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"Social Theory and Christian Praxis

in the Writings of Metropolitan Andrei Shept:tsky, 1895-1944"
by Andrii Krawchuk

ABSTRACT

As the Eastern-rite Catholic Metropolitan Archbishop of L viv,
Galicia, during a period of turbulent social and political change,
andrei Sheptrtsky plaved a Key role in the socéal history of that
western region of Ukraine. During his tenure in office, Galicia would
change political hands so many times that the UKrainian Greek Catholic
Church in th2 first half of the twentieth century provides a unique
case study of Church-state relations. ét that same time, UKrainian
society was also undergoing profound change, particulariy in connec-
tion with the emergence of a Ukrainian national movement which began
to wage a struagle for political self~determination. Metropolitan
Sheptytsky found himseif faced with the task of adiressing issues that
emerged as a result of both of those social and political processes. -

This dissertation surveys the social thought and activity of
Metropolitan Sheptytsky, as a contextual irstance of Catholic social
ethics. Proceeding chronologically through the five major periods
which the Metropolitan’s career encompassed, it focusses on the Key
social and political issues that Metropolitan Sheptrisky addressed,
with a view toward shedding new light on his ethical reflection.

iIn each period, the analysis follows three steps which are de-
rived from Glen H. Stassen’s (1980) typology of moral reasoning. The
first step is a reconstruction of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s empirical

reading of a situation or problem which called for ethical reflection,



And, since Metropolitan Skeptytsky very often also gave theological
assessments of ethical problems and their broader impiicatinns, we
also include this dimension of his preliminary reflection as part of
the first step. The second step focusses on the rul2s and principles
to which Sheptytsk; referred in developing an ethical response to the
probiem. The'third sfep examines the specific courses of action that
the Metropolitan took in implementing his ethical decisions.

A close study of the Metropolitan’s writings and activity clearly
indicates that the operative norms of his thezoretical and practical
reflection on social and political issues were the Christian prin-
ciples of love and justice, rather than nationalist or other political
principles, as many have sugoested.

In the seociz2l sphere, Sheptrtsky’s critics and supporters alike
have argued that, under his leadership, the Ukraintan Greek Catholic
Church became a national Church, aligned with the Ukrainian national
movement. Similarly, Metropolitan Sheptyvisky’s social thought and
activity is commonly thought to have been influenced by Ukrainian
naztionalist ideas and influences.

The present study of the Metropolitan’s social teaching and
activity calls into question the above supposition, which does not
appear to be supported by the evidence of the Metrapolitan’s social
writings ang activity. On the contrary, Sheptytsky’s critique of
militant nationalism and chauvinism, as well as his advocacy of Chris-
tian patriotism reveals that his social reflection was grounded in the
Christian ethical norm of fraternal love. Other important social
issues that the Metropolitan addressed (such as the socioeconomic

action of the Church, socialism, and communism), and which are



examined here also reveal his commitment to the same fundamental norm
ot Christian ethics.

In the political sphere, much has been made of the accomodatirg
posture which the Metropolitan assumed toward states and occupring
authorities in each of the periods considered here., By focussing
exclusively on those efforts by the Metropolitan to seek a modus
vivendi, it has been arqued that Sheptytsky was a loral collaborator
with the civil power of the moment (wtth particular emphasis on the
period of the German occupation).

The present study analyzes Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s approach to
the question of Church-state relations in the five periods. What
emerges is a compiex approach to Church-state relations, one that was
governed by a principle of justice expressed as a reciprocity of
rights and duties. In that framework, it becomes clear that the Metro-
politan did not consider the accomodationict iine in the Pauline call
to obey civil authority as an absolute principle, but rather as a rule
of thumb which could be overridden by higher principles and values
(for example, the state’s duty to provide "wise leadership® and te
issue "just dictates,” and the ultimate precedence of divine over
human Jaw). The appeal to those higher principles was based on an
assessment of the needs of the concrete situation at hand, and Metro-
politan Sheptytsky showed considerable attentiveness to extremely
compiex and constantly changing situations. Other political issues
that Sheptytsky addressed - in particular, the delineation of legiti-
mate levels of political activity by priests - reveal a similar use of
a language of rights and duties, and an underlying commitment to
justice as the fundamental norm governing and defining the scope of

the political action of the Church.
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INTRODUCTION

A. The Context

The industrial revolution brought dramatic social and economic
changes to nineteenth century Europe whose impact wmas also felt in the
intellectual life of the Catholic Church. By the end of the century, 2
new focus had emerged within the official ethical discourse of the
Church: the social encyclicals of Pope Leo X111 addressed a broad
range of social, political and economic issues of the day.

In the progressive shift from feudalism to parliamentary demo-
cracy, from clericalism to secularization and socialism, and, by the
early twentieth century, from monrarchic to republican structures,
the Church found itself faced with unprecedented new questions about
the nature of its role in society and of its relationship with the
state in its new forms. And, since those processes of change were
eccurring at different rates in different European countries, papal
social teaching would, from its very beginnings, require an ever
increasing degree of practical interpretation and implementation by
local episcopates. For, in so far as Catholic social teaching was by
its very nature addressed to the economic, sccial and political reali-
ty of Christian communities, in order to become incarnate, so to
speak, it would have to be attuned to the contextual, social reality,
following Leo XIII‘s call *to 1ook upon the world as it truly is."
Hence, the emergence of papal social teaching was accompanied by a
corresponding new importance of individual episcopal conferences as a
mediating point between the official teaching of the Vatican and the

particular social context.
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A unique context for the application of Catholic social doctrine
was that of the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church in the Austrian pro-
vince of Balicia. Situated at the crossroads between two Christian
cultures - Orthodox, tsarist Russia to the east and Latin-rite Polish
Catholicism to the west - the story of the Ukrainian GreeK Catholic
Church was one of an attempt to bridge the divide between the Chris-
tian East and West. Historically, under the terms of its reunion with
Rome in 1594, the Church had become Catholic but retained its Byzan-
tine Slavic heritage. Thus, its Eastern roots were evident in a dis-
tinctive 1liturgical and ascetical tradition, one which refused to
compartmentatize or separate moral theology from the total! Christian
1ife of prayer, and which took the community of worship and faith as
the point of departure in its ethical reflection on society. Unity
with Rome brought contacts with the West and provided access to
schools, all of which raised the level of theological training among
the Greek Catholic clergy. In addition, Western theological tracts
were translated into UKrainian and UKrainian Catholic theologians drew
heavily on Western sources, and, by the late nineteenth century, the

social teachings of Leo X111 were on the local agenda in Austrian
1
Galicia.

Catholfc Austria had conferred upon this Church not onity the
title "Greek Catholic" but equal status with the Roman Cathelic Church
in the empire, along with an array of attendant social, economic and
political privileges. For their part, the priests of the Greek Catho-
lic Church, and later their children, were in the vanguard of the
emerging UKrainian movement for social, political and economic change:

along with his pastoral and family responsibilities, the GreeK Catho-




lic pastor was to be found organizing the first farm and credit co-
operatives, raising the national consciousness of the peasants and
participating in the political action that was intended to improve the
socioeconomic conditions of Ukrainian 1ife. And, in the absence of an
extensive Ukrainian political representation, it was often the bishops
who, as ex officio members of the upper house (“"Herrenrhaus") in the
Viennese parliament, brought forth the needs of their people in the
poltitical forum.

Such was the context into which in 1845 the aristocratic family
of Jan Szeptycki and Zofia z Fredréw welcomed the birth of a son,
Roman Alexander Maria. The personal journey by which the Polish, Roman
Catholic Count Roman was to become Metropelitan Andrei Sheptytsky3 of
the Greek Cathotic Archeparchy of L‘viv has been, and no doubt will
continue to be the subject of research, discussion and speculation.
Yet, although in its particular sociocul tyral environment this transi-
tion could scarcely have been seen as anything short of astonishing,
it is less so when one bears in mind that, among his many illustrious
ancestors, Roman Alexander could count, in the eighteenth century, no
less tharn four bishops of the Greek Catholic Church, two of them
Metropolitans of Kiev.4

The future metropolitan’s higher education began with the study
of law in Cracow. Having fulfilled his father’s wish with a degree in
that field, in 1888 Roman took the momentous step of joining the
Galician Eastern-rite order of Basilian monks which had only recently
undergone a major reform by the Society of Jesus. It was thus as a
Basilian novice that he received his theologica? training and monastic

formation. As a highiy educated priest (ordained in 1892), as a celi-

bate in a Church the vast majority of whose priests were married, and



as a monk who showed both initiative and skill in performing a wide
variety of tasks ranging from novice master, to preacher, to co-
founder and contributor to the religious periodical Misionar,
Sheptytsky was eminently “"episcopabile.” And so it was that, in 1899,
at the age of thirty-four, he was appointed bishop of Stanyslaviv. A
vear Iatef, atter the death of Metropolitam Yuliian Kullovs’kyi,
Bishop Andrei was nominated to the Metropolitan See of L'viv.

As if the social issues with which Metropolitan Sheptyitsky would
deal in his forty—-four years in office were not sufficiently complex
in themselves, between 1900 and 1944 the territory of the Greek Catho-
lic Archeparchy of L’viv {(east Galicia) changed political hands nume-
rous times. In fact, so closely was Sheptyisky’s own life bound up
with the social history of Galicia in those years that it is useful to
suggest a pertodization of his social thought and activity that cen-
ters on four pivotal moments in the political history of Galicia:
September, 1914, when tsarist Russian forces occupied Galicia and
exiled the Metropolitan into Russia; March, 1923, when in Paris the
Council of Ambassadors decided to allow the incorporation of east
Galicia into the new Polish republic; September, 1939, when the
Soviets invaded Galicia; and July, 1941, when Germany took Galicia and
held it for three full years, withdrawing only three months before the
death of the Metropolitan.

Within each of the five periods that those four moments define,
Metropoiitan Sheptytsky #faced an array of social and political
challenges that demanded his ethical reflection and response as a
fatholic bishop. Accordingly, it has been a key task of the present

study to discover the nature of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s theoretical




and practical

those periods.

approaches to perceived ethical problems

each of



B. Statement of the Problem

The sociai role of the Sreek Catholic Church was shaped by
factors that reached back to the ninth-century Cyrillo-Methodian roots
of Slavic Christianity. In contrast to the Western missionary model,
according to which urity with the universal Church meant cultural
adaptation to Latin forms, fhe mission to the Slavs had taken the path
of translation of the gospel and liturgical books into the vernacular.
This, in Jaroslav Pelikan’s estimation, paved the way for a uriquely
Eastern identification of cultus and culture: one in which the deve-
lopment of Christian culture was to take on a decidedly contextual,
autochthonous character, and in which the life of the Church wouid

come to be characterized by a powerful "bond with the total life of
5

the people.*

The question that such a linKage raises is whether the UKrainian
Church’s proximity to the culture extended as well to the political
order or, in other words, whether the local Church was in fact a state
church. In the case of the UKrainian Greek Catholic Church in the
first half of the twentieth century, there was little possibility for
suych alliances with a national state since, with only momentary excep-
tions, the predominantly Bkrainian population of Galicia was to remain
part of non-Ukrainian political entities. Even in the last two decades
of the relatively +favorable context of mutlinational, imperial
Austria, whose monarchic values the Greek Catholic Church endorsed and
cultivated, the road from L’viv to Vienna was seen as an avenue of
political appeal for justice in Galicia rather than as a path between

two homes.

Another factor preventing a total fusion of the Ukrainian Catho-



lic Church with the respective states within which it would find
jtself was that, in the task of interpreting the social message of the
gospel to its nationally-conscious peopie, the GreeK Catholic Church
had recourse to yet another supra-national instance: Rome .

Closely related to the question about the nature of the Ukrainian
Catholic Church’s relationships with a range of political administra-
tions in Galicia in the first half of this century is a question about
the ethical reflection and decision-making of its leader, Metropolitan
Andrei Sheptytsky, in the area of social and political issues and
especially in regard to the Ukrainian national movement.

In the literature that deals with Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s life
and activity - whether in a scholarly, hagiographic, polemicat or
poputar fashion - two fundamentally opposed schools of thought have
emerged. ©On the one hand, Soviet writers have alleged that the Greek
Catholic Church under Sheptytsky betraved its pond with the UKrainian
pecple by endorsing militant UKrainian nationalism and Hitler’s plans
for Eastern Europe. On the other hand, many students of Sheptytsky im
the uest have extolled the unity of the Church and Ukrainian society,
some even rallying around that principle as 2 sort of unqualified sine
qua non for the definition of the local Church.6 Basic, factual in~
accuracy in the former position obliges one to question the scholarly
responsibility of those who advance it while, in the 1latter case,
ambiguity at the level of principies lends itself to a transformation
of the Church into 2 political tool that has forfeited its critical
perspective and which instead is locKked inte an intransigent
assertion: *my people right or wrong'.?

It is perhaps ironic that, despite the difference in intrinsic

problems, these diametrically-opposed views should actually share the



same fundamental premise: that under Metropolitan Sheptrtsky, the
Ukrainian €atholic Church fused completely and, by implication, uncri-
tically with the Ukrainian national movement. From their respective
ideologicat frameworKks, Soviet critics have concluded that Sheptytsky
was a "bourgeois nationalist" who willingly collaborated with Nazi
Germany, while nationally-minded UKrainians in the West have pointed
to his patriotism in support of their struggle against Soviet commu-
fism.

1t is not our purpose to enter into the polemical fray - whether
to condemn or to canonize. Rather, an attempt is made to come to grips
with and to understand the progess of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s
ethical reflection and activity in its context, through a thorough
study of a resource that has been all-too~often negiected on both
sides of the ideological divide: the actual writings of the Metro-

8
politan on social and political issues.

C. Hypothesis

The hypothesis advanced here calls into question the presumed
identification by Metropolitan Sheptytsky of the UKrainiam Cathotlic
Church with the UKrainian national movement and the related suggestion
that his ethical reflection on social and political issues was guided
by political ideology. Ta the contrary, it is proposed that the Key to
an accurate understanding of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s ethical reflec-
tion on social issues, and indeed the basis of his ethical decisions
in the socio~political sphere, is to be sought not in a commiiment to
the a priori principles of some political ideology, but in 2 pains-

taking effort of assessing the central social and political problems



as ther existed in Balicia and then of addressing them through a
practical implementation of the social message of the gospel and the
Catholic social teaching.

Moreover, an adequate understanding of Sheptytsky’s approach to
social and political issues must account not only for what positive
things he had to say about the UKrainian national movement, but his
constructive criticism as well; nor can it selectively speak of his
condemnation of communism, while at the same time ouerlboking the
related distinction that he repeatedly drew between the struggle
against false teachings and the Christian duty to love even the ene-

mies of the Church.



D. Method

The wmethod of inquiry that is emplioyed here applies a number of
categories outlined by Gien H. Stassen in his essay "“Critical
variables in Christian social ethics” (1980).9 Stassen has described
dimensions of ethical reasoning by which moral arguments and types of
moral reasonring may be classified.

The +$irst set of questions that we have brought to the Metre-
politan‘’s weritings in each period has to do with what Stassen calls
the "perception of the situation.” This dimension of ethical reasoning
contains two variables that have a special importance io the present
study: the question of the nature of authority in society and an
appreciation of the perceived threat. In the unstable, constantly
changing political and social environment in which he fourd himself,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky repeatedly had to reflect on the nature, locus
and limits of the prevailing civil authority at a given moment and eon
how it affected or challenged the authority of the Church. Related to
this question, yet extending also beyond Church-state relations, was
the matter of determining the main threat that was posed to the Church
and to society at any given moment. In the case of Metropelitan
Sheptytsky, so extensive is the linkage of empirical and theological
considerations within this variable, that we have found it useful to
include his theological interpretations as an integral part of his
reading of social and political situvations. (Stassen’s suggestion -
that in cases where the perceived threat is linked extensively to
other elements one can expect to fing broadly-stated solutions, such
as calls for fundamental repentance by masses of peoplie - ig amply

borne out in Sheptytsky’s writings).



A second set of questions that have quided this inquiry have to
do with what Stassen calls the "mode of moral discourse.” This dimen-
sion contains four possible types of approach to ethical decision-
making: sitvationism, which relies on non-binding rules of thumb;
legalism, which refers to specific rules and directives; principlism,
which is guided by the principles that underlie rules; and contex-
tualism, which situates moral problems within the context of one’s
basic beliefs about the nature of God, His actior, and human responsi-
bility. Thus, following from an account of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s
ethical Cempirical and theological) readings of situations, the next
step we have taken has been to ask: what are the operative ethical
categories to which he appealed, and how did they shape his moral
reasoning?

Rather tharn following only one of the modes to the exclusion of
the others, Metropolitan Sheptytsky took a differentiated approach
which drew on elements of all four modes and which saw ethical dis-
course as a mediating point between the empirical perspective of the
situational mode and the faith perspective of the contextual mode.
While underlying situational and contextual elements in Sheptytsky’s
ethical reflection emerge frocm our first step, we proceed in the
second step to examine the more explicit, didactic modes of legalism
and principlism. Beyond identifying the rules and principles to which
the Metropolitan referred in his approach to social issues, an impor-
tant part of answering the question about their impact has involved
searching out situations in which general rules or quidelines were
overridden by appeals to deeper principles and trying to find the
underlying constants and variables in Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s

ethical reflection on social issues. At the foundational level of



basic beliefs, this second analytical step has also touched on the
interaction of love and justice as norms of moral reflection and on
the perceived social mission of the Church.

The final step in our analysis, an examination of the practical
implementation by Metropolitan Sheptytsky of ethical decisions in the
socio-political sphere has been carried ocut with a view toward further
clarifying his preferred means of achieving social change in the
concrete situation. This level of our analysis shed§ light on the
Metropolitan’s attentiveness and adaptability to the changing needs of
a social environment in flux, as well as a capacity for self-criticism
and self-correction.

The areas of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s social reflectiorn which
are studied here may be seen as falling into two broad categories: the
Church’s external relations with a variety of states and political
orders, and the Church’s internal reflection on its life as a communi-
ty of faith. UWithin each of the five chronological periods, different
issues emerged both externally and internally, and this in turn resul=-
ted in different types of substantive analysis and response by the
Metropelitan. Those variations notwithstanding, however, at the formal
level we have tried to maintain throughout a focus on the same three
analytical steps, namely: empirical and theological ;ssessments of the
ethical situations and problems, morzl reasoning and its grounding,

and the practical implementation of ethical decisions.

E. Terminology

The official name of the UKrainian Catholic Church under Austria

was "Greek Catholic," as distinct from the (Polish) Roman Catholic




Church. As the ethnic designation of the people, "Ruthenian® {(from the
German "Ruthenen"), came gradually to be replaced in general usage by
the people concerned with "Ukrainian® between 1914 and 1918, the Greek
Catholic Church began to refer to both itself and its peopie as
"Ukrainian.™ However, in Polish-ruled Galicia between 1919 and 193%,
the ethnic designation was prohibited and instead the denominational
"Greek Catholic" was retained for offﬁcial purposes.

Following the accepted scholarly convention in modern Ukrainian
historiography,lo we use only the term "UKkrainians® to refer to the
Ukrainian people of Galicia. As a general rule, the term “"Ruthenian®
appears only in direct quotations. The official denominational “Greek
Catholic" and the unofficial ethnic "UKrainian Catholic® are used here
alternately, and sometimes together, since they refer to one and the

same Church.

F. Transliteration

In the text, notes and bibliography, a modified Library of
Congress system of transliteration is followed, as that in

Ukraine: @& Concise Encyclopedia, ed. Volodymyr Kubijovych, Vol. 1,

(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1963), pp. xxxii=xxxiii,

For the transliteration of the Metropolitan‘s name, see n. 3.



CHAPTER 1:
THE SOCIAL TEACHING AND PRAX1S OF METROPOLITAN ANDREI SHEPTYTSKY

IN THE -AUSTRIAN EMPIRE UP TO THE OUTBREAK OF WORLD WAR I (1899 - 1914)

A. Introcduction

This chapter surveys Metropolitan Sheptyisky’s social reflection
in the preWorld War I period of his episcopate. Four areas of
Sheptytsky’s social reflection are analyzed: the social action of the
Church, the political involvement of priests, Church-state relations
and Polish-UKrainian relations.

The Metropolitan’s reflection on Christian social action was an
attempt to apply some of the official teachings of the Catholic Church
to socioeconomic concerns in Galicia. As elsewhere in Europe, the rise
of socialism in Austrian Galicia was perceived by the local Church as
an economic, but also an ideological, challenge. In the spirit of Pope
Leoc XII1I’s teachings, Metropolitan Sheptytsky sought ways of reaffir-
ming his Church’s commitment to the advancement of the social and eco-
nomic welfare of UKrainian Cathelics without yielding to seculariza-
tion.

His second concern was with political activism among priests. In
the Austrian context, political participation by the clergy and hier-
archy had had a long history. But the proliferation of political
parties in the latter part of the nineteenth century engendered an
unprecedented form of divisiveness, and that divisiveness extended
into the internal life of the Church. The Metropolitan therefore found
it necessary to delineate the nature and limits of acceptable poli-

tical involvement by priests.



