social
standing, rendering this Church a double minority. It now had the
dubious distinction of being a minority in the Catholic world
because it was Eastern, and a minority among the Eastern Churches
because it was Catholic. While minority status can have its positive
fruits, frequently it gives rise to inferiority complexes. When there
is overt abuse by the dominant majority, these inferiority complexes
can be inverted into a certain combativeness as well. The “united”
Ruthenians experienced such abuse from both the Catholic Poles
and their Ortbodox brethren (the Kozaks and later the Tsars).* The
more despised a minority is, the more likely it is to adopt unhealthy
ways of surviving,

The two things about the Roman Catholic Church which have
traditionally been the most attractive to Ukrainians are the effective
administration of this Church and the high level of education it
exemplified in its clergy. Thus it is no surprise that these are two
areas in which the “umited” Kievan Metropolia-was quite ready to -
allow itself to be taught by the Latins. In the area of theological

4 Monunienta, 252.

“ W. Lencyk, The Eastern Catholic Church and Czar Nicholas I, (Rome:
Ukrainian Catholic University, 1966).
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education the “united” Ruthenians were in a completely vulnerable
position. The basic theological principle which undergirded their
union with Rome was soteriological exclusivism. Only Rome could
offer salvation. Only Rome’s theology could serve as the basis for
the renewal of the clergy through education. As a result, from the
early 1600°s until the Second Vatican Council, the Church of Kiev
almost entirely loses contact with its own theological tradition.
Latin Scholasticism in general, and Thomism in particular, become
the dominant mode of theologizing.** This happens as well in that
part of the Church of Kiev which refused communion with Rome,
best exemplified by Metropolitan Petro Mohyla and the thinkers of
the Kiev-Mohyla Academy who have been blamed for the “pseudo-
morphosis” of Orthodox theology.® But the combination of this
theological captivity with Roman administrative centralism and a
sometimes unstated, but sometimes official teaching on the priority
of the Latin liturgical tradition in the Catholic Church*’ will prove
to be nearly fatal for the newly “united” Ruthenians. “Nearly fatal”
sounds quite dangerous, but we must remember that we are dealing
with a Church whose spirituality is grounded in kenosis. There still
is hope!

In recent years attempts have been made, especially among
scholars in Poland, to examine the ecclesiology of the post-Brest
Church.® These efforts are still in their infancy, but it seems

* Even such “Easternizing Ukrainian Catholics as the twentieth-century
leaders Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky and Patriarch Josyf Slipyj, especially after
Pope Leo XII’s 1879 bull deterni Patris, felt constrained to use Thomistic cate-
gories of thought.

** See James Cracraft, “Theology at the Kiev Academy During its Golden
Age,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8 (1984), 71--80. This is a special issue of HUS
devoted to the Kiev-Mohyla Academy on the 350th anniversary of its founding.
See A. Schmemann, The Historical Road, 326-7 for a brief description of the
westernized Orthodoxy which was brought from Kiev to Muscovy. The term
“ osis” was coined by Georges Florovsky to describe this reality. It is
found in his ITymu pyecrozo 6oz0ca0aun (Patis, 1937), 56.

7 Benedict XIV, Etsi pastoralis in Opera Omnia, vol.15: Bullarium, 1
(Prati, 1843), 202.

® Waclaw Hryniewicz, O.M.I, “Unia bez Zniszczenia: Memorial Unijny
Metropolity Piotra Mohyty (1644-45)" Swdia i Dokumenty Ekumeniczne 9
(1993),21-32. See also Waclaw Hryniewicz, “The Florentine Union — Reception
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reasonable to assume (unless someone can demonstrate the
contrary) that the basic ecclesiological optimism which allowed the
Kievan Church to switch allegiances from Constantinople to Rome
is lost once that switch is made. It is not possible to switch alle-
giances again once ong has grasped the termible logic of the exclusi-
vist soteriology of post-Tridentine Catholicism. In this theological
framework it is not possible for the “united” Ruthenians to consider
any further unilateral moves.® They have surrendered their auto-
nomy of action on theological grounds, though not yet in the
disciplinary realm, where the autonomous confirmation of episcopal
nominations by the Metropotitan of Kiev still remains at least
theoretically in force through the providential compromise of
Clement VIIL Iromcally, this soteriological stranglehold will be
loosed by Rome at Vatican IL>® precisely when a centuries-long
process of administrative consolidation on the part of the Roman
Curia will arrive at a critical juncture® which is perhaps more
threatening to the real autonomy of the Kievan Church than even
the earlier exclusivist soteriology. It is the extended process of
curial consolidation of power that we need to examine next.

and Rejection — Some Reflections on Unionist Tendencies among Ruthenians” in
Giuseppe Alberigo, ed., Christian Unity, The Council of Ferrara-Florence
1438-9— 1989, (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1991), 521-54.

* Onexcannep Bapan, ,,Cipotit earoctd Liepicos B Ka ToANPKIN mepcme-
Tuei”, in B. Anie, 36iprux npays, 250-52.

* Theologians trace this change to the Vatican II phrase that “the unique
church of Christ... subsists in the catholic church” (but need not be exclusively
identified with it) in Lumters Gentium, 8. Norman P. Tanner, ed., Decrees of the
Ecumenical Councils, Vol. 2: Trent to Vatican II (Washington: Georgetown
University Press, 1990), 853-54.