The third issue that Sheptytsky addressed was that of Church-
state relations. From the Church’s perspective, secular tendencies in
the Vienna and local Galician partiaments at the turn of the century
were undermining the traditional Church-state harmony. This led Metro-
potitan Sheptytsky to adopt a more assertive stance in order to defend
the Christian social values which he feit were threatened.

Finally, a social issue that was unique to the Galician context
was the question of Polish-Ukrainian relations. It too had had a long
history, ard in the first sixteen years of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s
episcopate the question continued to be the backdrop for social con-
flict. As a man who had been raised as a Polish Roman Cathelic but who
tater chose tc return to his Eastern Christian and ethnically Ukrai-
nian roots, Metropolitan Sheptytsky brought a unique perspective and

ethical proposals to the issue of conflicting patriotisms in Austrian

Galicia.



B. The Social Buestion_and Socialism

Whereas what came to be Known as the *"social question" in western
Europe had sprung from industrialization and the attendant processes
of social and economic change, the situation in Austrian Galicia was
significantly different. Austrian policy had not favored industrial
development in the province, but instead perpetuated a quasi-colonial
agricultural economy that was subservient to the interests and priori-
ties of the empire.1 Unlike western Europe where, according to Pope
Leo XIII the condition of the working classes was "the pressing ques-
tion of the hour," the social question facing the Greek Catholic
Church in pre-industrial Galicia was centered on the endemic poverty

among UKrainian peasants that led to economic unrest and to a massive

wave of emigration at the turn of the century.

1. Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s empirical and theological assessments of
the social question in Galicia

Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky’s pastoral letter "0 Kvesti!
sotsiial’nii" ("On the Social Question,* 1904) was the first serious
attempt by a Greek Catholic hierarch in Austrian Galicia to grapple

2

with the socioeconomic problems of the country. Inspired by the

sociat teachings of Leo XIli‘’s encyclical Rerum Novarum (18%1),

Sheptytsky set out to apply them to the specific needs of the situa-
tion in Galicia.

The Metropolitan was aware that the changes that European society
had undergone were traceable to the industrial revolution; that in the
new social order, capital was taking precedence over 1labor; that
capital and power were concentrated in the hands of a few; and that

3
the result was mutual hatred between the social classes. In Galicia,




this problem was further complicated by other factors. As the Metro-
politan observed:

*The situation in our region is becoming even more
difficult: this is because of the insupportable economic
situation of the entire land, endless potitical struggles,
excessive taxes, and a level of education among the peasants
that is lower than anywhere else."4
Sheptytsky saw the crisis as a precarious state of affairs that

called for meticulous reflection; facile solutions wouid only exacer-
bate the 1lot of the poor-.5 The social question was real, not meta-
physicat; the solution would tikewise have to be tangible and con-
crete.

The pressing socio~economic issues in Galicia were closely tied
to external challenges that were directed at the Church: a secu-
larizing tendency had arisen in the form of a politically effective
Ukrainian intelligentsia. The emergence of socialism had introduced a
compelling program for social change and more equitable economic rela-
tionships, yet by the same token it was perceived by the Church as a
threat to its hitherto exclusive moral hold on the popular mind.6
Indeed, by the turn of the century, the movement had made significant
strides in advancing and speaking for the main social stratum among
Galician UKrainians, primarily peasants, and thereby 1loosened the
clerical grip on the population.

This gave rise to religious concérns that a massive exodus from
the Church could follow. The Church therefore made efforts to fore-

stall any such movement, and did so with particular vehemence in the

press. Religious periodicals published polemical tracts directed



against the “enemies of the Church® and tried to expose their metheods
and alleged gqoals to the public.? In the decade and and a half that
preceded World War 1, there was a sense of urgency in the Greek
Catholic Church over socialism. In the apocalyptic words of the Ukrai-

nian bishops in 19046: "We are approaching the moment when there will

be only two camps in the world: that of Christ and that of his oppo-
8

nents."”

Metropolitan Sheptytsky recognized that a powerful process of
democratization was underway and, evaluating that development in light
of the gospel, he welcomed the new efforts to improve the lot of the
poor and the oppressed. Indeed, he felt strongliy enough about this to
open his major social pastoral letter with the words:

*The democratic movement, which throughout Europe is

rallying all people of good will to the defence of the poor

and the oppressed, is not foreign to the Church but, on the

contrary, is very much favored (yest’ sympatychnym) by

priests of all countries, for the spirit of Christ’s Gospel
9

is also democratic through and through.”

Yet even if there was a Christian basis for welcoming democrati-
zation, Metropoiitan Sheptrtsky alsc saw problems connected with the
new social consciousness. The traditionally hierarchical, monarchic
structures of both the state and the Church were being shaken by &
sustzined critique and bold new alternatives, and this collision of
establishment and innovation resulted in a crisis of authority. As a
hierarch of the Church, Metropolitan Sheptytsky was concerned that
matfers could potentially get out of hand:

"a spirit of disobedience to auvthority -~ which in our time



is spreading throughout Europe, which is gaining momentum
through the diffusion of a theory of exaggerated freedom and
absolute egquality, and whose flame is fuelled by every abuse
by the organs of power, by every illegality and injustice -
is but one facet of a revolutionary spirit that bhas won
adherents among our own people, and which could possibly

10
plunge our people into an abyss of misfortune.®

The "theory of exaggerated freedom and absolute equality" refer-
red to socia'lism.11 The Metropolitar believed that, in the struggle
for social and economic justice in GBalticia, the $undamental dis-
tinctions between Christianity and socialism were being ignored:

*among those in our land who more or less admit to
being socialists  there are many Christians who are not
sufficiently aware of the principles of the Church and of

the principles of socialism. They adopt the latter because

they see in them the fulfilment of their desires for social

12
reform."

Philosophical ignorance of what was really at stake Jleft the
13
Galician public highly susceptible to socialist agitation. For their

part, the socialists were all-too ready to exploit that ignorance.

Well aware that “the banner of improving the tot of the poor" was also
14
being raised by the Church, the socialists were "so adept at winning

people over that they became leaders /of the people/ without many of
15
them even realizing it."

16
By virtue of its secular, anticlerical, and "anti-Christian®

nature, socialism was perceived by the Metropolitan as a threat to the



17
Christian foundations of Ukrainian society. In seeking solutions to

the social question “without any regard for ethical or religious
18
principles,” socialists were undermining those foundations and thus

were propagating an activity that was “harmful to the faith and to
19 -

society."
But the threat of socialism was not limited to only the faithful.
The social action of the Greek Catholic clergy was also at a
crossroads: Sheptytsky felt that the difference between “democratic,
Christian <(social) action" and the worK of socialists was not ade-
quately understood in Galicia.20 Consequently, socialist tendencies in
the Church’s social action ¢i.e., in the work of priests) threatened
to turn that constructive work from its proper ultimate purpose, the
salvation of souls, into the spiritual ruin of the entire people:
"We must in the first place stand on guard for those

ethical principles of divine revelation without which our

"entire socio-economic work will lead our people into perdi-
21

tion."

The Metropoiitan feared that, unless the lines between Christia-
nity and socialism were clearly drawn for 211 to see in Gaticia, the
Christian social action of his priests risked becoming syncretized
with socialism., In Sheptytsky’s reading of the situation, therefore,
the implicit danger of the movement toward social and economic reform
was that it could easily be diverted from its worthy ideals by a
spirit of revolutionary upheaval, the evidence of which he saw in
other countries. The Metropolitan was concerned that any such fusion
of democratic and revolutionary tendencies could only bring negative

social consequences, "an abyss of misfortune.” Rather than reinforcing



the Christian faith and social values among the faithful, it would

secularize the people and turn them over to the sociazlist camp.

2. Principles: Sheptytsky’s guideiines for Christian social action

In applying Christian social teaching to the socioeconomic con-
cerns in Galicia, Metropolitan Sheptytsky set forth a number of funda-
mental distinctions and practical guidelines that would keep the

social action of his clergy on a course that could not be confused

with the work of the socialists.

a. fundamental differences between Christian and sociaiist remedies

At the level of foundational principles, he drew distinctions
between Christian and socialist remedies to the social question in two
main areas: the right to property and the ideal of equality.

The first distinction had to do with the means of achieving a
just distribution of wealth in society: whereas socialism steod for
the abolition of private property, the Church considered it a natural
and inalienable right, a first principle of its sociat action.22

In elaborating the retentionist argument, Sheptytsky drew on many

of the natural law premises that had also been employed by Pope Leo

23
XII1 in his encyclical Recum Novarum: private property was a natural
24 25
right that was historically confirmed by human customs and laws as

26
well as by divine law; the right to the permanent possession of

things, as opposed to their temporary use, was derived from human
27
rationality and the capacity to reflect on needs for future welfare;

2 worker who cultivated land had a right not only to the fruits that
28
were harvested, but to the land itsel$; the right to own property

was also 1linked to a father’s natural law obligation to provide for



29
the needs of his family; and remuneration was not the only incentive

to work, for a worker was also entitled to the liberty of choosing how
to spend his wages, a liberty that would be lost through the abolition
of private property.ao Moregver, the Church took the view that aboli-
tion of private property would necessarily lead to harmful social

31
consequences and economic stagnation.

The other fundamental distinction was over the ideal of human

32
equality. Socialism was said to advocate absolute equality, which

the Church criticized as a false ideal with no basis in human nature33
and‘ impossible to achieue.34 In fact, the argument went, human 1ife
was full of natural inequalities over which people had no controil, and
it was deceptive and ultimately harmful to society to stir up hope for
compiete equality.

Here as well, Sheptytsky drew on the notion of “natural human
inequalities" that was given in Rerum Novarum: inequalities of capaci-
ty, skill, health, strength and fortune,35 also citing differences in
the degrees of diligence to which people became masters of their own
progress, and in the {(moral or amorail) perspective from which one

348
*either corrected or spoiled what nature has bestowed." Such in-

37
equalities were, he declared, a fact of life.

b. distinctive features of Christian social action

In addition to those foundational distinctions, Christian social
action differed from the socialist program in its quiding principles
and aims, which we summarize in five points.

First, the Church based its social action on an alternative
ethical interpretation of social and economic value. The distinctive-

ness of this interpretation lay in its focus on the eternal life as




the main point of reference:
"This brief life is followed by an eternal life - only then
is it a real life (’se doperva pravdyve zhytie’). Whether
one possesses wealth or not is a matter that in its very
essence is irreievant. Only one thing has any bearing on
true, eternal happiness, namely: how one makes use of the
gifts he has receiued.‘as
In light of the eternal life, temporal goods did not have any intrin-
sic moral value but were ethically assessed according to whether they
served as effective means to achieving the ultimate, spiritual purpose

: 39
of human life.

Similarly, contrary to popular attitudes, poverty was not seen by
the Church as demeaning, since *human worth is not decided by posses-
sions or by public opinion," but by virtue and merit.qo Ner was human
suffering merely a material phenomenon that could be easily undone; it
was a consequence of original sin41 and would not be removed from
temporai life: “Nothing doing, it is necessary to see things as they
are; to suffer is human.'42 Yet, in view of the afterlife, thié was

not a form of fatalism; rather, human suffering acquired new meaning

as a part of a pilgrim’s journey: "Man is a traveller in this world;
his homeland (‘vitchyna’) is heaven.'qa Christian social action there-
fore framed the social question within the larger context of the
eternal destiny of man. While the commitment to socioecenomic progress
was authentic, the ultimate goal of human progress was not in this
world.

Second, in transmitting this teaching on the ultimate goat of

human 1ife, the Church was further guided in its social action by a



special commitment to the poor (similar to what we would now call the

*preferential option"). Avoiding any struggle between the social

classes, Sheptytsky stressed that through its priests the Church
"...in ypholding social morality, must decisively take a
stand in defence of those who are unable to defend them-

selves effectively, and must set itself to work on all their

44
grievances, even at the risk of its own welfare."

The Church recognized that rich and poor alike had legitimate c¢laims
45

on its assistance; but the poor were entitied to "special care and

44
assistance® by virtue of “their more difficult and greater need.” In

this regard, the rich were also enjoined to show true charity toward

47
the poor, above and beyond perfunctory almsgiving. Unlike socialtism,

which incited the poor to rise up against the rich and portrayed the

two sides as natural enemies, the Church favored 2 path of reconcilia-
48

tion.

Third, the Church defended the legitimate rights of workers:

prohibiting employvers from exploiting their workers or treating them
49

as slaves; reminding them of their duty to pay a Jjust wage and

warning them that withholding a salary was a sin “that cries to the
S50 _
avenging anger of heaven." In particular, the Church opposed the

tiberal view of labor as a commodity whose value was judged solely on

S1
the basis of supply and demand in the open market. On the contrary,

the Christian view of laber was that it was a piece of the worker’s
52
lite, a part of his mortal existence; furthermore, a worker had
53
legitimate material and religious needs. All of these were factors

that the Church considered important in the calculation of a Jjust

wage, that is, one which wouid reflect an equality of work and pay, as



54
required by natural law.

Fourth, as opposed to the limited capacity of human lauws to
achieve complete Jjustice in the social order,ss the Church availed
itself of another recourse. Civil authority, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
declared,

“» . ..ends where the internal conscience of people begins. To

influence that conscience is 2 matter $or the divine law and

for the Church which protects it and which leads people to

956
its fulfilment.”

Similarly,
*Reviewing our /civil/ codices and statutes, we often recog-
nize that in many cases the measure of what we call
57

sjustice’ in legal terms is not ir fact just.®

58
Restricted as they were to external reality, civil laws were

unable to reach the internal dimension of human conduct; yet, accor-—
ding to the teaching of the Church, it was quite possible to commit a

59
wrong (i.e., a sin of the mind or of the heart) without breaking anry

civil law as such.

Whereas the popular notion of justice was limited to external
duty in the public forum, the Church broadene& it to include one’s
internal sense of duty: the conscience. Metropolitan SheptytsKky con-
sidered this Christian understanding of justice, informed by personal
as well as public considerations, to be "the principle that is essen~
t}al :f;” all attempts to unravel the social question."60 And it was
essential precisely because, as the Church took the position that

religion and ethics were not just private but also public matters, SO

too conscience was seef as an objective, social matter. Its personal



character could not be reduced to mere individual preferences, for:
“/Duty in conscience’ has meaning only where there is a
universal ethic (“zahal’na etyka’): independent of the human
will, immutable, grounded in nature and the law of God, the
Lawgiver and Judge of human conscience; /that is,/ where

41
ethics is recognized as a social thesis.”

Fifth, Christian social action alsc proceeded from an under-
staﬁding of Jjustice that was informed by the law of looe.62 Wi thout
love, any system of justice was vulnerable to the natural human incli=-
nation toward egoism, the desire to retain a biased, subjective per-
spective and to see rights and duties from the point of view of one’s
own best interests.63 The Christian teaching on love of neighbor
effectively drew the moral subject out of that naturally subjective
stance and put him into his neighbor’s shoes:

*By placing himself into the porition of his neighbor, and

seeing the other’s right at least somewhat as his ouwn, he

will not overstep the bounds of justice so easily, /but

will/ measure his rights and duties with one measure and one

&4
heart.”

The “social significance" of Christian love was that it animated an
otherwise "barren, restricted, stingy and stubborn® form of justice
and transformed it into a "generous, abundant, benevoient and precau-
tionary (“uperedzhaijucha’) justice."65 The very same crucial dif-
ference obtained between the man who was "merely just" and one who had

an "internal sense of justice®: the former followed the letter of the

law, while the latter strove to be benevolent and loving toward his




&4
neighbor. This practical understanding of love informed the social

action of the Church and, in particular, its work for the material and
moral advancement of the poor and the defence of their rights.é?
Proceeding from the Christian view of human life as a path toward
an eternal goal, Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s guidelines set a course for
Christian social action by the Breek Catholic Church in 2 way that
further clarified the differences from the socialist strategy. There
were, of course, substantive similarities in the special option for
the poor and the commitment to workers’ rights, but the spiritual
rationzle underlying the Church’s social analysis gqave - its social
action a distinctively Christian thrust. Similarly, atthough it was
an aim of Christian social action to promote socioeconomic advance-
ment, that was only a proximate goal, indeed, itself a means to a
higher end. Since in Sheptytsky’s elaboration the primary agents of

é8
the social action of the Greek Catholic Church were priests, whose

34
first responsibility was saving souls, their social action was also

directed towards that higher purpose:
"...in our time more than ever that method of economic work
among the people is the indicated means of leading people to
God. That is what the economic work of the clergy must be,

»

for in general all temporal goods are but means (’sredstvo’)
70
of achieving eternal benefits."
Metropolitan Sheptytsky therefore hoped that, out of fidelity to their
spiritual charge, Greek Catholic priests would not limit the focus of
their economic work to worldly goods aione, but that through it they

21
would seek the Truth and the Kingdom.

I't was therefore the proper purpose of Christian social action to



72
lead people to God, rather than away from him; to defend the divine-

ly-revealed ethical principles without which the Church’s “seocio-
economic worK will lead our people to perdition.'?a In doing so, it
would uphold that universally human sense of justice and natural order
with which socialists were all-to-ready to dispense,?4 and transform

the existing social order into one that stood firmly on Christian
75

foundations.

As Sheptytsky saw it, then, socialism may well have been com-
mitted to the progress of the people, but it disregarded their need
for spiritual progress. For its part, the Church recognized its own
social responsibility to participate in the struggle for justice, yet
it wouid not allow that work to separate it from its primary raison
d’étre: the salvation of souls. That difference of approach to the
social question in Galicia was evident in the guiding principles that
Sheptytsky proposed for the social actior of his priests: the ethical
assessment of socioeconomic values in light of eternzl ones, the
preference of class harmony (through a special option for the poor and
the defence of workers’ rights) over class struggle, and the reliance

on conscience and love as dynamic principles of social change toward

true justice.




3. Praxis: the fraternal correction of existing social action
The implementation of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s guidelines took

the form of <fraternal correction of existing social action of the

GreeK Catholic Church.

a. The Church and workers’ rights

One of the most immediate applications of the gquidelines to the
situation in Galicia had to do with the Church’s own respect of
worKers’ rights. In accordance with their privileged role as agents of
Christian social action and advocates of Jjustice, Greek Catholic
priests stood to be called upon to serve as mediators in disputes
between employers and empioyees. Yet, at the same time, those priests
themselves employed their parishioners, sometimes in ways that bor=-
dered on exploitation. The main source of income for the predominantiy
rural clergy was the land that came with 2 parish appointment ("grunta
ereKtsional’ni") and which local peasants would tilt and harvest,
often without pay.

Because of the social role that the Church accepted, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky felt that the onus was on the clergy more than on anyone
else to exercise the highest possible degree of justice in their
working relationships with the faithful.76 Sheptytsky considered the
age-old custom of voluntary work on church tard by the faithful as
essentially a matter of the good will of the people. In his view,

therefore, it had to be made clear that the faithful were under no

obligation to do such work, and that priests had no right to demand
77
it.

There were two related practices which the Metropolitan calied

his priests to abolish immediately: requiring farmwork in conjunction



with prenuptial catechism or in exchange for a priest’s normal pasto-
78
ral functions. Such practices were dangerous, inappropriate and

harked back to the days of serfdom, the Metropolitan declared; cate-
chism was a priest’s duty, while the exchange of religious services
for farmwork, which in the absence of a uniform scale of values was
arbitrary and unfairly weighted in the priest’s favor, tlent itselsf
easily to the exploitation of peasants.?9

The reflection on the principles of social action thus led the
Metropolitan to propose an ethical reconsideration of what had long
been an accepted practice in the Church, for:

*The poor people find themselves in such a difficult situa-

tion and are so lacking in foresight that in the springtime

they would rather promise three days of work during the

harvest than pay a crown in cash. But such a condition, even

though it might appear to be voluntary on the part of the

worker, would contain a real /element of/ extortion and

80
vould certainly amount to withholding a worKer’s due."”

There may have been nothing illeqgal about the employer-employee rela-
tionship that existed between Greek Catholic priests and their
parishioners, but Metropolitan Sheptrtsky’s point was that the situa-

tion was an occasion for abuses that could onty undermine the Church’s

credibility and social role.

b. special assistance to the poor and class harmony
Along with excessive political zeal (which we discuss later), the
Metropolitan felt that some of his socially-active priests were fomen-

ting class antagonism through an inordinate association with either



T o
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the rich or the poor. As we have indicated, the Metropolitan held

the view, cortrary to the revolutionary-minded, that the Church’s pre-
ferential option for the poor did not lead it to espouse class
struggle. Apparently there were also priests who kept their distance
from social action because of their own option for the rich,
Sheptytsky rejected both extremes as contrary to Christian <fraternal
Tove:

“As it is abusive and excessive to become intimate with the

rich and to clutch the door-Knebs of the nobility, but not

to admit a peasant into one’s Kitchen; so too it is the same

kind of excess, although to the opposite extreme, to Kiss

every peasant on both cheeks but to put on airs before

anyone who may own some property.'32

The official position of the Church was to reject no ocne on the
basis of class and the class harmony which it sought to achieve re-
quired everyone’s participation. Addressing the wealthy Sreek Catho-
lics of Stanyslaviv in 1899, the Metropolitan had challenged their
narrow view of charity as simply giving alms, and directed their
attention instead to the more profound, social dimension of Christian
charity:

*When you set out to heip your poorer brother, remember- he

needs not only your money. Even more than that he often

needs your active assistance; that is, your advice and com-

forting reassurance. Do not help the poor man in merely a

sporadic way but, in so far as you are able, in such a way

as to enable him to raise himself up out of his misfortune

and to stand on his own two feet. Give the poor the oppor-




tunity to earn a fair wage- teach them, show them how to
83
improve their lot."
Sheptytsky did not believe that poverty and economic disparities could
ever be done away with completely, but he did feel that the conditien
of the poor could be measurably improved through their advancement to

economic self-sufficiency.

c. restriction of the substantive social content of sermons

Social zeal also led some priests te preach their social message
in church. But while Metropelitan Shept)ytsky encouraged his priests to
prepare themselves for social action through serious study of the
social questinn and to acquaint themselves with the existing theoreti-

g4
cal and practical literature on the subject, they were not to theo-

rize or expostulate on socioeconomic matters at the pquit.85 A sermon
was to remain the word of God, and be concerned only with the truths
of the faith and morality.eélNot even the social activity of a priest,
which was recognized as a necessary part of his pastoral ministry,
could be the subject of a sermon if it did not directly deal with
faith and morality. The only items from social action that could be
incorporated into sermons were the Church’s principtes, and the Meiro-
politan summarized them in the following five theses:

i- that religion and morality are not private matters, but have a
social significance;

ii—- that in accordance with divine and natural law, a man may acquire
and held private property;

iti- that all people are equal in their nature and in the ultimate

purpose of their life, but not in status, certain rights or in autho-



rity; and that striving for equality in everything is utopian;
iv- that family bonds are sacred according to nature and divine law
and whoever undermined those bonds the foundations of human happi-

ness;

v- that socialism, which rejects those truths, is a sect that is

hostite to God, the Church, the faith and the good of the people.B?
This restriction on the substantive content of sermons was clear-

Iy intended to preveat any confusion between Christianity and socia-

lism or between a priest’s pastoral and social roles.

d. social commitment as part of a universal Christian mission
The corrective limits on social action were not the only practi-
cal thrust of the guidelines. The Metropolitan did, after all,
strongly suppert his Church’s involvement in social action. He had
indicated his perception of the universal social mission of the Church
early in his career, In 1900, as bishop of Stanyslaviv, he wrote:
*Even today, /the Church/ still has the same power /as
before/: that comforts the dying prisoner and the African
negro and enlightens the aboriginal (’/pervisnykh’) American
Indians; that stands up across the whole world in defence of
the poor and the weak and ceaselessly protests against any
injury or exploitation (“Kryvdzhennia i vyzysKkuvamrnia’) of
them; that does not hesitate, when necessary, to boldly
throw an accusation of lawlessness and injustice in the

faces of even the greatest lords and princes of the
88

world..."

Identifying with that giobal social commitment, the Metropolitan saw



the same Kind of responsibility binditg the Greek Catholic Church in
Galicia. He commended the Greek Catholic clergy for its selfless
dedication to the development of the UKrainian people:

"To go among the people ¢’rty v nared’) in order to raise

them up, defend them, enlighten them, save them, die for

them: that is our ideal. This is the task of the clergy,

this is the history of our renaissance...

Qur entire national renaissance <(’narodne vidro-
dzhenie’) has the character of a slow awakening of the
social masses. But the very history of nineteenth century
/Galicia/ would not have that character if our patriotism
had not had this aim, this meaning, this direction: to the
people, to our people (’v liud, v narod’).

The Ruthenian patriotism of Galicians has few histo-
rical traditions and little political thought but instead
/there is/ across the board the pre-eminent, characteristic
and elementary /imperative/: ‘to our people.” We all have
this sense: that our strength is our people; that our work
for them is our duty; that their welfare is our +uture.“89
When he considered the practical side of social action in his

1904 pastoral, the Metropolitan pointed to an array of social and
economic institutions estabilished by the Church to improve the condi-
tion of the working class and of the poor.90 Such were the farm and
commercial cooperatives and the credit unions which, the Metropolitan
observed, by the turn of t;: century were to be found in almost every

village in eastern Galigia. In addition, an association of priests
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was formed which focussed special attention on socioeconomic issues,




and Greek Catholic priests became involved in the agrarian strike of
1902 and other efforts to improve the wages of farm workers.93 While
the Metropolitan endorsed these initiatives, he also devoted personal
attention to the socioeconomic issues of his people in Galicia and
abr-oad.?4

Realtizing, however, that while some of his.priests were actively
involved in social action others remained hesitant, the Metropolitan

gave a clear indication of his own endorsement of such work; his

stated purpose in writing On_the social Question was to caution the

former about “potentially dangerous errors" and to strongly urge
(*rishucho pkhnuty") the latter to become involued.9s Reinforcing that
call to inuc]vement; Metropolitan Sheptytsky addressed a stern warning
to those priests who still had reservations about becoming involived in
socioeconomic work:

*The tendency to neglect the sociveconomic side of things is

altogether <false and harmful. The Church does not nheglect

those temporal and material things, for through them it

leads to +faith and morality. @A priest who ignores the

desires of parishioners to set up 2 reading society, a

general store or a community granary and who opposes all

such ectablishments is not fulfilling his office.'96

Although he left the conduct of social action to the clergy, the
Metropolitan set an example of personal commitment to the material
development of the UKrainian peopie in the Fform of philanthropic
activity for which his name was imprinted on the popular ,mind.9?

Throughout that activity and in his teaching, Sheptytsky saw the

problem of poverty in Galicia as a problem of social development; the



search for solutions and economic self-sufficiency was therefore not
1imited to the economic self-sufficiency of some individuals but would
have to encompass the entire society:
*"Let /our/ future generations take hold of industry and
trade. For any nation that does not have its own industry

and whose trade is run by foreigners is always a poor
98
nation.”

Grounded in natural law theory and inspired by the teaching of
Leo XIll, Sheptytsky’s thinking on the social question contained its

own contextual thrust. Unlike Rerum Novarum, On the social question

and related writings did not address the state regarding workKers’
rights but turned instead to the Greek Cathelic clergy, which had been
in the vanguard of Ukrainian social activism. The Metropolitan’s main
concern was that the Church’s social action not serve as a vehicle for
the transition of priests, and through them the faithful, to socialism
which he viewed as incompatible with Christianity. Convinced that the
center of the problem lay in ignorance about that incompatibility, he
elaborated the Key ideological principles by which Christianity and
secialism could be sharply and clearly distinguished, and proposed
corrective measures to ensure that Christian social action would

indeed promote, and nct undermine, Christian social values in Balicia.



C. Priests and Politics

The political side of the social question centred on the in-
voluvement of priests in party politics. The gradual democratization of
Austrian society resulted in a proliferation of potitical parties and
platforms. In the new climate of political plufalism, the political
participation of Greek Catholic priests only exacerbated their 1long-
standing disunity; a debate that had formerly revolved around dif-
ferences in theological orientation toward either the Orthodox East or
the Latin West became politicized in the public forum. As political
fervor grew among the clergy, Metropolitan Sheptytsky tried to alert
them to the delicate balance between their social and pastorat roles.

Yet as the Church addressed those internal matters, it coutld not
afford to neqiect external factors in the political scene. For, with
the emergence of a secular inéelligentsia in Galicia in the 1lattep
part of the nineteenth century, Ukrainian socialists were vying for
elected office in the Viennese and local pariiaments. At the same
time, some socially-oriented Greek Catholic priests were openiy sup-
portive of such candidates and their political programs.99 Others
brought their social concern into the public forum by way of partici-
pation in a Christian Social party, which had beern established in
Galicia in 1896.100

1. Empirical and theclogical assessments of the probilem

Metropolitan Sheptytsy’s reading of the situation was that it was
a time of political divisiveness, a time of "social antagonisms /and/
palitical hatred.'m,1 The problem was compounded as the political con-
victions of individual priests began to affect their pastoral work.

The Metropolitan was convinced that *the spirit of political partisan-



ship /had/ worked its way into our ranks‘m2 and felt it was necessary
to check politically-charged sermons in the churches.103 He was no
less concerned that some priests were taking their political agitation
to the point of interfering in parishes other than those to which they
had been assigned and attacking other priests who did not share their
political uiews.m4 Not only did this amount to “"wndermining another
priest’s authority among the people;‘los it also lowered the social
image of priests and of the Church. Indeed,

*a hundred atheists inciting people against their parish

priests would not do as much damage as one of us who, for-—

getting his office, would say to the people: ‘Do not obey
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your pastor.’“

Politically-motivated intolerance led some priests to "drag the
private matters of other /priests/ oul into public scrutiny, thereby
providing the +aithful with the spectacie of one priest attacking
another in the press.'IO? Anonymous articles whose authors admitted to
being priests appeared in the press and attacked the clergy, church
institutions and ecclesiastical authority. Similarly, public appeals
that were attributed to priests criticized attempts to organize the
clergy as "clericalism,” labelled Christian schools "medieval institu-
tions" and equated them with the Spanish Inquisition.108

Nor were the adverse effects of political agitation by priests
restricted to the clerical ranks. Some priests not above causing
difficulties for those among the faithful whose political convictions
differed from their own: from unnecessary delays in the arrangement of

marriage ceremonies to the withholding of certificates of baptism and

certificates of poverty (which were required for establishing eligi-




bility for social benefits). In addition, Sheptytsky lamented that
priests were "... demanding to be paid for the fulfilment of their
most essential duties and, in various ways that are incompatible with
the priestly wvocation, they are oppressing <("peresliduiut’*) /the
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faithful/.* All of these factors indicated to the Metropolitan a
110
ltack of clerical solidarity.

The same problem extended to the relationship between the clergy
and the bishops. When criticisms of the bishops appeared in the press,
the Greek Catholic hierarchy responded collectively with the following
admonition: “When our enemies attack us publicly, there are those
among ¥os who are pleased to see it. But how many would stand up in
our de*ence?ﬁllfrhetropolitan Sheptytsky noted that because of cleri-
cal disunity the Church was losing its social authority:

"The Nemesis saw to it that the clergr, by disobeying its

superiors, has lost the obedience of its own subordinates

/i.e., the faithful/. And if it is with a heavy heart that

we see today that the influence of the clergr has

diminished, that the people 100K less and less to the

priest’s opinion in secial and political matters, then

regretfully we must admit that noc one has undermined respect

for the clergy to the extent that priests themselves

/haue/."112

In Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s interpretation, the politicization
of UKrainian society had lessened the social influence of the Church.
In many areas of social life, priests were vielding piace to the tlay
intelligentsia; as the Metropolitan put it, "the times when only
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priests constituted the Ukrainian intelligentsia are gone forever."



The effects of secularization were being felt, as people were breakirg
away +From the leadership of the Church and as anticlerical attacKs
continued to appear in the press. In the mirist of all of this, perhaps
the singte most pressing concern in Sheptytsky’s mind was the internal
disunity of the Church:

*Not many years ago, our clergy still had the first, deci-

sive say in our society. And almost the entire people fol~-

lowed their call without question. The clergy was internally

united ("bulo mizh sobeoiuv solidarne®) « it truly constituted

a single hody, in accordance with the principle: ‘all +or
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one.’” But now times have changed..."

Sheptytsky’s theological assessment of the ¢risis of clerical
unity in the face of political challenges to the Church involved two
steps: first, a discernment of the theological considerations under-
lying the situvation, and second, a theological appraisal of the threat
to society that followed from it.

In theological terms, Sheptytsky felt that some preists were
$alling into grave error by mistaking their "bitter hatred and par-
tisan qg?grels' for divine fervor, and their woridly wisdom for divine

wisdom. Yet, from a Christian standpoint, political antagonisms,

libellous statements and a spirit of vengeance were all instances of
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hatred and were contrary to Christ’s law of lcve.

In Sheptytsky’s reading of the situation, the very notion of
clerical solidarity was being subverted and in its place a "false

solidarity with evil®” was creating tensions between the priests and
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the bishops. He concluded that the political concerns of priests

had gone out of control to the extent of displacing spiritual con=~

cerns:

-+« among Jour/ priests there are many servants and
adherents of all sorts of political ideas, but servants ot
Christ are only rare exceptions among them; this clergy is
placing partisan considerations above the goed of the Church
and the *aith.'118
Intrinsically, the various instances of clerical disunity wuwere

bound to scandalize the faithfulll? and injure the Church as a

whole.120 Regardiess whether it was cloaked in political or other

considerations, the betrayal of Christ was nothing less than betrayal
and any priests who engaged in or tolerated it were on the way to
per-dition.121

No less important, however, were the more immediate implications
of clerical disunity in the socio-political context. For the times had
indeed changed and the political agenda included matters which the

Church considered to be within its own jurisdiction:

*Whereas in the past many social or diplomatic principles

(having nothing to do with faith and morality) entered into

political and public affairs, today public and political

life touches more and more on fundamental moral prob]ems."122

Two particular issues with which Shéptytsky was especially con-
cerned at this time were the deconfessionalization of schools and
proposed legislation on civil divorce and marriage. Both of these

secularizing tendencies, although not yet law, were seen as threats to

the Christian foundations of Ukrainian society in Austrian Balicia.




Deconfessionalization would deprive Ukrainian schoolchildren of reli-
gious education and a good grounding in Christian social values; civil
marriage and divorce laws would likewise erode the Christian moral
valves that the Church tried to inculcate in the basic social unit:
the family.

Since the main advocates of such legislative reform were socia-
lists, Metropolitan Sheptyisky was concerned that if sufficient num-
bers of anticlerically-inclined representatioes were to be elected to
the respective pariiaments, it could bring a persecution of religion
and mark the end of the Church’s social role in matters of faith and
morality:

"I think that we are approaching times of real persecution.

The enemies of the Church could easily come %to power, o at

least acquire greater influence on the government. Then

without a doubt there would begin a whole sequence of anti-

Church laws, aimed at suppressing all of the Church’s influence

on public matters, on the schools and, eventually, erasing

as much as possible /every last/ trace of Christianity from
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social life."
As in the socioeconomic sphere, then, so too in the political arena
Metropolitan Sheptytsky feilt that the lines were being drawn between
two incompatible camps: Christianity and socialism. The Church was
committed to seeing that Christian values were entrenched within the
public life of society, vyet that responsibility was proving ever ﬁore
onerous as socialists entered the mainstream of Galician politics and

as disunity among the clergy weakened the influence of the Church.



2. Principles: guidelines for the political activities of priests

On the basis of his empirical and theological readings, the
Metropalitan proposed two guidelines for the political acivity of the
clerqy: the limits of acceptablé potitical involvement by Greek Catho-
lic priests; and the principle of clerical solidarity. 1In this sec-
tion, we examine those two guidelines; a related guideline, concerning
the division of responsibilities between the Greek Cathotic Church and
the Austrian state, is treated separately in the next section of this
chapter.

It should be noted that underlying Metropolitan Sheptyitsky’s
guidelines for clerical activity in the political field there was an
important premise., In Sheptyisky’s view, UKrainian society was funda-
mentally a Christian society that valued its Church ard religion as
its highest social goods.124 In upholding religious values in society,
therefore, he saw the teaching Church not as a voice in the wilder~
ness, but as the tegitimate voice for the concerns and needs of the
UKkrainian people. In its role as an advccate of the religious concerns
of Christian citizens, the Church was seen as a defender of the faith
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and morality in the public sphere.

a. Prudence: the limits of acceptabie political involvement

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s +First gquideline was an attempt to

clarify the distinction between acceptable and un§;Ctpf;ble political
activity by priests. -

As with social and economic action, SheptytsKky began by elabora-
ting on the Iégitimacy and the need for priests to be involved in the

political Tife of their people. There were two main justifications for



such participation: the duty of every citizen to participate in the
political life of the state, and the duty of priests to speak cut for
the Church and on behalf of Christians whenever the public debate

touched on questions of faith and morality.

Metropolitan Sheptytsky therefore recognized that the solution to
the problems associated with priests in politics was not to be sought
in a ban on political participation. Onr the contrary, he himseld
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emphasized that even priests were bound by civic duties; that they

were entitled to their own political conuictions;IZ? and that they
were expected to make full use of their constitutfonally-guaranteed
civil rights as Christians and to transmit that same attitude to their
people.128 Political participation was further seen as an essential
part of the Ukrainian Church’s duty toward the UKrainian people,
"whose rights we must defend always and euerywhere.'129

Faith and morality were issues over which the Church always felt
obliged to become involved in the public debate. When, because of
them, a priest’s participation in public affairs was "necessary for
God’s cause or for the common good," it was more than a right; it was
a duty.130 It was the duty of priests to "defend the peopie from
political injury and injustice,” and "to work in the name of Christ

toward the expulsion of every form of injustice and hatred, toward the

introduction of the principles of justice and love into public
131

life."

In affirming the Church’s right to take a stand on public issues
that touched on faith and morality, Metropolitan Sheptytsky was con-
sciously opposing a widespread view in UKrainian society: that politi-
cal matters were to be strictly separated from the Christian faith and

132
morality. In the same way, the Church was committed to seeing that
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political leaders were attuned to the needs of the people and "in no
way violated /the rights of/ the Church and the -Faith.'133 In this
protective role, the Church in Sheptytsky’s view was employing its
right to represent the religious interests of the faithful in civil
society:

*. .. by virtue of the right that has been given to us, we do

not now cease to hold - and will not in the future cease to

demand =~ leadership in the most important spcial issues:

/that is,/ in matters of faith and morality.'m4

Challenging this, the Metropolitan atfirmed that to divorce mora-
lity from politics was incompatible with Christian teaching. In the
Christian perspective, the principles of faith and morality informed
public and political life, and the law of Christ allowed people. to
defend their rights.135

The duty to voice Christian political concerns in the Austrian

context was linked specifically to religious matters that were on the

political agenda, such as: religious education, civil marriage and
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divorce laws, and other matters of direct concern to the Church.

(e diccuss these issues separately in the section on church-state
relations).

Thus, the Church was unequivocally committed to monitoring the
enactment of new laws and to promoting the Christian values of the
Ukrainian people in the Austrian political scene. Consequently, there
was no question of stamping out all the political activity of priests
or of confining parish prieste to their sacristies.ls? On the con-

trary, in light of the needs of the situation, the image of a poli-

tically passive priesthood was firmly rejected:

u.vzj.zsj;mtdm 4



sReverend Fathers, we must undertake to remedy our circum=
stances across the board. We must finally achieve that
freedom to speakK our minds openly and to give up that de-
meaning position which we have held up to now. We listened,
bit our tongues and remained silent. We assented (“"potakKu-
valy"), carried out /orders/ and we paid. The Areopagus may
be there, but we toc have completed university studies. We
are citizens with the right to speak our minds freely. And
our mind is first of all the teaching that we proctaim. We
proclaim that teaching not only to the commonfolk, not only
behind closed doors, but publicly and to all. /For the
words/ ‘you will stand before governors and Kings for my
sake’ <(Mark 13:%) were also intended for us. And with St

+ wee

Paul we say again: ‘I am not achamed of the gospel.’®
138

(Romans 1:168).

Having clarified the wars in which political participation was an
imperative, Metropolitan Sheptytsky went on to explain what consti-
tuted unacceptable political activity, Basically, the political acti-
vity of priests could be unacceptable either qualitatively, in its
form, or quantitatively, in degree.

Political activism was unacceptable whenever 2 priest crossed the
line between politics and miristry. For example, a parish church was
not a vehicle for furthering political ends; it was theretore always
wrong for a priest to deliver political messages within the walls of a
church. Political sermons, Metropolitan Sheptytsky warned, could only
be regarded as “a betraval of Christ and a profanation of the Word of
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God." 1t was one thing for a priest to hold private political



views; but he was never to be "a politician either in Church, or in
the confessional or in any facet of /his work as/ a pastor in relation
to his §aith+ul.'lqo Any mixing of politics with the pastoral duties
of a priest was a serious error which the Church would not
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tolerate.

*In a word, a priest, may neither be a politician at the
altar, nor in the confessional, nor in any Zaspect of his
work as/ a pastor in relation to the faithful. 1In 311 those
/places/ he must be only a priest, for there he takes the
place of Christ. For there his one job, his one mission and
goal of his holy, priestly office is the salvation of souls
that have been redeemed by the Blood of Christ."142

The only place where a priest could participate in political life was

outside the Church and only providing that such participation did not
bring him into conflict with the teachings of Christ, and that his
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priestly duties were not neglected.