# See The Code of Canons of the Eastern Churches: Latin-English Edition,
(Washington: Canon Law Society of America, 1992). This first complete
codification of Eastern Cathiolic law came into force on October 1, 1991. While
it clarifies, as was sorely needed, some areas of autonomy for the Eastem Churches
in full and visible communion with the See of Rome, its very promulgation by the
Holy See as one general law for many very diverse Eastern Catholic Churches
simultancously signals a previously unheard-of centralization.
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The Roman Curia and the Consolidation of Power

The election of bishops in the Kievan Church under Polish rule
seems to have consisted of a combination of ecclesial and political
forces. Both the king and the other bishops were involved at times.
On the strength of the acceptance by Clement VIII of the role of the
Metropolitan of Kiev in this process, the Congregation for the
Propagation of the Faith (vnder whose authority the “united™
Ruthenians were placed) did not immediately interfere in the nomi-
nation of ordinary bishops. The Pope’s ruling was to be respected.
However, basing themselves on the fact that auxiliary and coadjutor
bishops were not specifically mentioned in the papal decree, curial
officials began appointing auxiliaries and coadjutors for Sees in the
Kievan Metropolia.”> They had not been mentioned because this
institution was unknown in the Kievan Church until then, There
was one other opening in the Clementine decree; translation of
bishops was not mentioned either, and therefore not reserved to the
anthority of the Kievan Metropolitan, The legal eagles in the Curia
seized the opportunity; auxiliaries could be appointed to one See,
then translated to another as ordinaries. The whole operation could
be executed while bypassing the Metropolitan of Kiev and stili
observing the letter of the law as expressed by Pope Clement VIII.
The Kievan Church united with Rome was thus de facto stripped
of its last vestiges of autonomy, De jure the consolidation of power
on the part of the Curia would have to wait until the promulgation
of the Code of Canons of the Eastern Catholic Churches in 1991,
a time when the exclusivist soteriology of Rome is no longer in
force.

After the Partitions of Poland
Before we can get to that intriguing situation we need to

examine the status of the Kievan Metropolia after the partitions of
Poland in the late eigteenth century, By a special miracle of Divine

# See D. Blazejovskyj, Byzantine Kyivan Rite Metropolitanates, 14-15 for
marty examples of this.
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grace, the Kievan Church united with Rome survived the period of
direct Polish domination in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.
Despite efforts to re-establish the unity of the Kievan Church (a
project which several leading 17% century ecclesiastics referred to
as “uniting Rus’ with Rus’”),” the Metropolia now led a double
life: Orthodox and Catholic. The study of the efforts to re-unite
these two halves of the Kievan Church are interesting both from the
standpoint of how they were hindered by lack of trust toward the
Ruthenian Catholics by Roman curial officials and from the point
of view of the Orthodox negotiators who obviously locked with
some disdain upon their “united” brethren and believed they could
get amuch better deal from Rome. Both of these issues have been
studied by Arkadiy Zhukovsky and others.

The Polish attitude toward the “united” Ruthenians alternated
between military assistance in the establishment of control over
church property (which eamed the Ruthenian Catholics the out-
spoken hatred of many Orthodox)™ and outright proselytizing
among the youth and especially the leading classes of Ruthenian
“united”” society. However, in the end, the “united” Kievan Metro-
polia did survive and even prosper in Right-Bank Ukraine (west of
the Dnipro) with an estimated eight million adherents.* Much of
this success was due to the work of the Basilian order, the successor
of ancient Ukrainian monasticism which had been re-organized in
the early 1600°s on the model of more centralized Roman Catholic
religious orders. From the 1650’s on the Muscovites began to
encroach steadily upon Ukrainian and Belarusian territory. Inevi-
tably, everywhere the Tsar’s armies went, the “united” Kievan
Church was dismantled, by force or by intrigue, despite lond protes-

¥ See Apkaziti JKyxoscekuif, ,.Cnpoba emnocts Hepkos y XVII cr.
(npasochasHa mepenekTara), 208-235, and Onexkcanpep Bapan, ,.Cripotu
eaHocTH HepKos B KaTo/muskii nepenexrssi’, 236-268 in B. Snis, 36ipuux
hpaye.
 One need only read, MuTpononuT Lnapion (OricHKo) Yxpaincoxka
Heproa sa wacie pyine (Winnipeg: Ukrainian Orthodox Theological Society,
:'956) to get & taste of this sentiment, which often remains unabated to our own
ay.

" %W, Lencyk, The Eastern Catholic Church, 15.
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tations about religious freedom on the part of Moscow.* It was the
lot of most of Westem Ukraine to be assigned to the governance of
the Hapsburg Empire. That, in fact, was the last portion of the
Kievan Metropolia to accept union with Rome, a century later than
the Eastern Ukrainian and Belarusian eparchies. For a while, it
would be the only place where the “united” Kievan Church was
protected from the destructive power of Moscow (which, it must be
added, had suceeded in reducing the Orthodox Metropolia of Kiev
to the status of a third-rate see within the Muscovite Church,
starting in the 1680°s).

In the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Hapsburgs would place
the Poles between themselves and the Ruthenians as a convenient
way of maintaining control. This meant that all of the Polish pres-
sure had not been removed with the change of political power. But
enough breathing space was granted by the Austrians for the
“united”” Ruthenians to prosper.” It was for the sake of administra-
tive clarity that Hapsburg emperors Maria Theresa and Joseph II
began using the term “Greek-Catholic” starting 1774 in designating
the “united” Ruthenians.® They were genuine Catholics, with all
the rights and privileges pertaining thereto in an empire run by
Catholic Austria. At the same time they were different from the
Roman or Latin Catholics. The term was basically healthy. It
harked back to the nomenclature of “Greek faith™ and thus offered
a positive statement of heritage. It acknowledged the theoretical
equality of this commumity with the dominant Latin society through
the use of the word “Catholic.” The Hapsburgs encouraged a
strong education for the clergy for reasons that fit their own conser-

% Thid.

57 For valuable bibliographical information on the Church under Hapsburg
rule, see Paul Robent Magocsi, Galicia: A Historical Survey and Bibliographical
Guide (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1983), 8184, 159-160.