The acceptable degree of clerical involvement in political acti-
vism also centered on the requirement of fidelity to the priestly
oHice.144 That requirement was the first priority of every priest’s
work and couid never be reduced to accomodate political <ervor. As
Metropolitan Sheptrtsky explained:

"Any priest who would be more preoccupied with politics

(even well-founded politics) than with the catechization of

children in the schools would be a bad priest, harmful
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rather than beneficial to the pecple.” '

As Sheptytsky saw it, the problem of the political involvement of



priests was not that it occurred, for he recognized its necessity; the
problem was with regulating the degree of that political involvement
so that it did not interfere with a2 priest‘s fundamental, pastoral
duty:
"It is an excess that is perhaps even more dangerous and
worse /than neglecting such matters/ to become invoived in
material concerns to such a degree as to set aside or
neglect the spiritual side of the Church’s work. It is
definitely a caricature of pastoral work, as the very word
suggests.
An even more dangerous excess would be to neqglect
/both/ spiritual work and concern for the material welfare
of the people, and to see the entire object and aim of one’s
action in the awakening of a political spirit.“146
According te Sheptytsky, the importance of Keeping a clear sense of
priorities was most evident in the priest’s relations with the
faithfyl. Not only was it unacceptable for a priest to talk politics
within the walls of the church; he also had toc take care outside the
church not to allow his political opinions and activity to come be-
tween him and his faithful. Sheptytsky explained:
*A priest cannot under any condition present an issue in
such a way that some of his faithful could perceive him as
their political opponent. He must aitways remain only a
pastor to all those who have been entrusted to his care, for
he is always responsible for every soul and must lead every
soul ta salvation, even were he to disagree with all of
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their political views."




The simple rule was that, no matter how important or necessary a given
political action might be, a priest could participate but still re-
mained a priest first and foremost.148 Whenever political convictions
threatened to pit one priest against another, the priority of "duties
toward God and the people® overruled personal opinions and preferen—
ces. Accordingly, the correct political path for priests was "to
understand the good of the people in Christian terms.'149

In 1907, the Greek Catholic bishops of Galicia summarized their
position on clerical involvement in politics as follows:

"We do not hold the view that priests must not come out

of the sacristy. On the contrary, priests should participate

in the social life. They should go out among the people; but

as priests, not as politicians, agitators or agents of some

party. They should go cut among the people, but with work,

not slogans; setting a good example, ndt causing scandal;

with love, not passion; with charity, not obstinacy; with

sacrifice, not greed. Priests should go out among the people

in order to unite them with Christ, not with some political

party.

A priest may have his own political cenvictions as long

as they are not contrary to the Catholic faith and Christian

morals; and as long as they in no way prevent him from

fulfilling his priestly, pastoral duties; and, finally, on

condition <(and this is no less essential) that /his/ poli-

tics never place him at odds with the people or with his
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pastoral care for those entrusted to him."®
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And as for actual political activity by priests, there were two
conditions of acceptability:
*With regard to a priest’s work outside /his own/parish, the
first condition, without which it cannot be bepeficial, is
that such work not occupy the first place in the life of a
priest, that it not conflict with /his/ everyday duties in
the parish. The second condition, which is no less impor=
tant, is that that work not be directed against other

priests, that it not undermine their reputations or damage
151
their work."”

In sum, the criterion of acceptability of clerical politics was
its subordination to the requirements of the Christian faith and
divine law. With that criterion in mind, therefore, a priest was to
exercise prudence in his political activity: it he saw that hfs poli-
tical enthusiasm was occupying more of his attention than was kis
pastoral work,152 or if it led him into public confrontation with
other priests, then he could be sure that it was excessive, For, in
carrying out his Christian and civic duty to participate in the poli-
tical lifé of society, every priest was bound by a primary loyalty to
the principles of the faith that overrode any political considera-
tions, and to a principle q+ clerical solidarity that overrode any
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divisions that might occur along party lines. 1t is to that oprin-

ciple that we now turn.

=0




b. The ideal of clerical seclidarity

The second principle that Metropolitan Sheptytsky elaborated to
counter the political divisions among the clergy was solidarity. This
principle was to serve as a factor of unity at two levels: first, as a
clterical spirit shared by all priests and second, as the foundation of
fraternal trust between the clergy and the bishop.

It was in his 1899 pastoral letter to the clergy of the
Stanyslaviv eparchy that Metropolitan Sheptytsky had +irst drawn
attention to the need for clerical solidarity. *We need," he said, "to
care 3l1 the more for solidarity amongst ourselves. We must focus all
of our forces into one direction: we need to be of one spirit."154

At that early time, the principle of solidarity was still a
general, undifferentiated principle of unity in Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s thinking; in that first pastoral, he was more concerned
with allaying suspicions about his episcopal appointment and uncer-
tainties about his plans for the UKkrainian Church than he was with the
problem of politicaliy-based disunity among the clergy.lss In the
following years, however, as the urgent need for clerical unity made
itself felt, solidarity acquired a much more substantive meaning in
the Metropotiitan‘s thought.

One of the first elements that emerged out of that process of
reflection was a detailed examination of the corporate identity of the
priesthood. The basis of clerical solidarity was "a clerical spirit®
.which was the sine qua non of every Catholic priest., UWithout that
spirit, a mar was nothing but a *base charlatan pretending to be a
priest.'156 Clericalism,; as Sheptytsky understood it, was a special

requirement that was placed only on priests:

“Clericalism is the spirit of our society of priests. We do



not impose it upon the laity; it is our internal /principle

of/ organization, the principles that serve us in our work,

but which are not a subject of sermons.'ls7

The clerical spirit or fervor was not fanaticism, however; it
referred to a clear view of the priestly mission and its priority over
other purposes in a priest’s life. It identified the raison d’étre and
the professional unity of the clergy:

"Our solidarity in action will consist first of all of

holding high the banner of the faith and of Christ’s work

for the salvation of souls. Fervor for saving souls is the

foundation of our unity and solidarity.'ls8

The concept of clerical solfdarity followed from an understanding
of the true nature of the priest’s work as "animated by the spirit of
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Christ.” All were driven by that same spirit and all had the

first and most important duty to proclaim the word of iSt:vc!.m1 The
animating spirit that priests shared would make of them an “"organized
body," a “"clerical organism.'162 With the necessary solidarity, the
clergy could become "one body animated by one '.spil-it.'w3
The call to clerical solidarity proceeded from the bishops’
coenviction that the "spirit of Christ‘ was to permeate not only a
priest’s pastoral work, but his political and social work as well.
"Clerical solidarity, grounded in the basic, conscientious
fulfilment of the law of neighborly Jove, proceeds from a
commonality of spirit (‘spil’nosty dukha’) and manifests

itsel¥ in a uniformity of procedure, in a similarity of

Judgments and desires, in collective undertakings, mutual



assistance and in all aspects of the life and activity of
144

priests."
The ideal of clerical unity was thus seen as 2 form of tikemindedness
and as a sense of corporate identity. In that way, it encouraged a
cohesiveness among priests that would take precedence over political
Toyalties:

*In no way can we regard as a goed oriest a man who is more

in solidarity with some social or political organization or

party than he 1s with the Church, with the clergy, and with
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us /bishops.."

In Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s view, the clergy indeed constituted
a "spirituval body," a "clerical societ)-,"166 and he therefore hoped
that the solidarity of his priests would manifest itself as an esprit
de corps, combining loyalty and collective identity. If it did, before
entering into political battles with a neighboring pastor, a priest
would be inclined to remember that he was first of all a member of
“that corps whose greatest good is solidarity.'lé? In its practical
application, then, solidarity was aimed at preventing any activity
that could undermine another priest’s reputation among the pecnphe.m8
Thus, solidarity operated not so much through commands or disci-
plinary measures within a hierarchical scheme of authority, as rather
through the implemenfation of internaliy-held Christian principles,
namely: "objectivity, justice, toleration and one love for all.'169
The second level that solidarity was intended to address was

the relationship between the clergy and their bishop. Conscious that

he could not single-handedly deal with the crisis of anticlericalism



and secu!arizatioﬁ, Metropotitan Sheptytsky counted on the assistance
of his priests who, acting in concert with him, would be able to form
an effective front for *the victory of good over evil.'l?0
In that sense, solidarity may have been simply a means of affir-
ming the hierarchical structure of authority and obedience. However,
it is clear from the Metropolitan’s expression of this dimension of
solidarity that he saw it in fraternal, rather than paternal terms. He
spoke of his duties toward his priests as "not those of an Archbishop,
but of a brother and z ~!‘r~iend."1?1 He felt tinked in solidarity with
his priests "more strongly than with anyone else,” including his ouwn
{-amil)f.l?2
In this perspective, the authority retationship hinged not on
submission but on an exchange of trust:
*1 hope in God that 1 will be able to fulfil the duties
of a friend to every one of you and all of your families. 1
ask you, Reverend Fathers, to turn to me with sincerity even
in matters where only a2 friend could be asked for 2 favor.
We all need the greatest /possible/ unity and an on-
going rapprochment between myself and you in order to fulfil
the obligations of the priesthood, which are so difficult in
our time.
In caring for the solidarity in work between the entire
clergy and myself, 1 ask you to seek my understanding

(‘porozumivatysia’) in all matters - not only pastoral, but

also social and national {’suspil’no—narodnikh’)
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matters.”

In his own relations with the clergy, therefore, Sheptytsky saw




solidarity as a mutuality or reciprocity of trust; as bishop, he
resolved to be guided by that principle, and he expected the same of
his priests.l?q The obedience that was required by hic episcopal
atthority was situated within a context of fraternal reciprocity:
*In my dealings with you, /as I employ/ sincerity and trust
and lend a fraternal hand to our common task, I also hope,
Reverend Fathers, that I will always find sincerity, trust,
assistance and obedience among you, regardless of how diffi-
cutt the situation /might I:w.'/.'l?s
1t was therefore in that same fraternal perspective that the
Metropolitan spoke to bis priests of the need for "a spirit of disci-
pl’ine and cubediel"at:e.."l?6 For, in light of the ideal of solidarity that
he was propesing, the Metropolitan understeod the authority-obedience
relationship and his role as leader, as a fraternal exchange of trust.
The ultimate aim of solidarity was therefore not to create an
exclusive society but to lead priests toward upniversal love and 2a
spirit of toleration. Accordingly, priests were enjoined to practice
love and toleraticen in their social and political work:
*Every /priest/ may have his convictions, but along with
them he must also have a broad tolerance, a broad heart for
all those who hold different views; it is only on that
condition that his participation in social and political
= work will not be harmful. Any political action by a priest
- /that is carried out/ with passion in any form but withort
tolerance and love will be harmful to the Church and, sub-
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sequently, to the people.”

The call to solidarity was not a call to yet another political



ptatform, but to “toleration and one love for all," and to broad-
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mindedness that would encompass the faithful.

"I+ only we /priests/ are joined in solidarity, if only we
fLlfil our duty, we are convinced that in those matters
/Ji.e., of +faith and morality/ we will have the support of
i79
the people and of the lay intelligentsia.”
Ads a premise of the social unity that was expected in a Christian

society, solidarity was a duty.




3. Praxis

The practical response to the problem of priests and politics

involved the implementation of the guidelines on political participa-

tion and solidarity.

2. the promotion of cierical participation and consensus
The 1lack of clerical solidarity was signalied with particular
force in 1905 when the three Greek Catholic bishops in Gaficia devoted
their first joint pastoral to the subject. Echoing Sheptytsky’s
earlier sentiment that clerical disunity was Targely the resuylt of
clerical involvement in and association with a variety of political
parties,lso the bishops proclaimed, "There is no solidarity amonqgst
Us... because there is too little tolerance and too little of our
clerical, priestly spirit.'181
In 1905, in the wake of press attacks on the Greek Catholic
bishops, the Jlatter condemned such provocation as sinful and detpi-
mental to both the priestly office and te the Church:
"A very strange /form of/ solidarity of priests against
their bishops together with the occasional complaint to the
bishops that they are not in solidarity with their priests
is truly typical. You want us bishops to be in solidarity
with you, but you do not feel up to the duty to help us in
what is the most difficult part of our office: the correc~
tion of those who are falling or who have already
182
falien."”
Slander and calumny among priests, which undermined both

their pastoral! work and solidarity, had no justification in the poli-

tical sphere, for: “there are no civic duties that could justify



slander and calumny.'183 Where priests were in error, the constructive
way to clerical solidarity was through fraternal correction.134

The practical intent of the principle of clerical solidarity was
stated unequivocally by the bishops in 1907, when they linked it to
those matters in the public sphere in which the Church telt it had the
right and duty to intervene:
"The issue of clerical solidarity, of the collective
action of priests in public life is one of those issues
which touch on the Church and the faith....
Every one of you, brothers in Christ, sees that the
divisions amongst our clergr are causing real harm to the
Church and the people. @Anyone who is not biind sees the
danger that threatens our Church in this way and, by the
same toKen, recognizes the authority of the bishop to decide
in those matters and the duty of the priest to obey in
conscience in those matters.'lss
The implementation of clerical solidarity was aimed first and
foremost at putting an end tc the erasion of:episcopal authority in
the Greek Catholic Church. For his part, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
appears to have understood the prevailing problem of authority as one
that had potitical rocts; seeing that it stemmed from political fervor
rather than insubordination, he preferred persuasion over canonical
sanctions as a way of restoring unity.

Two actions that he took irn 1905 suggest that his thinking had
already advanced along this line., In February of that year, he issued
the first of six pastorals on clerical solidarity. Though, #s we have

noted, the Metropolitan had called for solidarity in earlier writings,



here the notion was elaborated more tully and linked to the socio-
political context. Moreover, all six pastorals on solidarity were
issued and signed collectively by all three Greek Catholic hierarchs,
who in that first document of 1905 indicated that they were doing so
expressly as an example of unity for the priests; indeed, they saw a
practical, pedagogical value in their collective effort which *pro-
ceeding from solidarity, calls to solidarity."ls6

Then, in December, 1905, the Metropolitan convoked a sobor which
brought together the priests of the L’viv eparchy. The assembly, the
first of its kind in L‘viv since the provincial sobor of 1891, pro-
claimed guidelines on a variety of a&ninistratiue and pastoral issues,
including the school question and the subdivfsion of the eparchy. No
iess important than the actual decisions of the sobor was the under-
lying idea behind thé convocation of such an assembly in the <irst
place. In his pastoral introducing the published documents of the
sobor, Metropolitan Sheptytsky explained that motivation as $ollows:

“The decisions of an eparchial sobor can, more than. any

other directives of thé chancery office and the consistory,

be a real, living /form of/ legislation, answering to all

the needs of society and one of perhaps the most essential

conditions of the usefulness (’khosennosty’) of a law. The

law /of the Church/ must answer to the customs, the needs

and all the conditions of time and space in such a way as

not to be a burden on society, but rather a help in that

natural and universally-felt need of order...*

The law of the Church ...and our ecctesiastical prac-

tice of discussing important matters at meetings of the

¢



consistory give episcopal decrees all the more importance
the tess they depend on the judgment of the bishop alone.
The partigipation of at teast some representatives of the
clergy in the formulation of decrees gives those decrees, as
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it were, greater weight: not legally, but socially.”

1t was thus a decentralized; participatory model of church autho-
rity that Metropolitan Sheptytsky had in mind when he conceived of the
sobor. Given the deep divisions of the Galician clergy at that time,
it was "not without fear" about potential failure that the Metropo-
Titan had taken to organizing the assembly; in 3 sense, it was a test
of solidarity which in the end proved successfyl. Reflecting on the
proceedings in his closing address, SheptytsKky observed:

"Everyone had an opportunity to state his opinion sincerely

and candidly on the matters that were submitted +or the

decision of the sobor. All of the decisions came out in

favor of the likeminded and unanimous agreement of 2all;

thus, in those decisions there is not a singie paragraph

that was not unanimously supported, and there is no one

amongst wus /now/ who would not agree with those sobor reso-

lutions and each of their parts. In this way, we have con-

firmed the solidarity among gurselves, and through the

actual decisions we have confirmed our solidarity with the

188
people.”
Metropolitan Sheptytsky believed that, through the sobor,

the seeds of consensus had been planted among the clergy and that this

represented an important step in the way of achieving clerical soli-

darity - of the clergy with the bishop, of the priests among them-



selves, and of the bishop and clergy with the people - “the foundation
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of our future and the program of our work.®

b. the extension of solidarity to the faithful
The principte of solidarity acquired a political meaning at

a time when suffrage was being extended to peasants in the rural re-
gions, and as socialist candidates campaigned on a secular platform.

In an attempt to instil political solidarity among the clergy
during the elections of 1907, Sheptytsky and the other bishops sugges=~
ted that local assemblies ¢(*soborchyky*) of priests seek ways of
achieving unanimity of support and endorsement for a given candidate
in their electoral district. Priests were advised to discuss and
arrive at a consensus with other priests in the same electoral riding,
and to form a block of support for a single candidate of their
choice.190 That plan failed, however, for although such assemblies did
meet, they were unable to prevent some priests from breaking ranks
and, as Sheptytsky put it, "reneging on their pledge of sclidarity on
orders from highly placed lay pec&ple.'l‘;’I

After it became clear that such breaches of clerical seclidarity
were continuing well into the post-election period and were even
spreading into the social and economic activity of priests, Sheptytsky
imﬁosed sweeping canonical sanctions: all clerical interference in
other parishes was prohibited, ewven if it invoived organization work
that was purely cultural or economic. Moreover, those who continued
such activities would be dealt with to the full severity of canon
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1am,

Yet, despite that setback, the Metropolitan considered the out-



come of elections in Galicia as so vital to the future of society that
he extended the teaching on potitical participation and solidarity,
originally directed only to the priests, to the faithful as well. This
could only have been expected since every vote could make a difference

and now, with the extension of voting rights, priests and peasants

were on an equal footing.

Turning attention to rampant corruption and bribery in the elec-
193 '

toral process. the Metropolitan and his fellow bishops urged the
faithful to make an honest use of their voting right, consulting their

Christian conscience rather than their pocketbooks:
*Make an honest and Christian use of the civil right which
you now have. Do not allow yourselves to be cheated or

bribed, be it with money or with drink. Remember: it is
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dishonest to sell one’s convictions."

Electoral solidarity was all the more crucial in view of
Austria’s indirect system of voting, where the electorate was actually
two~tiered, with citizens voting only for delegates (‘prauyhortéi‘)

who would then cast their decisive ballots for members of pariia-
195

ment. The fzithful were therefore zlso instructed to “"stay ciose to

their priests" during elections, that is, to vote as a block and to
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give massive support to the “approved” candidate. The preferred

candidates, as far as the Church was concerned, were simply those who
197
were Known to be "good Christians," who could be counted on not to
198
“betray the cause of the Church," who would defend Christian
199

schools and who would represent “our Christian and Catholic
200

people.” These, according to the Metropolitan, were the Christian

interests of the voting Ukrainian public and it was therefore only



natural *that just as the Ruthenian people vote for their own Ruthe-
nian /candidates to serve/ as members, so too a Christian people
should elect oniy Christians as their representatives.'201

The expectation was that those Christians who were glgcted to
pariiament would act according to the principles of their faith.
Sheptytsky encouraged Greek Catholic voters to use their critical
Judgment and to give their support to candidates who were not Chris-
tians only nominally but who could be expected to be guided by their
Christian beliefs in performing their duty in elected office.zo2

The electoral solidarity of Christians thus came to be viewed as
the Key democratic means of defending the very foundations of a Chris-
tian society and the rights of the Church against its opponents. From
a Christian standpoint, UKrainians were told, voting invelved a grave
moral responsibility for:

*by woting for, and even more so by supporting a gqiven

candidate, the voter accepts responsibility for his beha-

vior. He becomes co-responsible ("spivuynnym") when the

elected member acts to harm the Church or the people. It is

without doubt a grave sin to vote for a man i there s

reason to believe that, if elected, he might do harm to the

Catholic Church and the people.'203
Thus, the focus of the solidarity that Metropoiitan Sheptytsky was so
anxious to see shifted from the clergy to the people. Accordingly, the
same teaching on political participation and solidarity that was
originally intended as a strategy for overcoming clerical disunity

received a new application to the electoral participation of all

Christian voters, with the aim of defending the Christian values of



society. Reflecting this new political consciousness on the eve of the
election of 1911, the Greek Catholic hierarchs concluded a2 pastoral
with the prayer:
*Almighty God, 1let our-people elect representatives who
would ful€il their duties as elected members and represent
all the nesds of the people wisely and as Christians; and
who would in a given instance be able to defend the holy
Catholic and Christian faith and the rights of our holy
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Church..."




C. The Church and the Austrian state

In the Austrian socio-political environment, the state conferred
3 variety of privileges upon the Greek Catholic Church: state salaries
for priests, tracts of arable land, equal status with the Roman Catho-
lic clergy, legal exemptions and for the hierarchy, which was nomi-
nated by the emperor, ex officio membership in the Austrian parliament
(House of Lords).

For its part, the Church reciprocated with Toyalty towards the
imperial throne and the Austrian state. This loyalty was outwardly
expressed, and reinforced among the faithful, in numerous ways. At the
turn of the century. Greek Catholic prayerbooks contained an imperial
hymn; gathered in their parish churches, the faithful sang of Emperor
Franz Josef I who, strengthened by his faith, would continue to “rule
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wisely.* Schoolchildren were expected to attend liturgies that were

served on imperial holidays.206 And in November, 1908, on the &0-th
anniversary of the emperor’s coronation, the Greek Catholic bishops
directed all their parishes to mark the festivities by ringing church
bells, by serving festal liturgies with special prayers for the em-
peror, and by singing the imperial hymn and the traditional Viva
("Mnohaia lita") for the emperor.ZO?
1., Empirical and theological assessments: the loralist heritage

It was within this setting that, in 1904, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
touched on the question of Church-state relations in his social pas—
toral On_the social guestion. While acknowledging the Church’s right
to defend itself and the faithful against abuses of politica?l power,
he nevertheless assumed a conservative posture, speaking of a need for
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"obedience to the just dictates of Civil authority® and concluding
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that “we cannot start up a struggle /with the civil authority/.*

In Sheptytsky’s view, it was best for the Church to maintain a
modus  vivendi with the state, “"for without perspicacity we could
expose the Church and the people to harm."210 Consistent with this ap-
proach, the Metropolitan considered the possibility that "imprudent
action® might have negative consequences: if the Church were to oppose
the Austr?an state, it would surely run the risk of persecution by the
civil a;utht:;r*ities,.z11 Looking at the situvation from a long-term per-
spective, Sheptytsky therefore appeared to térwilling to tolerate some
state interference 1» scme church affairs in order to preserve a
harmonious relationship with the state. There were, after all,
tangible benefits to an accomodationist stance. Despite certain legis-~
lative shortcomings, the Greek Catholic Church still enjoyed & posi-
tion of prestige and privileges that had been bestowed by the Austrian
state, .an arrangement that it was unwilling to jeopardize.

There were at 1ieast three important considerations behind
Sl;eptytsky’s conservative position on Church-state relations. First,
he referred to Christian teaching and the Christian concept of autho-
rity which commanded obedience to the just dictates of civil autho-
rit7.212 The Church considered those dictates of the state to be just
which, in the first place, did not contravene divine law. Second,
whereas the socialist movement’s "theory of exagerrated freedom and
absolute equality" were thought te contain the seeds of reuolution,213

the Church took pride in its record of commitment to peaceful re-

formism. And third, the benefits accruing from a modus vivendi with

the Austrian state seemed preferable to the costs and injury to the

214
Church that wouid surely follow any "needless outbursts."”




Thus, +for example, even while going as far as admitting that
Austria‘’s May Laws of 1848 went "contrary to divine law® in that they
altowed the state to "meddle in church life,* the Metropolitan still
felt that this did not warrant direct opposition or confrontation;215
nor did Sheptytsky’s reservations about the May Laws lead him to
condemn the state. Instead, the biblical principle, according to
which there is no authority but from God ¢(Romans 13:1), remained for
him the operative guidetline. Though the May Laws were unfavorable
toward the Church, this in itself did not warrant disloyalty toward
the Austrian state; the Pauline teaching took precedence.216

This might have seemed to be an unduly submissive posture, yet
despite the importance that Metropolitan Sheptytsky was assigning to
obedience to civil laws, there was more to his position thar benign
passivity. & more complete picture requires an inquiry into his ' views
on the limits of civic loyalty and the duty of obedience, as well as a

consideration of his stands on some of the issues in which he felt the

state Austria was being unjust towards Christians and the Church.

2. Principles governing the Church’s critical posture toward the state

a. limits of human laws and the social role of conscience

In spite of his commitment to the fundamental Christian duty of
obedience to the just dictates of civil authority and the notion of
divine right as it was applied to the Austrian maonarch, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky did not advocate blind obedience to the state. Christian
civic loyalty hinged on the notion of "just dictates," which referred
to those laws and directives of the state that did not transgress

divine law; the divine law took precedence. LiKewise, the rights of



the earthly Church had to be respected by civil legislation. As the
Metropolitan pointed out: “We /priests/ need to protect ourselves and

the people against potential abuses; we must demand our rights, for
217
/it is said/ vigilantibus_iupra.*"

In the years that followed On the Social Guestion, the Metro-

politan became considerably more assertive of the Church’s rights.

When in 1907 he published the collective pastoral On_the elections,

the usual reminder about Christ’s directive “obey your earthly
masters® (Col. 3:22) was followed by an important qualification: "it
is inappropriate to obey civil authority if it were to issue orders
contrary to justice and the divine law.‘zla In itself, this addition
was hardly innovative, for the conditionality of obedience to the
state was well established in traditional Christian teaching. Yet, it
was significant in its political context; by 1907, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky and the other Greek Catholic bishops in Galicia had become
convinced that the gravest threat that the Church faced from the state
was the election of socialists to parliament, which increased the
likelihood that new laws, contrary to principles that the Church
regarded as sacred, would be enacted.

The Greek Catholic Church was entering a new phase in its rela-
tions with the Austrian state and the Metropolitan would have to
decide how far he was prepared to allow the line between civil and
ecclesiastical jurisdictions to be moved. Two legislative reforms that
were emerging at this time were civil marriage and the deconfessiona-

lization of schoeols.

That Sheptytsky did not place implicit trust in civil laws is

clear from his own remarKs: “After examining our codes and statutes,



we often have to admit that the measure of what we refer to in legal
terms as justice is not in fact just.“219 Such a2 position was by no
means antinomian, however; for even the best of legal systems was not
without the risk of conflicts and injustice, and even within the
limits of the law, it was possible to perpetrate injustice.220 That
risk of injustice existed because of “the extreme difficulty in deter-
mining and delineating what, according to justice, is a person’s
due.‘221 Another inherent 1limitation of civil laws was that they
always reméined vuinerable to manipulation. According to Sheptytsky:
"When those in authority and power act in bad faith, it is
possible for them to circumvent even the most equitabie of
statutes in such a way that, proceeding quite legally, they
nevertheless perpetrate a very real offence." e
In Sheptytsky’s view, the ideal of justice to which humanity aspired
transcended temporalrformulations; human laws could approximate- but
never achieyve the ideal.
It was precisely in cases that went beyond the reach of civil law
that the Church made its appeal to an internal criterion, the con-
science. Defining it simply as the "internal awareness of duty" {unu-
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trenna svidomist’ oboviazku), Shepivtsky illustrated thow it

transéénds iegalism and serves as a guide for moral conduct. Those who
follow th;ir conscience ;do aot violate another’s rights, nor do they
add any right§ to their own; not even given a case that could be won
in 3 court of law.!224lThus, Sheptrtsky’s point was that the Christian
conscience, in its socia!cépplication, was the principle that came

into play when civil laws fell shoirt of their purpose cr whenever

narrow legalism threatened to compromise true justice. An instance of



the social application of the Christian conscience occurred in 1904,
when the Metropolitan’s chancery office convoked 2 special conference

of priests in order to work out a common positien for an upcoming
225

election; in that same year, Metropolitan Sheptytsky addressed the

224
faithful with an appeal to protest against a proposed divorce law.

In cases of conflict between the state and the Christian con-
science, the Metropolitan gave the greater weight to conscience. As
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the discourse on conscience in On_the social gquestion clearly indi-

cated, he was indeed able to "step outside" of the historical particu-
tarities that favored loralty to the Austrian siate and to adept a
critical posture by appealing to a higher authority.

Thus, the Christian conscience, both in its individual and col-
lective manifestations, not only had a definite role to play in socie-
ty and in the political process; in Sheptyisky’s understanding, it
operated 'independently from civil law, as indicated by the principle

228
de internis non iudicat praetor.

b. duties of the state

If in the evolving Church-state relationship Sheptytsky was be-
coming ever more cancerned with legislation which he believed touched
on morality, he also felt that it was necessary to review the Church’s
understanding of the duties of the state and of its elected represen-
tatives. In the firet place, Sheptytsky noted, elected members of
parliament had to represent Ukrainian voters” Christian values and
needs.229 Sheptytsky identified a good political representative as one
who understood and was prepared to stand up for those needs and con-

cerns:

A member /elected by UKrazinians/ who must defend Christian



schools has to understand clearly what the faith and the
Church mean to wus... Our faith and our Church are our

greatest and most valuable social gooeds  (“narodni
230
dobra’).*

.Along with this, the Metropolitan observed that "only a Christian can
be the representative of a Christian people."231 The direct implica~
tion was that only a Christian could represent the interests of UKrai=-
nians, whom he considered a Christian people.

Similarly, the Church expected a political‘leadership that was
sensitive to the religious values of the people, a leadership “which
would not harm the people and, taking account of all their needs and
convictions, would not in any way viclate either the Church or the
faith, those most precious of social goods.'232 In the same way, the
Church expected that political leaders would show tolerance and allow
it to perform its work without interference:

"...let them not draw the people away from the Christian

faith and the Catholic Church; 1let them show toleration

toward us; let them allow us to work for the salvation of
souls; let them not siander us whenever they have the oppor-
tunity; let them not obstruct us or.spoil our work; let them
recognize our civil rights and allow us to makKe use of those
rights according to our conscience and our convictions.
Every citizen has tke right to require that from the leaders
of the people, and so does every priest.'233

Implicit in that assertion was the hope that, in an increasingly

secular political environment, the Church would still be able to



maintain the legal foundations of its coexistence with the state. Yet
there was also a realization that fundamental changes affecting that
relationship were imminent and so, in addition to reviewing the duties
of civil authorities toward the Church and Christian citizens, the
Greek Catholic bishops-urged their priests to make use of all their

constitutionally-guaranteed civil rights and to teach their peeople to
234

do the same.

3. Praxis

As we have mentioned, Metropolitan Sheptytsky understood
obedience ot the state’s just dictates as dependent on the state’s
respect for the divine law and the rights of the Church. The specific
meaning that Sheptytsky attached to “divine law" and the "rights of
the Church®™ in his discourse on Church-state relations became evident
in his approach to two pressing issues in the Austrian period: civil

marriage and divorce laws and the deconfessionalization of schools.

a. separate vs. free schools

The fundamental stance on the school question was spelled out
clearly in 1908 when Sheptytsky affirmed: “"Certainly the Church has
the God-given right to run schools, and the school belongs more to the
/domain of/ the Church than to the gouernment.'zas The Metropolitan

expressed dissatisfaction with a new law which "with great injury to

the Church and the c¢lergy removed the Church’s influence over the
234

schools."

Priests would not longer receive state salaries for teaching

religion in the schools. Consequently, some of them withdrew from the



schools altogether, and the Metropclitan saw this as an undue sub-
mission to the principle of the separation of the school and the
Church.23? To check this trend, he pointed out that although the
Austrian education reform was restrictive, it did not prohibit the
teaching of religion in schools; the situation was not yet like that
of other European countries such as France where religious education
had been completely removed %rom schoo]s.238

Morequer, the pastoral duty to teach catechism overrode any
question of remuneration; that duty was to be fulfilled with a view
toward the spiritual needs of schoolchildren and of the Christian
society, not to any material benefit.z39 Accordingly, the sobor that
Sheptytsky had convened in 1905 reaffirmed earlier pronouncements of
the OGreek Catholic Church requiring priests to teach religion on a
voluntary, non-remunerative, basis.240

For the moment, then, Metropolitan Sheptytsky did not consider
the school situation critical, but he foresaw an imminent threat in
the trend which it indicated te him:

"1 think that we are approaching times of real persecution.

The enemies of the Church could easily come to power, or at

least acquire greater influence on the government. Then,

without a doubt, 2 series of anti-Church laws would begin

/to appear/ with the aim of removing all the Church’s in-

fluence over public and school policy and, in the long term,

to wear away the Christian character of social life as much

as possible.'241

The perceived threat was thus not only to the Church and its influence

on public policy in matters of faith and morality but, beyond that, to



the very future of UKrainian society as an identifiably Christian
society. According to Sheptytsky, the duty to impart a religious and
moral education was one of the most important pastoral obligations
becauyce it involved the spiritual formation of the future generation
of society.242 Indeed, the level of the Church’s commitment to its
workK in the schools would be the decisive factor determining “whether
or not our people will in the future /continue to/ be Christian."243

Uttimately, there was little that the Church could actually do
zbout the direction of school reform, By early 1907, the Greek Catho-
lic bishops were trarning their faithful that the deconfessionalizing,
*free schools" movement had already made its way into Austria. The
Austrian branch of the movement, they said, was actiuily lobbying
parliament for education reforms "along atheistic Iines.‘-qq

In essence, the Metropolitan’s response to the school issue
consisted of two elements: a firm, official statement of the Church’s
opposition to deconfessionalization, and a heightened commitment to
catechization. The state could well withdraw its support for religious

education, but the Metropolitan felt that the Church was still duty-

bound to continue to fulfil that fundamental duty.

b. civil marriage and diverce laws

The second focal point of Church-state tension at this time was
the institution of Christian marriage. Here too, Metropeolitan
Sheptytsky was well aware of contemporary develiopments in Western
European countries, where civil marriage and divorce laws had already
been passed.

The Metropolitan’s position on this issue was categorical: such

1aws were a usdrpation of the Church’s claim of exclusive authority in



the matter. As far as Sheptytsky was concerned, civil marriage was "no
marriage in the eyes of God® byt “concubinage® ("z2hytie na viru");
such people were excluded from the sacraments and the consequences of
that were bound to a*fecf their children as weli.24s Similarly, civil
divorces of Christian marriages were invalid in the eyes of the
Church; moreover, any subsequent remarriage was concubinage and the
children of the first, Ch;;:tian marriage were "lost to God, to the

people and to themselves.® From that perspective, civil marriage

and divorce Taws were "atheistic and contrary to the revealed truth of
247
the holy faith."

It was primarily the sacrament-® nature of marriage that placed
it under the exciusive jurisdiction of the Church, accerding to Metro-
politan Sheptyisky. As he explained:

"Outside the Church there is no authority in the worid that

could decide anything in this matter. 1§ any authority - be

it parliament, or some minister, or any other civil authori-

ty - interferes in this divine act which is the Sacrament of

matrimony, then any law that results from /such inter-

ference/ is invalid just as any state decisions or resglu-

tions about other Sacraments or the Divine Liturqyr /would
be/.”

In this matter, the civil authority must accept divine
and ecclesiastical law. It is up to the Church to Judge
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those civil matters which pertain to marriage."

In Januvary, 1904, after a civil divorce law had been tabled in
the Vienna parliament, Sheptytsiy referred to it as “the first strike®

of the enemies of the Church against the divine law and the rights of
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the Church. Two months later, he took steps to mobilize his
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f$aithful to protest against the proposed law.

Church-state relations after the ocutbreak of war

The Church-state tensions over religious rights in the law were
abruptly set aside on 28 July, 1914, when Austria declared war on
Serbia. In the early days of the conflict, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
addressed three aspects of Church state relations: he defined the
fundamental position of the Greek Catholic Church toward the Austrian
state in view of the new situation; he enacted wartime measures that
modified the 1life of the Church; and, as the war moved on to the
Russian front, he levelled a critique at the Russian model of Church-
state relations, as compared with the Austrian model. Each of these
positions that were taken shed further tight on Metropolitan

Sheptytsky’s approach to Church-state relations.

c. affirmation of fundamental loyalty

. in the o2merging crisis, as domestic policy matters were sub-
ordinated to the war effort, the guestion of the Church’s position
regarding political developments was no longer a matter of nuance and
negotiation but a categorical option: it was either with Austria-at-
war or against it. Given the either/or situation, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky did not hesitate to revert to the traditional symbols of
the Church’s fundamental loyalty to the empire. On 29 July he issued a
pastoral wurging Greek Catholics "to defend the {-atherland;"251 their
support for the war effort was a collective duty grounded in loyalty

to Austria:

"The ‘time has come for us %o prove our loralty to the



blessed <(’osviachenol’) person /of the emperor/, to the

drnasty and to the throne. We are certain that ocur entire

people will fulfil its duty consciertiously and piously.

No one amongst us will forget /their debt of/ gratitude

to this Austrian, Habsburg state in which we have found

religious and ethnic 4reédam and the development of our

national culture. We are certain that no one amongst our

people will +orget that we are linked with the Habsburg

state and dynasty by age-old and sacred bonds. Our fortune

or misfortune is one /i.e., with the Habsburg state/; our
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future is one."”
Those words harked back to categories that had been etched intc the
popular consciousness through the old imperial hymn: the sentimental
attachment to the emperor, the fatherland (the social heritage} and
the faith. As well, the traditional linkage of lovalty to the throne
and to the +faith now lent a religious meaning to the war. As
Sheptytsky proclaimed, “Ful+il your duties with courage! Victory is
certain and the cause is sacred.... We shall fight for the freedom of
our people, for the sacred cause of the faith. God is with us.'253

However, wvictory became less certain as Russian forces continued
their advance into Galicia and, on 22 August, they occupied L’viv. The
occupation brought with it a propaganda campaign aimed at winning over
Galician public support for the Russian side. UWhen it became Known
that Russian Orthodox clerics were using religious arguments to per-
suade Galicians to repudiate their oath of loralty to Austria, Metro-

politan Sheptytsky responded forcefully:

«eo @ heretic, who pretends to be a monk, has the auda.ity
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to absolve our people, in the name of God, from loralty to

our Emperor. What gives him the right?® What a shameless lie

and sacrilege it is to usurp (’“sobi pryprsuvaty’) the rights
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of God!*
As the occupation threatened to erode the sense of loyalty among
Galicians, Metropolitan Sheptytsky reaffirmed that duty all the more
forcefully. Still employing the traditional symbols of 1loyalty to
Austria, he now reinforced them further by adding a religious critique
of treason:

*The oath of loyalty is a sacred duty toward the will of God

and the law of God. In the name of God, as your Metropeolitan

and Spiritual Pastor, 1 exhort you not to accept the advice

of Judas: do not obey those who want to put you in irons; do

not heed the voice of the deceiving atheists, who dare to

urge you to betray the Emperor - the Fatherland ~ the Faith.

Any assistance given to the enemy or to traitors is
treason, and treason is a crime that incurs terribie
punishment, both divine and human.'255

The Metropolitan’s appeal to the oath of loyalty as a sacred trust,
and the implicit justification of puhishment for treasen placed the
ultimate seal of approval on commitment to Austria. For indeed, the
war had provided a powiéful rallying point: in effect, a confluence of
political, social and religious loyalties under one banner. As the
Metropolitan put it, "Be loval to the Emperor unto bloodshed. Be

faithful children of our famous people. Be faithful to our holy,
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ancestral Church."




Although in peacetime the social concerns of the Greek Catholic
Church had been on a collision course with the direction of Austrian
legislation, in Austria’s war with Orthodox Russia there was little
question but that Metropoiitan Sheptytsky would opt for loralty over
treason. In expressing that lovalty in appeals to the <aithful, he
employed the powerful, Ffamiliar symbol! of combined loyalties that had

been cultivated for generations in the Austrian subject’s mind.

d. wartime meaéures atfecting the life of the Church

Along with his endorsement of total loralty in the war, Metro-
politan Sheptytsky enacted emergency measures to regulate the life of
the Church. These measures of course had a religious and social
thrust,zsy but, more importantly for our purposes here, they 2also
reflected his attitude toward the Church’s relations with the state in
wartime. In Sheptytsky’s wview, the crisis required the Church to
directly assist the state in mobilizing Christians for the war effort.

In his pastoral of 29 July Sheptytsky directed that during the
war Sunday and feast-day liturgies be followed by special pravers for
the emperor, the army, victory and peace., Priests were to assist the
families of soldiers by seeing to it that they were informed 2bout how
to apply for wartime subsidies from the state. #As well, the Church
would taKe it upon itself to support a spirit of hope, patriotism,
ctourage, and peace among the faithful, along the lines of the Metro-
politan’s own worcs: *Those who are loocking forward to the certain and
glorious victory have nothing to fear.'zss

Beyond taking on additional tasks in response to the war, the

Metropolitan implemented measures that subordinated some religious

duties to the war effort:

70



"...during the war, as long as Zagricultural/ work in the
fields requires it, the ‘aw of the Church - which prohibits
hard worK on Sundays and feast-days - is suspended. Like-
wise, as the need arises, priests are given the authority to
grant absolution from fasts to those who request it.'259
The voluntary subordination of some of the Church’s rights toc the
state was evident in another area as well: a priest’s duty of resi-
dency was affirmed as a general rule, but was also subject to change,
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depending on the will of the civil authorities.

Thus, in Metropolitan Sheptrtsky’s mind, the war had placed the
Church on a new footing in its relation to the state. The external
threat was seen as being directed equally at the emperor, the state
and the Church: the very complex of loyalties that had shaped the
Church’s political conscicusness in the Austrian context. The urgency
of the situation required accomodation from the Church and, with the
exception of some proposed ecclesiastical reforms in Russia (discussed
below), Metropoclitan Shepiytsky showed himself ready, as the need

arose in wartime, to cooperate and submit the rights of the Church to

the will of the state.

e. Austria vs. Russia: the preferred Church-state model

In the days that foilowed the outbreak of war, UKrainian poli-

tical attention turned toward the Russian front. In sharing the wview

that an Austrian victory would result in the annexation of ethnically
2461

UKrainian, Russian-held 1lands, Metropolitan Sheptytsky wrote a

memorandum to the Austrian government with proposals for an admini-

stration of the annexed territory that would ensure Ukrainian autonomy
262
through a complete break with Russia. 0 the three areas of admini-



stration that he singled out - military, juridical, and ecclesiastical
- it was the last of these that was drawn from the Metropolitan’s
views on Church-state relations.