% A, Velyky, “Greek Catholic Church” in Volodymyr Kubijovye, ed. Ency-
clopedia of Ukraine, Vol. 2, (Toronte: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 93.
See also John-Paul Himka, “The Greek Catholic Church and Nation-Building,
1772-1918,” Harvard Ukrainian Studies 8 (1984), 428,
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vative social agenda.® The Greek-Catholic Church thrived. It was
now the Metropolia of Halych, restored in 1807, after the borders
had changed and Moscow had made it impossible for the Metro-
politanate of the “united”” Ruthenians to function or — eventually —
even exist in Kiev.® The documents on this re-founding (Pius VII,
In Universalis Ecclesiae, 24 February, 1807) emphasize its status
as successor to the Kievan Metropolia. Since the “united” Metro-
politan of Kiev had only occasionally resided in that city, it was no
surprise to anyone that the Metropolitan of Halych actually lived in
L’viv. In fact, the list of his ecclesiastical titles included the Arch-
bishop of L viv and the Bishop of Kamianets’” Podil’s’ky. In time,
especially after the national reawakening which swept Europe and
the Hapsburg Empire in 1848, one thing became very clear to the
Metropolitans of Halych: they represented the last vestige of
ecclesial autonomy for the once glorious Kievan Church. Their
Orthodox counterparts in Kiev had been reduced to minor functio-
naries in the imperial Russian Church. For some time the see of
Kiev was occupied by ethnic Muscovites who showed overt disdain
towards the Ukrainian ianguage and culture and considered the
Kievan Church simply a part of the Church of Moscow. The
mantle of preserving and developing the ecclesial identity of the
Church of Kiev had clearly fallen upon the shoulders of the chief
hierarch of the Greco-Catholic Church, the Metropolitan of L viv-
Halych, heir to the Metropolitans of Kiev and in effect also now the
ethnarch of the Ruthenian-Ukrainian people. After centuries of
theological and administrative domination by the Latins, the
Metropolitans of Halych had precious litile in the way of tools for
this daumting task. The kenosis of the Kievan Church had progres-
sed quite far, It was time for another miracle, since there was no
possibility for human prowess to solve the difficulties of this
Church.

 hid., 429-430, See slso John-Paul Himka, “Priests and Peasants: The
Greek Catholic Pastor and the Ukrainian National Movement in Austnia, 1367-
1900,” Canadian Slavonic Papers 21(1979), 1-14.

“W. Lencyk, The Eastern Catholic Church, 17-23,
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The miracle came in a most unexpected form, the nomination
of the young (36 year-old) Count Andrey Sheptytsky to the Metro-
politan See of Halych. It was unexpected not only in terms of youth
{and accompanying vigour) but more so in terms of his personal
background. While the Sheptytsky family had counted among its
ranks several Ruthenian hierarchs, even a Metropolitan of Kiev, it
had since become thoroughly Polonized and Latinized. The new
metropolitan was seen by nationalist Ukrainians as a Polish plant
whose mission was the further weakening of their Church.®' It took
anumber of years, including incarceration by the Russians and the
Poles, but Metropolitan Andrey won the hearts of his people. A
papalist to the core, Sheptyisky generally adhered to the exclusivist
soteriology of Rome, but he had three other tools at his disposal.
He personally loved the Byzantine liturgy and was devoted to its
restoration,” he knew of the ecclesiological compromise of Clement
VIII and was not afraid to use the powers adhereing thereto, and he
was himself the very epitome of Kievan kenoticisin.*® Thus, of the
four characteristics of a Particular { Autonomous) Catholic Church,
as later defined by Vatican II, {their own theology, liturgy, spir-
mality and governance) he had providentially combined in his own
person the ability to offer his Church at least three. His theological
training was still purely Latin, but his love for the Greek Fathers
and the Byzantine liturgical tradition and his basic trust in Eastern
Christianity rendered his personal theology a mixture of Thomism

¢ See John-Paul Himka, “Sheptyts’kyi and the Ukrainian National
Movement before 1914,” in Paul Robert Magocsi, ed. with the assistance of Andrii
Krawchuk, Morality and Reality: The Life and Tintes of Andrei Sheptytslyi,
(Edmonton: Canadian Institute of Ukrainian Studies, 1989), 29-46.

“* See Peter Galadza, “The Theological Foundations of the Liturgical Work

of Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky”™ (Unpublished University of St. Michael’s
College Ph.D. Dissertation: Toronto, 1994),

% Codpia Cerm, Lyxoanuil acnexm xumm4 i dizabiocmu Mumpono.sma
Andpex Wenmuyorozo (L’viv: Metropolia of Kiev-Halych, 1990), 17-20. See
also the slightly emended French version of this atticle, “Le Métropolite André

*kyj: Dimension spinituelle de sa vie et de son oeuvre,” Irénikon 44 (1991),
57-71. See also Andny Chirovsky, Pray for God's Wisdom: The Mystical
Sophiology of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky (Ottawa: Sheptytsky Institute,
1992}, 1-36 for a Biographia spiritualis.
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and an emerging neo-byzantinism.** In a sense, it was his devotion
to exclusivist soteriology that drove him to pioneer new approaches
to unionsitic efforts. His belief that every Christian needed to be in
institutional administrative union with the Pope of Rome, along
with a deep-seated integrative sophiological mysticism drove him
to study the heritage of the Eastern Churches, in order to bring
about a more positive encounter between East and West.®® As he
studied, he realized that without a retumn to its Eastern roots his
own Church, which united with Rome amid hopes of universal
reconcilation between Orthodoxy and Catholicism would be an
obstacle to reconciliation % Thus it is that Metropolitan Andrey
initiated the modern Ukrainian Catholic return to the Eastern sour-
ces. After Metropolitan Andrey’s death in 1944, that cause will be
continued by another unlikely candidate, Josyf Slipyj, the man
Jaroslav Pelikan has characterized as a “Thomist in a klobuk.”™®’

These two men also oversaw another quantum shift in the
history of the Kievan Church in communion with Rome: its
transformation into a worldwide Church which now numbers over
fifteen eparchies and exarchates outside of Ukraine and a total
population of six to seven million faithful. They also led the
Church into and through its greatest kenotic exercise: its survival
in the catacombs.®

 A.Chirovsky, Pray , 116-118.
6 Ibid., 218-23.