In essence, Sheptytsky proposed that the Orthodox Church in
Ukraine be separated from the Russian synod in St. Petersburg. This
would be achieved through a variety of measures, including: the
exemption of the Ukrainian Church from the authority of St.
Pétersburg; the replacement of prayers for the Russian tsar with
pravers for the Austrian emperor; the elimination of Great Russian
saints from the liturgical calendar; and the replacement of bishops
who refused to accept the new arrangement with others who would avow
"*UKkrainian and Austrian conuictions.'263

On the surface, these changes may have appeared to amount to
lTittle more than a substitution of Austrian symbols for Russian ones.
Certainly Metropolitan Sheptytsky would have been motivated by his own
pro-UKrainian, pro-Austrian and pro-Catholic convictions. Yet, he alse
objected to the Russian structure of ecclesiastical avthority from
another important perspective: namely, his perception of the type of
Church-state arrangement that existed in tsarist Russiz. There, he
felt, religious toleration was lacking; the clergy was involved in
*police and political activities® and had "endured much® $rom the
Synod and the consistory.264 In Sheptytsky’s proposal for change, all
of those aspects of Church-state relations would be altered to conform
with the Austrian model: religious toleration of all creeds would be
entrenched within the legal system and the clergy would be converted
to activities of a purely ecclesiastical and Christian nature and
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freed from the "heavy yoke®™ of the Synod.



Moreover, Sheptrtsky stipulated that all of the reforms of the
Orthodox Church in UKraine should be carried out through ordinances
issued by the Church, and not by the {Austrian) state; indeed, this
would further promote the shift away from the Russian model of Church-
state relations, in which the Church was completely subordinated to
the state.266 That distinction was a crucial one, and Metropolitan
Sheptytsky elaborated on it again in September, 1%14:

*... they /Orthodox Christians in Russian UKraine/ call

themselves “‘orthodox’ and we /too/ are ‘orthodox.’ Our

orthodoxy is ecclesiastical, while theirs is civil: tied to

the state ("'kh praveslavie derzhavne, shcho tak sKazhu:

kKazionne®). That is, they base their orthodoxy on the power

of the state, while we derive strength from our unity with

the holy, Catholic Church, through which Sod’s grace s

mediated and in which the true source of salvation is
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found.”
Thus, despite accomodations by the Greek Catholic Church that
Sheptytsky accepted as necessary and legitimate in view of the war
effort, the sovereignty of the Church’s jurisdiction over matters of
the faith and sailvation remained, +or him, the cornerstone of Church-

state relations in Austria. By that same criterion, Sheptytsky judged

the Church-state arrangement in Russia to be completely unacceptable.

The Ukrainian Cathelic Church ir Austrian Galicia had entered the
twentieth century with a strong tradition of loyalty to the Empire.
However, as socialists began to vie for, and attain, elected office in

Vienna, the traditional loyalty symbol of a Christian emperor was



shaken up by the pluralistic reality of non-Christian and anticlerical
legislators. In this situation, while still remaining loral te the
person of the emperor, Metropolitan Sheptytsky found it necessary to
restate his Church’s understanding of the separation of powers between
the Church and the Austrian state, and to list the rights to which the
Church felt that it was entitled within the political order as well as
the duties it felt it was called to perform in the socio-political
sphere.

This reflection, carried out against the backdrop of social and
political change during the pre-war period, took Sheptytsky from an

accomodationist stance, submissive and preferring a modus vivendi with

the state, to a more critical, self-affirming posture: intent on
defending Christian social ualugs and opposing the usurpation of the
Church’s authority by the sta\te..—68

In Sheptytsky’s perception, ihe whole configuration of the
Church-state relationship was undergoing rapid change that refiected
the secular and anticlerical trends in society. However, the new
aloofness toward the state, far from diminishing the Metropotlitan’s
perception of the Church’s social role as a guardian of morality, only
reinforced his resolve to pursue that worldiy mission with renewed
vigor:

*Long ago, the Church of Christ, in order to lead people to

salvation, would turn to the worldiy powers for support and

assistance. Those times are gone forever. The powers of this

world, governments and states, have turned away from the

Church and are making alliances with its enemies. Deprived

of the single element of order in the world (that is, of

morality), they are hurling themselves headlong into abysses




where they will perish, unless the Church = which, when

persecuted, conquers and, as it conquers, it raises up its

opponent - extends a heiping hand and saves society {rom
annihilation (’zahlady’).“269

As in its strugole against socialism, the Church’s struggie with
the secular state was centered on the guestion whether religion was to
be recognized as a public matter or restricted to private life. A
particular concern was with religious freedom: that the Church be
allowed freely to fulfil its role as teacher of the Faith. This; in
effect, was a sine qua non for maintaining Church-state harmony.

In this regard, it is significant that in 1913, on the 1400-th
anniversary of Constantine’s Edict of Toleration, the Metropolitan and
his fellow Greek Catholic bishops issued a pastoral letter which
interpreted that act as follows:

"The gospel was victorious. And through its victory in the

souls of the converts, having changed their customs and

transformed their private lives, it immediately acquired a

powerful influence over public matters. Under the influence

of the Church, the state’s legislation changed in a few

short years. In a series of edicts and decrees, the Emperor

Constantine himself gave the sanction of state law to va-

rious customs and laws of the Church. Thus occurred that

which had seemed impossible: the influence of the Church
transformed the social order of the state.'270

Metropolitan Sheptytsky recognized, though perhaps not without a

touch of historical nostalgia, that the days of near-perfect harmony



between Church and state along the lines of the Constantinian model
were "gone forever." But his fundamental conviction that the Christian
life was a public, as well as private, matter remained unaltered. The
issue of religious freedom, which was coming to the fore with increa-
sing frequency in Austrian Galicia, was, he felt, as much of a social
ideal for the Greek Catholic Church in the $irst decade of the
twentieth century as it had been for Christians in the Roman Empire
sixteen centuries earlier.

As a result of the war, the focal point of Church-state relations
shifted from the protection of religious rights to the Church’s fun-
damental stance with regard to Austria’s war effort. In view of deep-
seated religious, ethnic and imperial attachments, it was scarcely
surprising that Metropolitan Sheptytsky should have sided with
Austria. Yet, above and beyond those attachments, it appears clear
that the Metropolitan’s option for Austria was also informed by his
reflection on the contrast between the Austrian and the Russian models
of Church-state relations. Comparing the two on their own merits, and
+inding the Russian model! wanting, the Metropolitan revealed his main
concern in Church-state relations: that a state should guarantee the

Church freedom to exercise its authority in religious matters without

interference from civil authorities.

Following his sermon on September &th, 1914, in which he cri-
ticized the Russian model of Church-state relations (and, by impli-
cation, also attempts to transplant that tradition into Galicial,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky was arrested by the occupying Russian forces.
On September 18th, he was sent into exile in Russia, where he would

remain until his release in 1917,
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E. The Church_and Patriotism

1. Empirical and theological assessments

One of the most complex social issues that Metropolitan
Sheptytsky faced in the pre-World War I period was the conflict be-
tween the patriotisms of the two dominant ethnic groups in Balicia:
Poles and Ukrainians. The Ukrainian (GreeK Catholic) Archeparchy of
L’viv was situated in the Austrian province of Galicia, a territory
which at the turn of the century was inhabited by just over 7 million
people, 46/ of whom identified themselves as Poles and 424 as Ukrai-
r:iams.z?1 The eastern part of Galicia Ceast of the rjver Sian), the
location of the Greek Catholic Archeparchy of L’viv, was predominantiy
UKrainian: 634 Ukrainian to 25% Pc)li'.=.h.2?2 With the end of the nine-
teenth certury, tensions between the two ethnic groups mounted, as
UKrainian political consciousness began to assert itself and come into
increasing conflict with established Polish inter-t-:s'cs.z?3

Realizing that the 6reek Catholic Church was a Key plaver in
Galician society, Ukrainian political circles looked to the Church for
moral support and were prepared to criticize it harshly whenever they
sensed that such support was not forthcoming. Metropolitan Sheptytsky
was sensitive to those concerns and gave clear indications of his
favorable attitude towards UKrainian patriotism from the very outset
of his episcopate.

In 1899, Sheptytsky commented on the patriotism of Ukrainian
Catholic priests; counting himself as a participant in that patrio-
tism, he remarKed that the clergy knew "how to love our people... for
we Jove /the people/ through our work and sel-F-sacri-Fice."274 Two

rears later, in a pastoral to the Ukrainian intelligentsia, he again

gave a positive assessment of patriotism among the UKrainian youth:



*Qur guarantee of successful /sociceconomic/ work is the

vyouthful and strong patriotism which is more evident among

our people than among those who have already been, as it

were, worn out <(’perezhylrysia’) with work and struggle
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through the ages.”

The Metropolitan was aware that some doubted the sincerity of the
Greek Catholic Church’s commitment to UKrainian patriotism. In his
reading, they were "the enemies of the teachings of Christ® (i.e.,
socialists), adherents of the misconception that the Church

*...by rubbing out the differences between peoples, is stri-

ving towards internationalism; that it is indifferent to a

person’s fultilment of patriotic duties; and that good

Christians make poor patriots.'z?é

In the Church’s struggle with socialism, the issue of patriotism
was a veritable bone of contention. Noting that the socialists were
quite adept at "adorning their theories with patriotism,'zy? the
Metropoiitan objected to what he feit were abuses of the notion of
patriotism. He noted that such instances were cccurring in the con-
temporary press:

*In our times, when in the daily press people sin so often

against love of neighbor, the genera] moral opinions on that

matter are so erroneous that, under the appearance of pa-
triotism and civic duties, the ugly habit of speaking ill of
others is ccn';cealed."Z?8

From a theological perspective, such abuses of the virtue of

patriotism were a matter of concern to the Metropolitan inasmuch as



they <fomented hatred and contravened the law of love. In 1904, the
Greek Catholic bishops of Galicia condemned the "tack of love..., the
injustice and hatred" that they were seeing.2?9

Nor were Polish-UKrainian tensions the only area of the problem;
disagreements over patriotism were also an interna) problem that could
set UKkrainian against Ukrainian (as we have seen in the section on
priests and politics). In 1907, Metropolitan Andrei together with the
other Ukrainian Catholic bishops, observed:

*The greatest misfortune of our people and of vur clergy is

that there is such a polarity of opinions about the concept

of nationality that some consider others to be their ene-
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mies.”

The Metropolitan perceived the issue of patribtism as both a
social and a religious problem. From a social point of view, the issue
was a source of antagonism pitting Poles against Ukrainians in a
struggle for social and political justice. As a religious problem,
distorted views of patriotism were threatening to draw Christians away
from the fundamental law of their faith and were being used to support
anticlerical charges that Christianity was incompatible with patrio-

tism.

2. Principles for society and the position of the Church
a. Christian patriotism: the law of love vs. hatred

In developing his response to the issue of UKrainian patriotism,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky first of all looked to gospel teaching, and
found examples of patriotism in both Christ and St. Paul:

*Christ, who said of himself that he came ‘only to the lost
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sheep of the house of Israel’ (Mt. 15:24); Christ, who wept
because he foresaw the destruction of Jerusalem; and, after
him, Paul the Apostle who was ready to give up his life for
his brothers in blood - they truly loved their people. @ndg

not only did they anot forbid patriotism; they cultivated

(‘vshchipliuvaly’) it."281

But the patriotism that the Metropolitan saw in the gospel was
not an exclusive form of love: directed only to one’s own, and
withheld from others. He noted that, whereas the pagan patriotism of
the Greeks and the Romans saw foreigners not as brothers but as bar-

barians, and the Jews of the 01d Testament taught that enemies were to

be hated, the Christian was called to love everyone, including his
282

enemies.

But the universal thrust of the Christian law of love did not
oppose patriotism. The alleged incompatibility of Christiarity and
patriotism was in fact a misrepresentation for, in the Christian
understanding, there was nothing intrinsically wrong about love of
one’s country. On the centrary, as the Metropolitan observed: "The
Christian can and should be a patriot.'283

When in the first decade of the century the Polish member of
parliament KozXowski launched a campaign to "save a2 million Poles who
were threatened by Ruthenianization,” that is, UKrainianization within
the Greek Catholic Church, Metropolitan Sheptytsky wrote a special
pastoral in 1904 to the Polish Greek Catholics of his Archdiocese.284
In it, he gave a further clarification of his tolerant position:

*...] want you to Xnow that I respect your convictions and

that I am far from imposing Ruthenian patriotism upon you.




It is perhaps those who do not understand what the
priesthood is and what the episcopal office is who suspect
me of that. Indeed, 1 care for only one thing: that your
life be Christian, that you be Christ’s ¢("Chrystusowymi") in
the full meaning of the word..."

Language, convictions, ethnic identity: those are goods
and rights that no one may ever take away. To respect them
is a plain duty according to justice...

I can only encourage you in your patriotic convictions,
in so far as that patriotism is a Christian love of the
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homeland and proceeds from a love of God and neighbor."®

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s understanding of Christian patriotism was
not reducible to narrow nationalism; one’s particular choice of ethnic
identity simply did not enter into the ethical discussion. Christian
patriotism was framed within a supra-national perspective that pro-
vided no basis for objecting to, for example, the Polish ethnic a$fi-
Tiation which some members of the GreeK Catholic community had chosen
for themselves.

The Metropolitan brought 2 unique sensitivity to the issue, for
he himself, now a Greek Catholic archbishop of the UKrainians, had
been raised as a Polish Roman Catholic. Yet, by the time that he began
to write pastorals on the subject, he had clearly progressed in is
thinking from the personal level of his own transition and had formed
a fundamental ethical stance regarding patriotism and ethnic identity
in general. In his ethical assessment of particular instances of
patriotism, the Metropolitan showed himself to be concerned more with

its compatibility with the Christian model of love than with making



value judoments about the ethnic self-identification of individuals.
Ethnic identity was to him a fundamental, inalienable right; conse-
quently, +rom a Christian point of view, the only legitimate question
that could be asked about a person’s patriotism was whether it was a

form of love that proceeded from Christian love.

Another important element of discernment in Sheptyritsky’s approach
to the question of patriotism was the via neqativa to the Christian
Taw of love, that is, the avoidance of hatred. As love (specifically
that which was linKked with love of God and neighbor) was a Christian
requirement or test for the authenticity of patriotism, so too hatred
was a sign of false patriotism. The Metropolitan often employed this
moti¥ in exhortations to his UKrainian and Polish faithful alike. In

1899, as bishop of Stanyslaviv, he addressed his UKkrainian flock there

with the following words:

... love what is yours (“svoie’), Kkeep to it and care for

it. But beware of hatred, <or hatred is an unchristian
284
sentiment.”

And:
"/& Christian’s/ patriotism cannot be hatred. Nor can it
place upon him duties that are opposed te the faith. What-
ever appears to be patriotism but in fact is hatred or runs
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counter to the faith is not true patriotism.®

Five years later, in his pastoral to the Polish Greek Catholics of his
Archdiocese, the Metropolitan again made the same point:
"All hatred is wrong because it is contrary to God’s and
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Christ’s commandment and human nature."




And:

“A Christian is obliged to love his native land and to care

for the good of his people. Only one thing is forbidden: he

is not allowed to hate, even under the guise of patrio-
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tism..."

The Christian patriot, then, always remained a Christian, bound
by the law of love; he avoided hatred because it was an *unchristian
sentiment,” and in doing so distinguished between true patriotism,
which adhered to the law of love, and false patriotism, which did not.

The 1love/hatred variable was, in effect, a criterion of dis-
cernment by which instances of patriotism could be ethically iden-
tified and assessed by Christians: “*Whether /it is/ class hatred or
national hatred, whether it is masked by appearances of fervor and
patriotism, or motivated by either real or apparent injuries, every
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hatred is always unchristian."

b. The patriotism of the Church: cosmopolitanism vs. particularity

The discussion of Christian patriotism was not merely an indi-
viduz1 matter, but a collective one, which made it necessary for the
Church to adopt 2 pesition on patriotism. Metropolitan SheptytsKy
approached the question by speaking of two characteristic features of
the Catholic Church: cosmopolitanism and particularity.

The Church was cosmopolitan, or international, in that its aim
was the salvation of all people, the good of all the nations of the
world and in all times. The Church stood for a truth and culture that
were universal and which *no nation has the right to monopolize /or

keep/ for itself.” By virtue of those universal principles and abso-




lute truth, the Church stood above historical and cultural differen-
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ces.

In answer to charges that the Greek Catholic Church was unable to
serve the UKrainian people because of its submission to foreign (i.e.,
Vatican) influences, Sheptytsky responded that it was the way of all
culture to “accept all human achievements that promote the progress of
truth aﬁd the good.'292 Moreover, by virtue of its divine nature and
origin, the Church could not be subordinated or reduced to the level
of a natienal organization, for:

*When it is understood as a purely nationa? institution that

embraces only one people and separates that people from all

others, the Church becomes an instrument that supports
schism, it incites (‘pidsychuie’) nationalistic passions and

collaborates in the oppression of other nations. /Such a

Church/ promotes conflict, not peace; division, not unifica-
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tion, and thus is not the Church of Christ.”

The Church could adapt some of its external features in order to
answer toc the needs of time and space; for example, by modifying its
hierarchical structure or in applying its teaching to actual human
situations <("do zhyttiouvykh wvidnosyn 'liudei"),294 but its inner
essence - the revealed truth, universal love, the sacraments, and the
divine nature of the Church - were not changeable and had not changed
in nineteen centuries. Sheptytsky clearly considered this immutable
essence to be a reliable criterion for the discernment of the true
Church.

At the same time, the Church had the divinely-given power to

promote the social good in particular contexts and times. That power




was evident when the Church brought the Roman emperors to bow to
Christ and give up their pagan morality, when it abolished slavery and
servitude in almost all states, and when it "enlightened the dark,
parbarian hordes and preserved Knowledge from t:lesstruct'it:un."29s
Sheptytsky saw that power present within the work of the Church in his
own time, exerting its "ennobling influence® on all of humanity. Even
in its unchangeable essence, then, the Church’s work had a social
thrust.

The other side of the Church was its particularity: the human
side of its activity, in which it adapted itself locally to the needs
of individual peoples. This it did by promoting the social and cul~
tural development which were part of nationbuilding ("narodne budiv-
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nytstvo™).

In the cultural sphere, the Ukrainian Catholic Church promoted
the use of the vernacular through transiations of the Bible, of the
Divine Liturgy, and of the works of the Church Fathers; its promotion
of education served to develop literature and, through it, a national
cultyre; its promotion of ecclesiastical art and music served to
develop all the fine arts; its cultivation of a national (i.e.,
patriotic) spirit and its commitment to the Eastern rite reinforced
the sense of a Ukrainian identity among the people.29?,

In the social sphere, the Sheptrtsky was committed to implemen-
ting within the Ukrainian Catholic Church the same principles of
Justice and love that.characterized the universal Church:

"By removing and overcoming all that is opposed to natural

law and which is harmful to humanity, /the Church/ contri=-

butes to the moral health of every nation and, indirectly,

to the development of all national strengths (’narodnykh
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syl’y."

In Galicia, the Metropolitan argued, the Greek Catholic Church
had been actively involved in Ukrainian social advancement. It brought
education “to even the most neglected" Ruthenian village; it promoted
sobriety, concord and love; it drew people away from lawsuits and
promoted every good initiative - whether educational or economic = in
every uillage.299 The UKrainian Church’s work in the cultural and
social spheres left no doubt in the Metropolitan’s mind that, while
remaining unchanged in its universal essence, the Church was truly on
the side of the Ukrainian people. The Christian synthesis of cosmo-
politanism and national particularity was expressed succinctly: "love

300
all but Keep to what is vours."

25




3. Praxis: Christian patriotism and Polish-Ukrainian relations

Metropolitan Sheptytsky elaborated further and applied his under-
standing of Christian patriotism when he responded to specific issuves
that arose between Ukrainians and Poles in pre-war Austrian Galicia.
Three such occasions were: the assassination of the Polish wviceroy
Potocki, the electoral reform issue, and the public debate on the

paths to peaceful Polish-Ukrainian coexistence.

2. Potocki

On April 12, 1988, almost two months after violence had erupted
in the course of provincial elections, the Ukrainian student Myroslav
Sichynsky shot to death the Polish viceroy for Galicia Andrze
Potocki. Twelve days later, Metropolitan Sheptytsky condemned the act
in his Bood Friday sermon at St. George’s cathedral:

"That public crime must be publicly condemned. 1t must evoke

a decisive and vehement protest from Christians, a protest

of indignation and disgust at such an affront to the 1light

of divine law. And we have a particular duty to condemn the

crime that has been committed since its perpetrator thought

in his blindness that he would thereby serve the national

cause. For God’s sake, that is not so! One does not serve a

people with crimes; 2 crime committed in the name of patrio-

tism is a crime not only before God but also against one‘s

301
own community and one’s fatherland.”

The Metropolitan recognized that, beyond the strictly moral gquestion
of homicide, the event had also had an immediate impact on UKrainian

society. The Ukrainian press and political leaders generally saw the



assassination in direct relation to social and political injustices
suffered by Galician Ukrainians and many portrayed it as a heroic and
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virtuous act of patriotism. In turn, the UKrainian Church was being

accused of 2 lack of patriotism.

Aware that under the circumstances any criticism was likely to be
branded as unpatriotic, Metropolitan Sheptytsky dic not limit himself
to a condemnation of only the assassination. The issue could not be
effectively addressed by referring only to the intrinsic ethical ewil
of homicide; the social dimension of the crime had to be challenged as
well, Thus, both in his sermon and in a subsequent collective pastoral
of the Greek Catholic hierarchy, he levelled a full-fledged critique
of popular UKrainian perceptions of the assassination.