% See his correspondence with Metropolitan Antony Khrapovitskii cited in
P. Galadza, The Theological Foundations, 293-94.

S See his Confessor Between East and West: A Portrait of Ukrainian
Cardinal Josyf Slipyj, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1950), 104.

%% See Serge Keleher, Passion and Resurrection: The Greek Catholic
Church in Soviet Ukraine, 1939-1989, (L’viv: Stauropegion, 1993). See also
Borpau Bonwpkis, ,.Ykpainceka Tpexo-KaTonniska Llepksa B kaTaxomGax
g %946-1989” in Koouez, no. 1 (Jisnis: IncrutyT IcTopii Llepksn, 1993) 113-
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The Rise of Kiev’s Daughter Churches

The foundation and development of Kiev’s modemn Daughter-
Churches in the twentieth century and the response of the Roman
Curia is the topic to which we must tum next. At the end of the
nineteenth century economic conditions in Western Ukraine were
difficult enough to prompt hundreds of thousands of Greco-
Catholics to emigrate to the United States, Canada, Brazil, and
other countries. The twentieth century saw further migrations to
France, Belgium and Argentina, as well as the formation of
significant Ukrainian Greco-Catholic communities in England,
West Germany, and Australia after World War II.  The earlier
emigré communities were also augmented by the last great tide of
refugees from war-tom Europe. All of these communities required
pastoral care. The first pleas for pastors came from the U.S A, and
Canada in the 1880s and 1890s. These requests went not to Rome,
but to L'viv, to the Mother Church.®® Priests were dispatched, but
among them there were inevitably married men or at least
widowers. This was viewed as entirely unacceptable by many
Roman Catholic bishops who could hardly deal with these strange
immigrants who claimed to be Catholics, but carried customs that
were clearly foreign. At the height of Vatican I centralism these
Roman Catholics prided themselves on the fact that everywhere in
the world, Catholics celebrated the same Latin liturgy. There was
suddenly a diversity for which they were ill-prepared. Suffice it to
say that in certain cases Roman Catholic bishops showed them-
selves less than tolerant, far less than helpful.’”® There were cases
of extremely intelligent and pastorally prudent bishops, especially

# See the 1884 letter of Ukrainian immigrants in Shenandoah, Pennsylvania
to Metropolitan Syl’vester Sembratovych of L viv, cited in ,JIpo pyceKy emi-
rpadil,” Caobode (10-ro xobTHA, 1984), 1.

* Bohdan P. Procke, Ukrainian Catholics in America: A History, (Lanham,
Md.: University Press of America, 1982), 11-14,
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in Canada.” But then the pastorally sensitive never attract as much
attention as the boorish,

Complaints from scandalized Latins and from pcrsccuted
Greco-Catholics flooded Rome; something had to be done. In
addition, the Russian tsars were encouraging and financially
backing “missionaries” who were sent among the often poorly
educated and unsophisticated Greco-Catholics in the US.A. and
Canada.™ The people were happy to have a priest who could serve
the Byzantine Liturgy they loved, not paying much attention to the
ecclesiastical allegiances of the clergy. Presbyterians and other
Protestants began concerted efforts to proselytize among the Greco-
Catholic immigrants as well.” Where the complaints did not move
curial officials into action, the threat of apostasy did. Here the
exclusivist soteriology of the pre-ecumenical age encouraged some
attention to the pastoral needs of these unfortunate immigrants.
The efforts of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky to have bishops
appointed for the immigrant Greek Catholics of North America
were implemented in a slow and sometimes painful fashion. In the
United States, Bishop Soter Ortynsky was at first only given
jurisdiction delegated to him by each Latin bishop where his people
lived.” The arrangement was totally unworkable and later under-
went revision.” The situation in Canada was far more agreeable
for Bishop Nykyta Budka.® The incredibly complex developments

" See Bohdan Kazymyra, “Sheptyts’kyi and Ukrainians in Canada” in P
Magoesi, ed., Morality and Reality, 329-348.

" B. Procko, Ukrainian Catholics, 37-41.

P John Bodrug, Independent Orthodox Church: Memoirs Pertaining to the
History of a Ukrainian Canadian Church in the Years 1903—1913 (Toronto:
Ukrainian Canadian Research Foundation, 1982).

™ See Ea Semper, the Bull of Pius X of June 14, 1907.
7 On May 28, 1913 Bishop Ortynsky finally received full ordinary juris-
diction over Ruthenian Catholic faithful in the United States. See the August 25,

1913 letter of Archbishop Bonzano, Apostolic Delegate in the United States
published in The Ecclesiastical Review 49 (October, 1913), 473-474.

7 Bohdan Kazymyra, “Sheptyts’kyi and Ukrainians in Canada” in P.
Magocsi, ed., Morality and Reality, 329-48. See also B. Kazymyra, B.
Kazamupa, .I'Ipaaum Kpaicerol I(ammnmcm Hepred g Kanani 1915 poky
€nncrona-lenosiannka Huama Bymn,” Jozoc 34 (1993), 601-22.
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surrounding these episcopal appointments are beyond the scope of
this paper. What we need to emphasize here is that the Greco-
Catholic community was so happy to have received a bishop and
the ability to organize their Church life around that bishop, that
they paid little attention to the long term question: by whom was
the bishop appointed and to whom were his loyalties due. Far from
their ancient homeland, and understandably unconscious of the
ecclesiological compromise of Pope Clement VIII, Greco-Catholics
in North America rejoiced that they were given bishops by the
Roman Curia, with little understanding that an alternative form of
episcopal nomination could even exist, By this time even the
faithful in Ukraine were unaware of the tradition of such autonomy.
It bad long since been eroded.

It is clear that on occasion Rome intervened with the Latin
hierarchies of North America on behalf of Greco-Catholics, and it
is indisputable that much good was done for them by the central
administration of the Catholic Church, but all of this came at a
definite price: the further erosion of the sense of ecclesial identity
of the Greco-Catholics. Each new bishop, each new exarchate or
eparchy throughout the world, was individvally constituted in
dependence upon the Congregation for the Eastern Churches, with
its predominantly Latin officers, rather than upon the Mother
Church in Ularaine. Even the achievement of the two Metropolias
of Winnipeg and Philadelphia would be under this shadow, which
was not at the time clear to anyone in the Greco-Catholic Church.
In this period some of the Greco- Catholics in North America began
to think of themselves as “Catholics of the Eastem Rite,” and
sometimes even “Roman Catholics of the Eastern Rite.” They
belonged to Rome directly, rather than to some vaguely remem-
bered Kievan Church.

Between the 1946 Soviet liquidation of the Greco-Catholic
Church and the 1963 exile to Rome of Metropolitan Josyf Slipyj,
it would not have been possible to establish any clear dependence
on the hierarchy in Ukraine, since the Church was in the
Catacombs. 1do not, of course, believe that the curial encroach-
ment on the ecclesial integrity of the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic
Church was some “evil plot” on the part of a “Latin” conspiracy
bent on world domination at any cost. That would be a wildly
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paranoid assessment. The Roman Curia acted as any efficient
organization acts when it extends its activity to a new sphere. It
made sure the lines of authority were quite clear. The Ukrainian
Greco-Catholics outside Ukraine were happy to have been saved
from the terror of the Bolsheviks and saw every Vatican creation of
ecclesial structures for them as a benevolent gift, and more often
than not, as a kind of surrogate statechood — a guarantee that they
would not be obliterated by the Russian onslaught. It was not
important that there were strings attached to these gifts in the form
of curial control. Greco-Catholics were too overjoyed by the gifts
themselves.

These new eparchies, exarchates and metropolias were gifts
indeed. The Eastern Congregation was in fact assisting the Ukrai-
nian Greco-Catholics in establishing a worldwide network of legi-
timate ecclesial structures. This same Congregation was not a little
surprised that the Ukrainian Bishops around the world had mira-
culously retained a sense of their oneness as a Church and that they
were beginning to act on this through meetings with different levels
of formality. These meetings began to be called Conferences of
Ukrainian Cathotlic Bishops. As we shall see, later there will be
attempts to call these gatherings “synods,” with all the deliberative
and legislative authority implied by the term.

From “Greek Catholics” to “Ukrainian Catholics”

By the first quarter of the twentieth century the Greco-
Catholics had firmly established their identity as “Ukrainians™ (as
opposed to the older designation “Rusyn” or its Latin-based
variant, “Ruthenian™). Since they were constantly required to
establish the separate identity of the Ukrainian nation amid a public
that often confused them with the Russians, these people were quite
ready to relinquish their previous designation as “Greek-Catholics,”
in favor of the new term “Ukrainian Catholics.” The reason usuaily
given for this change is that Greek-Catholics were tired of
explaining that they were not in fact of Hellenic extraction. They
were Ukrainians and proud of it. Laittle did they know that this
terminological change bore with it a tremendous setback in terms
of ecclesial identity. The new name, gradually accepted by Rome
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as well, emphasized an ethnic or national identity rather than an
ecclesial identity. That clearly suited those in the Curia who saw
Ukrainian Catholicism as a cultural concession to a particular
cthnic group, with little universal value as a genuine ecclesial
reality.

The confusion of ethnic and ecclesial identities is not some-
thing that is unique to Ukrainians. It is one of the major problems
of Eastern Christianity. It has been ksiown to occur among some
Roman Catholic peoples as well, notably the Poles and the Irish,
For the Ukrainian Catholics it would prove disastrous in the
decades after the Second Vatican Council.

The Modern Striving for a Patriarchate

In 1963 Metropolitan Josyf Slipy) was released from Soviet
incarceration after 18 years of imprisonment. At Vatican II, on
October 11, 1963, he raised the issue of a Ukrainian Patriarchate,”
an idea that had been discussed in the seventeenth, nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries with some vigour.”

The Council heralded a tumming point for the Easteran Catholic
Churches in a number of ways. Eastern Catholics were recognized
as equal in dignity to the Latins and they were recognized unequi-
vocally as being Churches, with their own theology, spirituality,
liturgy and canonical discipline. The Catholic Church was des-
cribed in at least some council references as a communion of
Churches, each of which had not only the right but the duty to rule
themselves.” This was nothing short of an ecclesiological revolu-
tion.

7 For an English translation of the crucial section of his first address to the
Council, see J. Pelikan, Confessor, 204-205. The original text can be found in
Joseph Slipy), Opera Omnia, Vol. 12, 89-90.

8 1. Madey, Le Paniarcat Ukrainien, 81-92.
" Ovientalium Ecclesiarum, 5 in Tanner, Decrees, Val. 2, 902.
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Vatican IT and the Ukrainian Catholic Church

Let us look at the four characteristics of a Particular (auto-
nomous) Eastern Catholic Church as delineated by the Second
Vatican Council and see how they apply to the Ukrainian Church.

Theology

For centuries Ukrainian Catholics had been taught to think in
Latin theological categories. The idea that the Ukrainian Church
had its own theology was entirely new. Everyone in the Ukrainian
Catholic Church at the time had been thoroughly trained in
Thomism. It was difficult even to conceive what this could mean.
A radical return to the sources of Eastern Tradition was necessary.
The Church is still in the very first stages of an appropriate res-
ponse,

Spirituality

Here the Ukrainian Catholics were on slightly more solid
ground. Although various elements of the devotio moderna and
later Catholic pietism had made their way into the Ukrainian Catho-
lic Church, enough liturgical spirituality was in place to make this
area at least readily identifiable. It needed to be bolstered, but it
was there. The old Kievan kenoticism and a deep understanding of
martyrdom were also present because of a difficult history.