While condemning the assassination as a grave social sin of
atheism and amorality in politics {"polityka bez Boha;" “dumaty, shcho
v politytsi vse uil’no"),303 the pastoral was phrased in a way that
would show a patriotic commitment of its own. In particular, the
bishops took expticit account of social injustices that had been
visited upon UKrainians:

*We are aware that in public life today not everything is

proceeding according to the requirements of strict justice

and the intent of the divine law of love of neighbor. We are

aware of the collective and individual disregard of our

people /which occurs/ often and in many ways."
Together with you, we feel all the pain and suffering
of our people; together with you we want to work and are

working as much as we can towards improving our people’s
304

destiny.”




The message was clear: the bishops’ objections to the assassination
did not amount to a renunciation of the UKrainian cause or siding with
the Poles but proceeded from both Christian and patriotic convictions.
The bishops distinguished between two separate levels in their cri-
tique: in their capacity as citizens and patriots, the bishops con-
demned injustices against UKrainians; but as pastors responsible for
souls, they felt obligated to “object even more to whatever is a moral

evil or a moral danger to the task of your salvation which has been
305
entrusted to us.”

The assassination was just such an evil: a "heinous crime,” 2
*trampling on the divine law in public® and 3 scandal to the faithful.
Accordingly, lthe bishops protested against it both as Christians and
as UKkrainians:

*1¢ as Christians and bishops we raise a voice of disgust at

the sight of the crime that has been committed and the

divine law that has been trampied on, then even more vehe-

mently as Ruthenians /i.e., UKrainians/ we must loudiy and
decisively protest against the notion that it is possible to
serve one’s native land with crimes, insults to God, scorn

of Christ and the trampting of divine law,

No, a hundred times: no. Service to one’s pecople and
country is a sacred service, and is also offered up to God;

in order to undertaKe it, one must have clean, not bloodied,

hands.

After God, 2 man’s country is /his/ most sacred thing;
and, after the love of God, love of country is the noblest,
highest and best sentiment. The desire to serve one’s coun-—

try through lawlessness is liKe staining white garments with
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btood and mud..."

Br affirming the duty of Christian patriotism to object to the crime
and its association with patriotism, the statement was a defence of
Christian patriotism. From a social point of view, the popularization
of the crime “debased the virtue of patriotism and undermined the
moral foundations of work for /the good of/ society;™ it represented
the transformation ot noble, patriotic sentiments into something the
Church could never condone: "an abominable feeling of hatred and
367 308

anger," an “ili~conceived and material patriotism.*

The popularization of the crime had potentially +far-reaching
social implications and the pastoral pointed out the inherent funda-
mental error: “Praising the sins of others, showing satisfaction with
sin, defending sin, or abetting sin will always be a sin in poli-
tics.'aﬁ? In the particular context, the error represented a sub-
version of moral categories and of the Christian fabric of society and
was evident in:

*...the false and dangerous teaching that in politics every-

thing is permissible and that politics should not be guided

by divine law. From this, it follows that they are always

ready to praise and defend every crime and every injustice.

They are even ready to portray the crime as heroic, virtuous

and sacred. No confusion of concepts could possibly be more
310
harmful..."

-
In essence, the pastoral made three fundamental wpoints. First,
the assassination had to be criticized on both Christian and patriotic

grounds. Second, a Christian perspective was not incompatible with




patriotism; on the contrary, the crucial distinction was between true
patriotism (which, being grounded in Christian faith and morality, did
not allow hatred) and the faise patriotism of those who rejected any
superior moral authority in social and political affairs. And third,
homicide either committed or extolled in the name of patriotism was
still homicide; it was as much a debasing of the noble virtue of true
patriotism and a threat to the good of society as it was a violation

of divine law.

b. electoral reform

The Metropolitan recognized that the conflict of patriotisms was
largely due to persistent injustices in the electoral system of
Galicia.311

In 2 1913 pastoral on etectoral reform, he declared together wi th
the other Greek Catholic bishops that social justice was the most
important guiding principle fer such a reform. Consequently, all forms
of deceit, bribery and other illegalities which had become common
would have to be eliminated as a way of restoring the Christian foun-
dations of social life in Galicia:

*as long as that principle Jot justice/ is not strictly

impiemented, there can be no order in the land. The 1least

injustice in the social order by its very nature causes

dissatisfaction and becomes an occasion for electoral

abuses, which only corrupt people and feed the flames of

fratricidal hatred, that veritabie plague of the Christian

312
life."

Here, the bishops took z stand in defence of the right to convictions
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of another sort: political convictions. To sell or impose them with or

without violence was not only an indication of a lack of character,
‘ 313
they said, but a grave sin.

Declaring themselves to be seeking the sincere agreement of the
Polish and the Ukrainian peoples, the bishops voiced their hope that
the parliamentary representatives of the Polish people "would find a

way to Keep their word without exposing to danger the Catholic faith
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and Church among the Polish people.”

Thus, recognizing the importance of political factors in resol-
ving the Polish-UKrainian problem, it was felt that the premise of a
meaningful agreement would be visible progress by Ukrainian and Polish
politicians in the area of electoral reform. For, "the quarrels be-

tween us have already lasted too long" and the task of fraternal peace
315
was “"sacred.”

When in January, 1914, a Polish-Ukrainian agreement for electoral
reform ran inte new difficulties and a deadlock seemed imminent,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky was invited to address an ad hoc meeting of
elected representatives from all parties. The Metropolitan’s proposal
for a new compromise agreement consisted of three points;316 yet far
mere telling was the shift of perspective to which he called the
politicians of both ethnic groups. He felt that, in order for an
agreement to be reached, the ethnic divisions would have to be
transcended. He therefore tried to set an example and approach the
issue by ctepping outside of his own ethnic self:

“oermit me to forget, as it were, thatl am a Ruthenian

Metropolitan and to take the common position in the prowvince

so as to help incline, with God’s help, both sides to shake

hands and to become reconciled in this matter. Then, God




willing, we will walk together peacefully in many other
317

matters."”
Nor was this stepping outside of the ethnic self-identification merely
a personal gesture on the Metropolitan’s part; on the contrary, he
believed strongly enough in the need for such a preliminary, fundamen-
tal perspective that he urged the assembled politicians also to adopt
the new perspective:
"Gentlemen, in order to accomplish the blessed task, raise
rvourselves above the impressions of the current moment,
which are so unpleasant to you. Let /even/ justified per~
sonal grudges not cbscure your view of the historical fact
that an agreement between the two peoples in a matter of
such importance to our province would be. We have lived for
ages in this land, where we are bound by the link of common
issues, shared needs and misfortunes. Let us set aside that
struggle and, together and today, lay the cornerstone of the

development of both peoples and of a better future for the
318

whole Tand.”
The new focus that the Metropolitan was proposing was in view of long-
term harmony between the Polish and Ukrainian peoples who lived in the
same land. He saw the value of a settlement on electoral reform as
going beyond the immediate issue at hand. Indeed, if the agreement
were achieved according to his proposal, the Metropolitan was con~
vinced that it could be "the first step to a new understanding® be-

tween Poles and UKrainians and “the basis for further normalization
319
and cooperation.
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Such an outcome became a real possibility on January 28, when
representatives from Polish and UKrainian parties to the local parlia-
ment signed an agreement based on the Metropolitan’s proposal. Unfor-

tunately, the plan was shelved later in the year because of the out-

break of war.

c. patrictism vs national egoism

In aAprily 1914, the Cracow-based Polish Catholic periodical

Przeqlad Powszechny announced a survey requesting reader response to
the question: "Beyond the controversial question of the Polish-Ukrai-
nian question, what matters are common to both peoples and by what
means could mutual cooperation be realized in such matte?s?' Metro-~
politan Sheptytsky responded to the survey with a short letter that
shed further light on his understanding of Christian patriotism.

He began by pointing out a common error: to looK upon patriotism
*as an absolute virtue, as something intrinsically good and noble.'320
Since many thjngs went under the popular heading of "patriotism," the
Metropolitan +elt that it was vital to distinguish between abuses of
the term (i.e., "pagan patriotism®" or "national egoism... which are
currently spreading 1ike a disease") and authentic, Christian patrio-
tism,

His feeling was that although the Christian idea of 1love of
neighbor had more or less penetrated human consciousness at the indi-
vidual level, international relations were still governed by a "canni-
balistic," dog-eat-dog morality, according to which "it is alright for
me to devour my neighbor, but not airight for him to devour me.'321 In

fact, such so-called “patriotism® was not patriotism at all, but

egoism, and was but one instance of a corruption to which, ultimately,



every form of love was susceptible. As the Metropolitan explained:
*Every feeling, desire, disposition, every love of the human
heart lies on a line (to put it geometrically) one end of
which reaches down into the abyss of passion and law-
lessness, while the other rises into the limitless expanses

of the Kingdom of God...
As with one‘s love for oneself, so too with Jove of
family or country: /each of these/ is in every heaft a point

on that line and is closer to either one or the other
322

end."
For Metropolitan Andrei, the bane of every form of love was egoism,
which could take on very subtle forms and made it difficult to dis-
tinguish #from acthentic love. And, as if individual egoism were not
bad encugh, it was even more hidden and therefore even more dangercus
in its social form, where it became "the error and plague® of the
social virtue of patriotism.323

In the Metropolitan’s estimation, therefore, the solution of
Polish-UKrainian relations lay not so much in the search for agreement
on one or another issue, but rather in a conversion of social atti-
tudes: the replacement of an essentially pagan social morality of

collective, national egoism with a Christian patriotism that was

rooted in an authentic Christian love for all peoples.

What clearly emerges from these three instances of Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s practical reflection on patriotism in the Polish-Ukrai-
nian context is his commitment to an enduring settlement.

The condemnation of the assassination, for which he was severely
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criticized by many Ukrainians, indicated that his view of Christian

patriotism was rooted in Christian ethics rather than narrow natio-
nalism,. But nor did the critique proceed from a narrow moralism, that
would judge only individual acts and ignore their social context and
implications; Metropolitan Sheptytsky was convinced that it was as
dangerous for a society to extol homicide as it was for an individual
te commit it. As the subséquent pelarization of the two national
groups confirmed, the path of violence was ultimately self-defeating.
Sheptyteky’s alternative proposal of a Christian basis for patriotism
meant working toward lasting peace and justice along a path of love.

Sheptytsky’s contribution to the electoral reform debate also
showed his concern for placing individual disagreements within a
broader perspective: the search for a long-term solution to Polish-
Ukrainian relations. As he saw it, the driving force behind negotia-
tions on particular issues had to be a shared desire for the ultimate
goal of justice. And that could only be achieved in a spirit of
Christian patriotism, since it provided the courage to step outside
the national bias that one brought into the debate.

Finally, the 1letter to Przeqlad Powszechny drove home an impor-

tant point: that the solution to the Polish-Ukrzinian question was not
to be sought onily in the examination and weighing of the respective
interests and claims of each side. The real problem, to Sheptyisky’s
mind, was a crisis of patriotism. He therefore believed that the
essential requirement for achieving stable and lasting social harmony
was a transformation of consciousness: the replacement of national

egoisms with genuine Christian patriotism.




F. Conclusion

We have examined four Key areas of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s
social thought and teaching during the period 1899-1914: on the social
action of the Church, in which he affirmed spiritual values in contra-
distinction to the materialistic approach of socialism; on the poli-
tical participation of priests, where he emphasized the primacy of the
priestly ministry; on Church-state relations, where he tried to
balance fundamental loyalty with the competing concern for the protec-
tion of Christian values and the rights of the Church in society; and
on the Christian understanding of patriotism, in which he rejected
"pagan” patriotism. In each of those areas, the Metropolitan was
concerned with preserving the Christian <foundations of society,
against secularizing trends which regarded refigion as strictly a
private matter.

In elaborating his understanding of the Church’s social mission,
Sheptytsky addressed not only the perceived external threats (such as
socialism, anticlerical attacks on the Church and secular legislation)
but the internal situation of the Church as well, To a large extent,
this corrective thrust of his social teaching was directed to the
priests, seen initially as the primary agents of the Church’s social
mission. However, in response to developments particularly in the area
of Polish-Ukrainian relations, this social message was extended to
include the faithful as well,

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s social reflection showed some
variability, primarily in the form of shifts of emphasis in response
to emerging developments and his changing perceptions of the needs of

the situation. We have noted, for example, that his notion of solj-



darity underwent a shift from a predominantly clerical to an all-
Christian ideal, which included the faithful more emphatically within
the Church’s social agenda.

An important shift also occurred in the area of Church-state
relations. Before the war, the Metropolitan drew a fine line between
traditional Greek Catholic loyalty to the empire and a critical asser-
tiveness with a view toward safeguarding the rights of the Church. The
war transformed the entire debate: given the simple choice between
Austria and Russia, the Metropolitan sided unequivocally with Austria.
It should be noted, however, that he arrived at that decision for
essentially the same reason as that which had led him to criticize
Austria in peacetime, namely: his strong reservations about state
intervention in ecclesiastical matters.

Integral to Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s ethical reflection on so-
cial issues was the Christian law of love. Following it, he systema-
tically rejected all the forms of hatred that he saw in the four areas
we have examined: in secial action, the socialist doctrine of class
struggle; in political action, partisan infighting among priests; in
Church-state relations, the goal of revolutionary upheaval; and in
inter-ethnic relations, chauvinism.

Throughout his reflection on the social issues of the day, Metro-
politan Sheptytsky turned to the law of love as a reliable constant;
in effect, he considered it a criterion of ethical discernment by
which Christians, priests and faithful alike, could distinguish for
themselves between authentically Christian and amoral, atheistic
courses of action. This perspective situated the socio-political

debate in Galicia in an entirely new context: the main question was



not whether or not the Church could endorse social action, political

participation and patriotism (it did), but how to determine the

authentically Christian path, which led to salvation, as opposed to

the path of perdition. Sheptytsky found the most reliable answer to

that question in the law of love applied to social reality.

no



CHAPTER 2:
THE SOCIAL THOUGHT AND PRAXIS OF METROPOLITAN ANDREI SHEPTYTSKY

DURING AND &FTER WORLD WAR I: 1914 - 1923

A. Introduction

The second period of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s activity covers three
more or less distinct phases, namely: his exile in Russia (1914-1917),
followed by a three-year period in L viv, and finally a lona vorage through
western Europe and North and South America (1920-1923).

Despite a wide variety of difficulties and obstacles, the Metropolitan
maraged to remain active at this time: promoting the cause of Church unity
while in Russian exile or, after his return to L’viv, supporting UKrainian
efforts to secure independence, and again assessing the needs of Ukrainian
Catholic communities abroad and seeking international economic and poli-
tical assistance for UKrainians in war-torn Galicia.

However, as compared with the other four major periods of Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s life and activity which are treated in this study, the primary
source materials for this period are few. Among the most likely factors
that prevented the Metropolitan from producing a veoluminous quantity of
writings at this time were his absence from L’viv for two three-year
periods and the disruptions of the World War, which in Galicia were com-
pounded by a Polish-Ukrainian war that Jasted up to the middie of 1919,

Along with the relative paucity of documentary material, a further
difficelty in orappling with this period of the Metropolitan’s social
thought and activity is that two of the Key documents which are available
are pastorals that were collectively written and signed by all three Ukrai-
nian Greek Catholic bishops. A legitimate question might be raised about

the degree to which collective pastoral letters of the UKrainian Greek



Catholic hierarchy may be attributed to Metropolitan Sheptytsky. Leaving
for future study the question of the direct authorship of individual
passages in those documents, we treat these documents as collective state-
ments while at the same time recognizing that behind them was a process of

collective reflection in which Metropolitan was directly and personally
1

involved.

In light of these factors and of the rapid change that was Qoing on in
Eastern Europe, this second period, presented in a rather episodic fashion,
is probably best considered a transitional phase, rather than as a distinct

stage in the development of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s ethical reflection on

social and political reality.

B. Exile in Rugsia: 1914-1917

The first three-year portion of this period began on 13 .September,
1?14, when the Russian forces occupying BGalicia placed Metropolitan
Sheptytsky under house arrest. Four days later, he was sent into exile in
Russia. Until his release in March, 1917, by the provisional government of
Alexander Kerensky, Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s social activity was limited

to written representations before the Russian government, primarily in the

matter of wartime Galician deportees in Russia.

1. Sheptytsky’s interventions with the tsarist government

One of the earliest communications is a letter that was mentioned in
the polemical Russian literature of the day. Prior to the Revolution,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky allegedly wrote to Tsar Nicholas 1, and “greeted
the wvictorious Russian army, expressed happiness that Ukraine was +ina1;y

united with Russia and gave his assurances of loyalty to Russian ideals.”

Later, the Metropolitan wrote to the Russian Minister of Internal




Affairs requesting a transfer to Tomsk or Minusinsk in Siberia, where other
Ukainians had been deported from Galicia; the transfer was denied.3

As the Russian occupation of Galicia wore on, military units began to
round dp Greek Catholic priests and members of the lay intelligentsia, and
to deport them into Russia and Siberia. Deported children were registered
as Orthodox and educated in the Orthodox faith. Learning of this,
Sheptytsky protested to the Procurer of the Holy Synod Mladimir N. Lvov
against the conuefsion of children and called for an investigation of those
Russian Orthodox priests who, with Russian military assistance, had occu-

pied Greek Catholic chuprches in Galicia and had sent the local parish

priests into exile in Russia and Siberia. This initiative, too, was without
4

any result,

In Marck, 1917, after the fall of the Romanov dynasty, the Russian
provisional government declared an amnesty for political and religious
prisoners, and Sheptytsky was freed. Shortly thereafter, a Central Ukrai-
nian Council (Rada) was formed in Kiev as a governing body for Ukraine that

was committed to the principle of national self-determination.

2. After the release

After his release, Sheptytsky made perscnal representations before
ministries of the revolutionary government in St. Petersburg on behal$ of
tens of thousands of Galician deportees in Russia, among whom there were

5
some eighty priests. But it was on the religious front that more dramatic

changes began to occur.

a. the Sobor of St. Petershurg

At the end of May, Sheptytsky convoked a sobor (synod) in St.

Petersburg with the aim of organizing the Eastern-rite Catholic Church in



Russia. The Metropolitan himself presided over the proceedings of the
sobor, which was comprised of Russian Catholic priests including the Exarch
of Russia, Leonid Fedorov.6 among other things, the sobor resolved to seek
the legalization of the GreeK Catholic Church in Russia. When the Russian
government appeared unreceptive to that proposal, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
intervened personally to argue the case. After the sobor, he met with
members of the government. He argued that Russia had nothing to lose but
everything to gain from contacts with the West and a rapprochement with the
western Church. In addition, he reminded the Russian authorities that the
Greek Catholic Church already existed within Russian boundaries, namely: in
occupied BGalicia. Finally, he referred to some of the quiding principles of
the Revolution:

*In your slogans you called for freedom of religious beliefs;

supposediy, therefore, you will not restrict or abrogate it, but

instead will allow the Church that you took over to develop....

I{, in your thinking, every people may develop freely in the

faith of its choice, then what danger do you perceive in the fact

7
that many “Russians’ want to be in unity with the Reman Church?"

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s intervention was successful} the Russian

provisional government granted the GreeK Catholic Church equal status with
8

the Roman Catholic Church. 1Its priests began to appear publicly at reli-
gious gatherings and exarch Leonid Fedorov was invited by the government to
attend deliberations on religious affairs of its committee on 'Church-state

9

relations. By the end of the year, the provisional government proclaimed a

: 10
Regulation for the Catholic Church in Russia.

The resolutions of the sobor affirmed unity with Rome on fundamental

issues (papal primacy, the truths of the faith and saints canonized in the



West were <formally accepted), but at the same time they recognized the
distinctiveness of the Eastern tradition in such areas as liturgy (n¢ Latin
forms would be accepted), canon law {(canonical innovations in the western
Church since the 7th Ecumenical Council were not binding unless they expli-
citly referred to the Eastern Church), and sacramental ministry (where
Eastern practices such as the communion of infants were affirmed).
Church-state relations were covered in resolutions 25 and 26: the
sobor considered the Church’s independence from the itate as essenttial,
1

however, it also considered legalization necessary. Ard, in a socially

significant departure from the feudal practice of ius patronatus which was

still widespread in Balicia, the synod recognized no lay patronage rights
over churches: according to article N"35 of the sobor’s decisions, "a lay

person who gives something to the Church relinquishes all claims on what
12
has been given."

b. interpreting the fall of tsarism and its implications for UKkraine

In the months that followed his release, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
expressed himself publicly on the developments in Russia and UKraine. On
leaving St. Petersburg on his way to Kiev on 24 April, 1917, he wrote 2
message to the Ukrainian National Council representatives in St. Peters-
burg, in which he referred to the "historic moment* that had occurred:

°In accordance with divine Providence, the shackles that once

bound our Ukrainian people have fallen off; no longer are our

people gagged. Along with the renewal of life in all of Russia

our people too are revived.... I am grateful for being able to

witness this moment and, with a sincere, silent prarer, 1 have

bowed my head before the inscrutable paths of divine Provi-




13

dence.”