Liturgy

This was the only aspect of the ecclesial self-identity of the
Kievan Church that was theoretically defined and defended by
Rome. From the Union of Brest on, the consciousness of being dif-
ferent in the realm of liturgy was the surest way to hold on to some
vestige of ecclesial identity. Because of the Latinization of theo-
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logical thought, a Latinization of liturgy was sure to follow® (partly
self-imposed, partly fostered by the Latins). Still, there was much
left that could be reinvigorated.

Canonical Discipline

The autonomy of the Kievan Church had been stripped away
over the centuries. Its particular legislation was an erratic mixture
of the remmants of genuinely Eastern polity with a variety of some-
times healthy, sometimes overtly condescending, Roman decrees.®!
The ban on the ordination of married candidates to the priesthood
is the best-known of these unfortunate rulings,® but the single most
destructive intrusion into the life.of the Eastern Catholic Churches
in general and the Ukrainian Catholic Church in particular was the
Roman ruling on the limitation of Eastern Catholic ecclesial
autonomy (in the form of synodal rule) to traditional territories.
The concept of territonial delimitation of Churches was in itself a
perfectly traditional one. It was enshrined in the early Ecumenical
Councils. What made it dangerous was the fact that Rome would
only apply the notion to the Eastern Churches and not the ever-
expanding Latin Church. This unequal application of the territorial
principle has been viewed by many Eastern Catholic leaders as the
single greatest threat to the future of their Churches.®

# See Sophia Senyk, “The Ukrainian Church and Latinization,” Orientalia
Christiana Periodica 56 (1990), especially p. 167 where she states that the
Ukrainian Church, “like the other Eastern Churches had preserved the rites and
forms of the Greek Church, but, again, like its fellow Churches of the East, had
lost the sources that give life to that rite.”

# See Archimandrite Victor Pospishil, Compulsory Celibacy for the Eastern
Catholics in the Americas (Toronto: Ukrainian Catholic Women’s League, 1977),
especially pp. 10-15.

2 See the 1929 decree Cum data fuerit, which banned the ordination of
miarried candidates to the priesthood in or for the Western hemisphere.

8 See George A. Maloney, 3.J., “The Present Canonical Status of the
Ukrainian Catholic Church and its Future,” in Thomas E. Bird and Eva
Piddubcheshen, eds., Archiepiscopal and Patriarchal Autionomy (New York:
Fordham, 1972), 51-2.
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The Patriarchate and Synodal Rule versus Ostpolitik
and Territoriality '

It was the strict application by the Vatican bureaucracy of the
territorial rule to the Ukrainian Catholic Church at the height of its
persecution by the Soviets that enraged many Ukrainian Catholics
and engendered a reaction that began to discover the need for far-
reaching changes in the way this Church was administered.® At the
Second Vatican Council, the beleaguered Ukrainians, reeling from
the Soviet Russian assault on their Church, were naively optimistic
about their chances of recetving what the conciliar decrees
promised: real autonomy and a patriarchal structure that would
safeguard their Church from being swallowed up by another
ecclesiastical unit (especially the Moscow Patriarchate).®® They
tried holding “Synods of the Ukrainian Catholic Bishops™ to
implement the autonomy so eloquently promised them at Vatican

¥ See, for example, the intervention by Metropolitan Maxim Hermaniuk of
Winnipeg at the Fourth World Synod of Bishops, in October, 1974. The published
text can be found in Litterae-Nuntiae Archiepiscopi Maioris Ritus Byzantino-
Ucraini 10 (1974), 17-19.

% One must remember that as late as 1990 the Moscow Patriarchate refused
to recognize the existence of the Ukyainian Greco-Catholic Church as such. Even
during the sessions of the unfortunate “Quadripartite Commission” in March,
1990, this terminology was purposely avoided. The commission, composed of
delegates of the Vatican, the underground Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church, the
suddenly re-named Ukrainian Orthodox Church (until a few weeks earlier known
as the Ukrainian Exarchate of the Russian Orthodox Church), and the Moscow
Patriarchate consistently referred to “communities of Catholics of the Byzantine
rite.” Being an eyewitness to some of the workings of this flawed effort, Tlearned
the meaning of such phraseology: communities of Ukrainian Greco-Catholics
would be allowed to funetion (presumably under the jurisdiction of Roman
Catholic bishops), but the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church as such could not
exist, sinee it had been absorbed by the Moscow Patriarchate at the so-called Synod
of L'viv in March, 1946, For documents from that obviously uncanonical
gathering see Jiannaw Cobopy [pexo-Kamoauyoxot ilepxen v flososi 8=10
tepeann, 1946 (JInsis: [Tpesmaia CoGopy, 1946). Also see JTosiacoxuii Liepxoe-
nuti Cobop: [oxymenmu i mamepioam, 1946-1981 (Jlbbis: Tlarpiapimmi
eK3pX Boiel Yxpawn, 1984). Moscow seriously underestimated the vitality of the
Ukrainian Greeo-Catholic tnderground, which was at that very moment emerging
in startlingly large numbers.
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I1% After all, Metropolitan Josyf was recognized shortly after his
arrival in Rome as a Major Archbishop, equivalent in all but name
to an Eastern Catholic Patriarch, with clearly stated rights to rule
his Church through its Synod¥” They were shocked to find out that
the Congregation for the Eastern Churches did not share their
enthusiasm.

There were two basic reasons for Rome’s refusal to accept the
Ukrainian request for a patriarchate and for synodal rule. The first
was the Osipolitik of the Vatican. Any initiative favouring the
Ukrainians could hurt the new rapprochement with the Moscow
Patmiarchate, which was seen by curial diplomats as the real leader
of the Orthodox world, despite courteous and respectful gestures
towards the Ecumenical Patriarchate, This was sullied politics in
the eyes of the Ukrainians and severely shook the trust of many of
the faithful. What few of them could comprehend, because of their
lack of ecclesiological finesse, was the second reason, which is
clearly stated in the correspondence between Pope Paul VI and the
Major Archbishop: recognition of such demands would constitute
a violation of the territorial principle, since the head of the
Ukrainian Catholic Church was outside of his See. He could not
hope to be recognized as Patriarch. He could not even cali a Synod.
A portion of the Pope’s letter of 7 July 1971 reads:

...the problems which could arise within the Catholic
Church itself may be easily foreseen if such [personal —
A.C ] patriarchal jurisdiction, detrimental to other existing
canonical jurisdictions, were to be recognized in those
territories. In addition, who could prevent other patriarchs
from seeking to enjoy the same faculty of extending their

% See John Madey, “The Rights of the Ukrainian Church at the time of the
Union of Brest and Its Present Situation,” in Thomas E. Bird snd Eva
Piddubcheshen, eds., Archiepiscapal and Patriarchal Autionomy ,40-43. See
also Victor Pospishil, The Quest for an Ukraimian Catholic Patriarchate
(Philadelphia, 1971}

¥ Orientalium Ecclesiarum, par. 7. This is a reaffirmation of what is stated
in Cleri Sanctitati of June 2, 1957, the then-current Eastern Code of Canons
relating to persons.
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own competency beyond the limits of the territory and the
prescriptions of canonical laws by which their authority is
presently defined?...*

I find it difficult to interpret this passage in any sense other
than that of a policy of containment of the Eastern Churches to
prevent encroachment on the territory of the Latin Patriarchate,
which is not itself bound by any territorial limitations because the
Patriarch of the West holds a further level of primacy. I hope that
I can be proven wrong.

It is unfortunate that most Ukrainians did not understand the
subtleties of ecclesiological argument that were inherent in the
papal refusal to recognize a Patriarchate of Kiev-Halych or the
synodal rule of this Church. However they understood the political
side of the question and responded with Ukrainian nationalism,
which was entirely out of place in the discussion. Many within the
Church were scandalized by such a politicization of the Church. It
is true that some proponents of ecclesial autonomy saw it as a
surrogate for independent Ukrainian statehood. That does not
detract from the fact that this was fundamentally an ecciesiological
question. The Church of Kiev had rediscovered its ecclesial identity
and wanted, according to the dictates of Vatican I, to rule itself as
it had in ancient times.

Pope John Paul II and the Extraordinary Synods of the 1980’s

By 1980 there was a new pope who knew the sufferings of the
“Ukrainian Catholic Church less theoretically than his predecessors.
He also saw that this Church, now extended throughout the world,
could no longer wait for some of its pressing pastoral needs to be
addressed. The Ukrainian Catholic Bishops needed to meet in
elective and legislative Synods in order to take care of these pas-
toral exigencies. He took a step that would be highly controversial,
calling a series of Extraordinary Synods of Ukrainian Catholic

# Letter of Paul VI to Josyf Cardinal Slipyj, Archivum Patriarchale Sanctae
Sophiae, Universitd Cattolica Ucraina, Roma 40:204-7.
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Bishops, not on the authority of the Major Archbishop (because the
latter was outside of his territory}, but on the authority of the Pope
himself® Many rejoiced that at long last the Synods could be held
without interference from the Curia. Others were less ecstatic,
emphasizing that the Pope had now intruded further into the
everyday life of the Ukrainian Catholic Church than ever before in
history. The agendas of these synods needed papal approval, as did
their decisions. As the terminology of ecclesial autonomy was
applied it simultaneously lost its content.

By this time the indomitable head of the Ukrainian Catholic
Church, who since 1975 had constantly used the title “Patriarch
Josyf 1.” was too old and too tired to counter effectively the latest
moves of Roman centralism. The Ukrainian bishops, tired of the
constant demands of the old warrior who was their “Father and
Head,” elected the mild-mannered Metropolitan Myroslav-Ivan
Lubachivsky of Philadelphia as the first of three candidates to the
post of coadjutor to the Major-Archbishop. Pope John Paul II then
appointed him to the position. With the passing of Patriarch Josyf
in 1984, Archbishop Myroslav Ivan became the head of the
Ukrainian Catholic Church. No one in this Church or in the
Vatican could have foreseen what was to transpire in less than a
decade.

The Church in a Free Ukraine

The liberation of Ukraine was accompanied by the legalization
of the Greco-Catholic Church. Unlike its daughters throughout the
world, the Church in Ukraine had never ceased using its name from
~ the time of the Hapsburgs. ' Many in Ukraine were appalled by the
new term “Ukrainian Catholic Church.” It confused national and
ecclesial categories, and it did not identify the non-Latin heritage of
this Church. There was another issue. Property had been seized by
the Soviets from the Greco-Catholic Church. Only a Church of the
same name could hope to reclaim it. Certain Autocephalous

© See the March 1, 1980 letier of John Paul IL fo the Major Archbishop and
Bishops of the Ukrainian Catholic Church, Archivum Patriarchale 118:131.
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Orthodox polemicists began to make the outrageous claim that the
Greco-Catholic Church had been dissolved by Rome in the 1960°s
and that the Ukrainian Catholic Church was a new entity that had
no right to claim the vast properties of the old Greco-Catholic
Church.® For all of the above reasons the old name was retained.

Recently attempts have been made to adjust the English
rendering of the term from “Greek Catholic” to “Greco-Catholic,”
in the belief that this better reflects the Greek-type heritage of the
Church without confusing it with Hellenic nationality.” Since 1990
there has been a visible tendency to tumn to the name “Ukrainian
Greco-Catholic Church” both in and outside Ukraine. With the
advent of Ukrainian-language Latin Rite liurgy among Roman
Catholics in Ukraine, it is unlikely that the unspecific term Ukrai-
nian Catholic Church will ever be accepted there.

1990 saw the Greco-Catholic Church emerge in force from the
catacombs, to the delight of some and the chagrin of others who had
gravely miscalculated its strength. With the emergence of this
Church it became clear that for most Greco-Catholics their
communion with a strong ecclesiastical centre in Rome was
understood as a guarantee of the integrity of their Church in the
face of the kind of government intrusion that had severely com-
promised the Moscow Patriarchate.”” This tuming to Rome for
leverage against an interfering state power has been at the core of
the self-understanding of the Kievan Church since the Union of
Brest. The faithful understood their belonging to the Catholic
Communion in terms of their own experience.

1 heard this time and again in Ukraine, especially between 1990 and 1992.
By then, with the Synod of Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Bishops meeting at St.
George’s Cathedral in L’viv, the claim became so ridiculous as to be quickly
dropped from most polemical discussions. It still surfaces occasionally.

* That is the stated policy of Logos. See “A Note on Terminology,” Logos
34(1993),7.

% For the sad story of the Moscow Patriarchate’s cooperation with the Soviet
secret police in the liquidation of the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church in the post-

war period, see Isan Binac, ,Mockopceknit TlaTpiapxaT, KapafabHi oprauu
CPCP 1a saumenna YTKIL y 1940-ux poxax,” fozoc 34 (1993), 532-76.
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March of that year witnessed the catastrophic failure of the
Quadripartite Commission, composed of representatives of the
Vatican, the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church, the Moscow
Patriarchate and the hastily re-named Ukrainian Orthodox Church
dependent on Moscow. Its failure lay in the refusal of the Moscow
Patriarchate to recognize the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church
precisely as a Church and not just an assemblage of “communities
of Catholics of the Eastern Rite.” The Vatican representatives did
little to counter this development and the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic
Archbishop Volodymyr Sterniuk, leader of the underground
Church, was forced to terminate the negotiations by walking out.
There was one thing the confessors of the catacombs knew: they
were a Church and not simply vague “communities.” The ecclesial
identity of this Church had been renewed in the fire of persecution.

The L’viv Synod of May, 1992

In the fall of 1991, the new Code of Canons of the Eastern
Churches took effect. In terms of ecclesial self-identity for Eastern
Catholics, this Code is a two-edged sword. It brings to fulfillment
the centuries-old consolidation of power by centralist forces in
Rome, who have succeeded in redefining the Eastern Patriarchs as
sharers in the super-episcopal power of the Pope rather than as the
apex of the collegial authority of the patriarchal synods.”® It has
also enshrined their teritorial limitation without requiring a similar
confinement of the Latin Church, On the other hand, the Code
offers the Eastern Catholic Churches clear modalities for some

? Codex Canonum Eeclesiarum Orientalium, Canon 56 states that “A
patriarch is a bishop who enjoys power over all bishops including metropolitans
and other Chistian faithful of the Church over which he presides according o the
norm of law approved by the supreme authority of the Church.” Canon 57, par.
1 states that “The erection, restoration, modification and suppression of patriarchal
Churches is reserved to the supreme authority of the Church.” (Emphasis mine).

On the question of the authority of the ancient Eastern Patriarchs see
Wilhelm de Vries, S.J., “The Origin of the Eastern Patriarchates and Their
Relationship to the Power of the Pope,” in Thomas E. Bird and Eva Piddub-
cheshen, eds., drchiepiscopal and Patriarchal Autonomy, 14-28.
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measure of autonomous rule and ieaves room for the uniqueness of
the particular canonical tradition of each Church **

In 1991 the Father and Head of the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic
Church, almost universally called Patriarch by the bishops, clergy
and faithful of Ukraine, returned to his See of L’viv. In 1992, he
convoked a well-prepared Synod of Bishops to meet within the
Church’s ancestral territory as the normal elective and deliberative
body at the helm of the Ukrainian Greco-Catholic Church, This
was a chance to implement finally all that Vatican IT had promised.
The same had been attempted in 1969, but with no success because
of the Roman Curia’s refusal to recognize that gathering and others
that succeeded it in the 1970s, as true synods.

The fathers of the 1992 L’viv Synod called upon Rome to
recognize the Patriarchate of Kiev-Halych, claimed the current
boundaries of the Ukrainian state as the jurisdictional territory of
their Church, elected bishops, erected dioceses, and mapped out
strategies for solving the enormous legal and pastoral problems that
had arisen over the decades. They worked on defining the parti-
cular law of their Church as well as proposals for the “jus speciale
ad tempus,” which according to the newly-promulgated Code of
Canons of the Eastern Catholic Churches was to regulate the rela-
tions between the bishops outside Ukraine and the Synod in Lviv,

How the Vatican continues to respond to these initiatives will
determine the further course of the recovery of the ecclesial self-
identity of the Church of Kiev in communion with Rome. If the
response from Rome is perceived as negative, the ecclesial identity
of this Church will be fortified by reaction. If the response is posi-
tive, the Church will be strengthened accordingly.

After emerging from the crucible of persecution, it seems
unlikely that the Greco-Cathelic Church of Kiev will soon lose sight

* Ti addition to the general law which can be found in the Code of Canons
of the Eastern Churches, there is also the Particular Law of each Church swi inris
and a ius speciale ad tempus, which is a special set of nules o be enacted by the
Pope for each Church individually, governing the relationship between the Eastern
Churches in their ancestral territories, and their faithful and ecclesial structures
outside the boundaries of these territories. See V. Pospishil, Eastern Catholic
Church Law, 49-61.
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of the fact that it is an ancient Church that is bound by the duty to
rule itself while remaining in loving communion with Rome and the
other Catholic Churches, and while secking to re-establish full com-
munion with its Sister-Churches of the Orthodox East. The rise of
theological education in this Church, and the beginnings of its own
ecumenical contacts seem to be a harbinger of good things to come.
The ecclesial self-understanding of Ukrainian Greco-Catholics as
the Church of Kiev, or at least as that part of the Church of Kiev
which is in full and visible communion with the Roman See,
appears to be on a path of clear consolidation.