Seeing the developments in Russia favorably, Sheptytsky understood
them as having great significance for UKrainians in Galicia. For indeed, he
saw the national strivings of Ukrainians in Galicia and in Russian Ukraine
as 9nited and identical. It was in that light that he understood the warm
reception that he had been given on arrival at St. Petersburg:

"I Know that the ovations were directed not so much to me per-

sonally as rather to the entire Ukrainian people in Galicia; in

that way, »ou have publicly demonstrated our indivisible national

unity, the closest of bonds and fraternal regard /that exist

between us/, and /our/ identical strivings for self-determination

(“samooznachennia’), development and the raising up of our natio-

nal culture.... not even boundaries can tear apart our national

unity and the soul of our good Ukrainian people. This national

unity of ours is the surest guarantee of a magrnificent future to
which we can look forward boldiy, and toward which all of us,

Ukrainians, will walk together in our cultural work.'14

On his way back to Lviy through neutral Sweden and Switzerland, the
Metropolitan again had occasion to express his favorable view of the fall
of tsarism and the estabiishment of an independent UKrainian state in Kiev;
in essence, it had brought and end to the period of harsh oppression of the
Eastern-rite Catholic (Uniate) Church in Russia:

"Tsarism persecuted us and officially suppressed our Church at

the end of the eighteenth century in Ukraine and in 1838 in

Brelorussia and Volhynia. Today we have eight eﬁarchies: 3 in

Galicia, 3 in Hungary, and 2 in America. However, the memory o+

the Uniate Church has remained deep and very much alive in the



regions which it once occupied, and today it enjoys the favor
which is accorded to all formerly oppressed forces. That is why
the present Russian revolution, without actuwally being sympathe-

15
tic towards us, is not particularly hostile towards us either."

In late Auqust, 1917, Sheptytsky addressed Ukrainians in Vienna with
much the same optimism about the anticipated end of the war:

*The moment is approaching when the bitter punishment will come

to an end; the path that leads to a better future is opening up

before us. The developments in Ukraine, which is now free, are

the guarantee of a glorious future for the UKrainian peop'le."16
He urged Ukrainians to give thanks tc God "for those magnificent hopes for
the future, for those beautiful beginnings of national development," and to
ask for all that they needed "both in Russian Ukraine and here for the free
and full development of all their God-given attributes and strengths.'17 In
Sheptytsky’s wview, those hopes for political freedom were closely inter-
woven with the expectation that a new era was at hand for Eastern-rite
Cathplicism:

"There, beyond the border, a free UKraine has been resurrected.

The people are reawaKening to a new life and, with vyouthful

strength and vigour they are working towards the establishment of

their own state. Hope for the Holy Unia is also being revived,

and the blood of our martyrs is beginning to bear the fruit of

the Christian, spiritual rebirth of our people."18

In September, 1917, Sheptytsky addressed his people in L’viv for the

first time in three years. Again, the fundamental changes in Russia were

foremost in his mind:



"Our faith and hope have overcome. The pagan tsarist authority

has turned into dust, 1like a demonic idol! before the tabernacle

of Bod. The power which for centuries oppressed our faith and our

nationality has disappeared from the face of the earth: it is no

longer there! Those who wanted by every available means to

shackle the Ukrainian people with a yoKe, those who tried with

all manner of violence to destroy the very memory of the Holy

Unia have been struck down as if by a thunderbolt, by the hand of

the Almighty; lowered and humbled, they have become an example of

how God, ever-merciful though He is, nevertheless sometimes

punishes injustice and humbles the proud even in this uorld.'19

Despite that national optimism, however, the Metropolitan did not set
aside his loyalty to the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Thus, his vision of a
free, united Ukraine was still framed within the bounds of Austrian mon-
archism:

"We have a young monarch who sincterely loves his peoples. Among

the members of the imperial family who are closest to him we have

advisers who are wise and well-disposed towards us. The leader-

ship has become convinced that our people is always faithful to

God, that even in the most terrible misery they Kept faithful to

their morarch, that we gladiy sacrificed our property and our

blood, and that we only want to live in freedom in our own

land."20

Sheptytsky’s internment in Russia, which took him from Kiev to Nizhnii

Novgorod and Kurs‘k, then to the Spaso-Efimiev monastery prison in Suzdal”

and finally to Yaroslavl’, effectively isolated him from the Greek Catholic



Church in Russian-occupied Galicia and prevented him from carrying out any
pastoral activity. Nevertheless, he made a point of raising humanitarian
issues before the tsarist government that had ordered his arrest. And, in
the six months between his release and his arrival back in L’viv, the
Metropolitan was able to lay the groundwork for a Greek Catholic Church in
Russia with the consent of the provisional government in St. Petersburg. In
meetings with Ukrainian political circles, he also tock the opportunity of
expressing his views on the radical change in Russia and its implications
for Ukraine,

Essentially, he welcomed the fall of tsarism, and saw it as opening up
new possibilities for the religious and political future of UKraine. In the
area of religion, it appeared to him that the era of the Russian persecu-
tion of the Uniate Church was $inally over; the promising direction of the
provisional government’s policy on religion and reliqious freedom fanned
hopes for a Catholic missionary drive to the East. In the political sphere,
Sheptytsky welcomed the beginnings of a Ukrainian political administration
in Kiev as a significant step toward the political unification and self-
determination of one UKrainian people.

So sweeping and so unexpected were the shifts in political reality and
in political ideas, that Sheptytsky felt he could only attribute them to
"the inscrutable paths of divine Providence.” At the same time, he Knew
that those changes offered UKrainians unique and historic opportunities to
which they themselves would have to respond.

Because of the enduring impact of the developments in Russia, it is
not surprising that the Metropolitan’s ethical reflection on social an&
poiitical reality should have continued to be strongly oriented eastward

after his return to L’viv in September, 1917. It is to that next moment

that we now turn,



. Restoration and new challenges in Galicia: 1917-1920

Upon returning to L’viv, Metropolitan Sheptytsky set about reconstruc-
ting the life of his Church, whose internal and external affairs had been

profoundly shaken up by the war.

1. The restoraticn of the internal l1ife of the Church

The main focus of attention in rebuilding the internal life of the
Ukrainian Catholic Church was on the development of a highly qualified
clergy that would be attuned to the new socio-political environment and

equal to the challenge of a Catholic missien in the East.

a. Assessment of the situation: the war and its aftermath

On 21 February, 1918, in their first joint pastoral since the begin-
ning of the war, the Ukrainian Catholic bishops headed by Metropolitan
Sheptytsky drew attention to the extreme suffering that the war had brought
upon the UKrainian people:

*The war inflicted deep and serious materixl and spiritual wounds

upon us. It is not yet possible to describe all the suffering to

which our poor people were exposed. Nor can the sacrifices that

21
we made be counted yet."”
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Beyond the material losses of 1ife and property, there had been spiritual

losses. The Russian Orthodox attack on Greek Catholicism in Galicia, spear-
headed by Archbishop Evlogii, had had its impact. The pastoral Tetter went
en to cite the "sad apostasy of some unfertunates who, either through fear
or for some benefit, renounced their faith.'23 Viewing the situation in

which their Church found itself, the Greek Catholic bishops concluded that

one of the most urgent tasks before them was the restoration of popular



religious education (mainly through catechism and preaching), which they
24

considered to have fallen into neglect. Thus, they concluded, many years

of dedicated pastoral vork were needed in order to heal the wounds of this

25
war.

At the same time, the bishops also expressed an optimism that recalled
come of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s statements in the previous year; the end
of the war had opened a new era in the history of the UKrainian people and
their Chul"ch."26 Politically, that new era was marKed by "the awakening of
Ukraine into statehood;® in ecclesiastical terms, there was now a new
"qlorious hope for 2 new flowering of our ecclesiastical Unia.'z?

Moreover, in Galicia, there were signs that the former divisiveness
that had plagued the Greek Catholic clergy was finally coming to an end. In
particular, the Russophilism of some Greek Catholic priests, "who con-
sidered our people to be one with the Russians,"28 was no longer tenable
because of the histerical changes that had taken place, namely: the fall of
the Russian empire, the recognition by the civilized worid of the right of
nations to self-determination, and "the worldwide recognition of the Ukrai-
nian people as an independent people, distinct from the Great Russian
people.'29 Indeed, the bishops argued, the war had revealed that the Musco-
phile or "01d Ruthenian® orientation among the Ukrainian Catholic clergy
wae in fact harmful to the people and contrary to their good; during the
Russian occupation of Galicia, that tendency had been at the root of "the
apostasy of many confused Christians and some priests who were either
inadequate or extremely weak of faith."30 Now that this serious obstacle to
unity had been removed, the Greek Catholic Church would be free to address
the pressing needs of the time. And it was precisely the purpose of the

31
pastoral "to draw attention to the needs and the dangers of the moment.*”




b. Principles: the need of political and ecclesiastical leaders

Foremost among those needs, both in the political and in the ecclesi-
astical spheres, was the need of able leaders. In all walks of UKrainian
social and religious life, the fields were ripe, but the harvesters few. As
the bishops saw it, exceptional individuals had to be found to take up the
*great tasks® that tay ahead:32

"Times are coming when our people, in the Ukrainian state and in

our ltand /i.e., eastern Galicia/, must produce an abundance of

people to occupy the leading positions and to whom the common

good in all areas of social and economic life will be en-
33
trusted.”

In the socio-political sphere, the primary concern with nationbuilding
was situated within a Christian woridview. Accordingly, Christian scholars
and poets were urgently needed to “raise the level of Christian cul ture”
among UKrainfans; politicians, to overcome the obstacles standing in the
way of nationbuilding ("rozvoiu narodnoho derzhavnoho zhrttia®); and
geniuses, to "lead our people into a new era of development, prosperity and
welfare.'34 From the standpoint of the Church, what were needed were "great
and holy servants of God who by word and exampie would be wise leaders in
all areas of social, national (’narodnoho’), and political life.'as

In the religious sphere, the primary concern of the bishops was with
the sanctification of the Ukrainian people, so that they might become *"a
holy peopie, and fulfil their divine mission to convert the whole East to
the léght of the faith, and to contribute to the common good of the human

race."” This meant that, in the Ukrainian political entity that was taking

shape, the source of religious unity was to be found within the Catholic



Church. Here too, the task was long and arduous, and would require special
individuals: holy activists, apostles and teachers, who would not only
strengthen Catholic life in Galicia, but would also *carry the banner of
the Holy Unia to the whole Ukrainian state.'a? And if one great saint could
be found among the people, then he would surely take upon his shoulders
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*the burdens that entire generations could not bear."”

c. Praxis
i. clerical unity and patriotic sentiment

In approaching the task of reconstruction, the Greek Catholic bishops
placed special emphasis upon the cohesiveness of the Greek Catholic clergy,
both among themselves and with the people. Just as they had done in the
series of pastorals on solidarity in the Austrian period, they again
stressed the importance of a cellective approach by the Church to the
social and religious challenges facing Ukrainians. Again, they chose the
way of a collective pastoral to convey a living example of unity to the
clergy and the faithful alike. The hierarchs pointed out that the views
expressed in their pastoral were not the views of one individual but of the
entire Ukrainian episcopate, and therefore they were more truly "the voice
of the Church®™ and carried more weight.39 In particular, the bishops urged
their priests to show unity with the episcopate, as well as unity among
themselves and with the people.40 And, Following their example, the entire
UKrainian Catholic community was exhorted to do away with all divisions and
disunity among the peop'le;41 for, in the work "for the Kingdom of God
amongst our people," all would have to show the solidarity, unity in love,
and community of work that "issue from Christian fraternal 1009.'42

Beyond those exhortations, the recent course of history was also seen

as promising; the new situation appeared conducive to a new unity that had



not been possible before the war. The waning of Galician Russophilism and
the emergence of a UKrainian national consciousness were now indisputable
facts of Ukrainian social history, and the Church had no alternative but to
accept them. According to the Ukrainian bishops, this was a moral obliga-
tion:
"Priests whose national sentiments differ from those of the
Ukrainian people are obliged in conscience to adapt themselves to
those others in their work Zoutside the Church/. They must set
aside their personal convictions and adapt in everything to the
people whose pastors they are.'43
In addition, priests were encouraged to promote and in no way to obstruct
the development of Ukrainian cﬁlture.
"We will require that, regardless of any personal national con-
victions, no one will obstruct the complete development of the
national 1ife and the culture of the Ukrainian people, but rather
will serve them and will adopt a favorable attitude toward all of
their matters."44
Special attention would be given to seeing that this position was under-
stood and put into practice by those priests who had formeriy been associ-
ated with the Muscophile tendency. This was no different, the bishops
explained, from what was expected of any non-UKkrainian priest who was
entrusted with pastoral work among Ukrainians; in accordance with the
Pauline example of being "all things to all men® (1 Cor 9:22), the official
position of the UKrainian Catholic Church was stated clearly:
*«v. 2 foreigner who works as a spiritual pastor among the UKrai-

nian people must renounce his own personal patriotism for their



sake, take up the Cross of Jesus Christ and, for the 1love of

Christ and of his spiritual flock, become all things to his

flock: a Ukrainian for UKratnians, in order to save them.“45

In the new historical situation, the needs of UKrainian society were
such that the bishops felt that they simply could not ailow any "political
or national agitation that was contrary to the national sentiments of the
Ukrainian people."46 Nor did this amount to a call to political activity by
priests; on the contrary, the pastoral affirmed the primacy of the spiri-
tual Ffunction of a priest.q? But, in a way that recalled Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s pre-World War I endorsement of some socioeconomic and poli=-
tical involvement by priests, the bichops affirmed an essentially similar
Kind of pastoral synthesis, attending to both the material and the spiri-
tual needs of the people:

"aAny work /by a priest/ that would address the material welfare

of the people, or which would take account of other needs besides

their religious needs, must have the divine character of a spiri-

tual ministry (‘dushpastyrstva’), that is, it must always be

aimed toward the Christian goal of the salvation of the soul, and

must always be founded on the principles of divine Taw and the

Catholic faith. A priest’s work for the community outside the

Church should tie people to their Church and strengthen their

Christian convictions; but, in order to reach their hearts

(‘traftyty do serdets’ liudyi’}, that community work outside the
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Church must be characterized by a love for the people.”



ii. the selection of candidates to the priesthood

In October, 1918, Metropolitan Sheptytsky responded further to the
needs associated with a Catholic Ukraine. By that time, he had become con-
vinced that the historical moment placed a new moral duty on the Ukrainian
clergy, "“to respond to our mission to our brothers® (i.e., in Eastern
Ukraine).49 Moreover, he came to believe that the only realistic way for
the Ukrainian Catholic Church to fulfil that mission was by extending its
acelesiastical "army* to include a "light cavairy," namely: celibate
priests.so Considering also that the mission to the East was not a job for
married priests, Sheptytsky issued a decree whereby one-half of the Semi-
nary in L’viv would be reserved for candidates to the celibate priesthood
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for a period of twelve years.

No less important, however, was the task of assuring 2 constant flow
of solid candidates to Fill the clerical cadres on the home +front in
Galicia. With considerable candor, Sheptytsky confessed that before the war
he had erred in allowing himself to be guided by the opinions of others as
to the acceptability of candidates for the priesthood. In that way, he
feared that some people were ordained who should not have been. “"Today," he
admitted, "1 recognize that as a grave offence and I am determined to
correct myself.”sz He proposed to do so by devoting special attention to
what he felt should be the main criteria for determining the worthiness of
candidates to the priesthood: a spirit of holiness and praver, a readiness
to work hard (as opposed to candidates who were given to stoth), and a
spirit of sacrifice (as opposed to those who merely sought personal
gain).53 The quality of the decision about the acceptablity of sacerdotal
candidates was vital to the common good, Sheptytsky believed; indeed, so

vital, that he considered it better to err in that decision on the side of

the common good (that is, with excessive caution in screening candidates),



rather than to its detriment. As the Metropolitan explained:
"...it is preferable not to accept for ordination a candidate who
could become a good priest than to admit an unworthy one. For the
harm that an unworthy /priest/ brings upon the Church is so great
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that it is probably difficult to be excessively cautious.”

In their $irst collective pastoral after the war, the Greek Cathelic
bishops returned to a theme they had jointly addressed on a nonumber of
occasions prior to 1914: the vital importance of clerical solidarity to the
Church’s work in society. But, mindful of the fundamental changes that the
war had brought, the bishops did not simply reiterate their earlier posi-
tion of unabashed clericalism. Instead, they explicitly acknowledged that,
in the work of naticnbuilding, both religious and secular 1leaders were
needed. Moreover, the notion of clerical unity was itself broadened; in
view of the perceived needs of the times, priests were henceforth expected
to show unity with the national consciousness of the Ukrainian people. éas
for Metropolitan Sheptytsky, he approached the issue of religious leader-
ship with a renewed commitment towards ensuring that future priests of the
Greek Catholic Church would be truly dedicated: willing to make sacrifices,
and prepared to serve the common good of all Ukrainians, as they antici-

pated the urification of western and eastern UKrainian lands.

LX)~




2. External issues

a. The Brest-Litovsk treaty and the principle of self-determination

On ¥ February, 1918, a treaty was signed at Brest-Litovsk between the
Ukrainian National Republic and the Centpral Powers <(Germany, Austria-
Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey). By virtue of that agreement, the Central
Powers would recognize Ukraine as a political entity and in return would
receive economic assistance, primarily in the form of foodstyffs, Far more
controversial, however, was a provision for the annexation by Ukraine of
two regions: Kholm and Podlachia. That aspect of the treaty became a new
bore of contention between Ukrainians and Poles. The former saw the deci-
sion as Jjust, for it reflected the will and the ethnic character of the
regions; the latter branded it "the fourth Partition of Poiand." The dis-
pute came to 2 head three weeks after the signing of the treaty, when two
speeches were delivered in the Austrian House of Lords. Bishop Josef
Pelczar, Latin-rite ordinary of Peremyshl’, spoke for the Polish side,
while the UKrainian side was represented by Metropolitan  Andrei
Sheptytsky.ss Sheptytsky argued that a fundamental shift had occurred in
the international community’s thinking about the basis for setting terri-
torial boundaries:

"The old principle of diplomatically constituted territorial

boundaries... is being opposed in modern times by a new principie

which... imposes new groupings that are more appropriate to the

consciousness of peoples. Obviously, a principle that answers to

the 1life and needs of peoples will prevail. 1t is no longer a

matter of what was decided at some peace congress or other, but

of what ethnographically distinct pecples want, It is a matter of

ethnographic boundaries, and of the right of self-determination



('Selbstbestimrnungsr'echt’).'56

In Sheptytsky’s view, ethnographic boundaries and the underlying prin-
ciple of self-determination served the interests of world peace, +for this
principie did not allow "the domination of one national group over an-
other.'S? On the contrary, the Metropolitan was convinced that the end of
the war had signalled the dawn of a new historical era in which the peace-
ful coexistence of nations would replace the domination and hegemony of
some over others: -

"Obviously, the principle of ethnographic divisions will not

please those who have become accustomed to hegemony over others.

That Kind of hegemony can no longer be sustained; it belongs te

the obsolete, abnormal conditions of the past historical

period."58

From the context of the debate around “he contested regions, it is
clear that when he said “hegemony,® the Metropolitan was referring oblique-
1y to Poland.59 In Sheptytsky’s perception, the new world order had re-
placed political domination with the duty of every national state to serve
humanity, for "The duty of nations and states is to rise up above every
narrowly-conceived and self-serving egoism and to work and make sacrifices
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for the good of all humanity."

Yet, in additiocn to ethnographic considerations ano Jemocratic prin-

ciples, the issue of religious identity had also been a pivotal factor in

the history of the Kholm region:
“The bloody persecutions of our peopie in the Kholm region, and
the Russian invasion of Galicia seemed to herald the last days in
the history of the Unia. We thought that we were witnessing the

complete destruction of our Church and of the 1last representa-

199



tives of this idea /of church unity/. The miraculous reversal /of

that process/, through the will of the Almighty, revives hopes

for a greater future. And for us, in Galicia, the successful end

to the war brings new hopes on that -Front."61
The Catholicism that Poles wanted for the region was Latin and Polish;
Ukrainian Catholics considered that to be a betraval of the 14th century
Brest Union, signed in that very region, whereby their Orthodox forefathers
had joined with Rome but not with the Latin-rite. Metropolitan Sheptrtsky
made it clear that, in his view, the region was not only ethnically Ukrai=-
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nian, but also historically UKrainian Cathotic.

b. The Polish-UKrainian war in theclogical perspective

The dissolution of the Habsburg Empire and the end of the world war in
Dctober, 1918 left open the question of the control of Galicia. From Novem-
ber, 1918 toc July, 1919 the Ukrainian Galician army struggled against
Polish forces for possession of the area in a local war that compounded the
devastation of the world war. In the end, Poland took Galicia.

In August, 1919, the Ukrainian Catholic bishops addressed the new
situation of Galicia under Polish rule. The destruction caused by the
second war outweighed that of the first, they pointed out.63 Thousands of

civilians had been taken as prisoners of war; five priests had been Killed,

and hundreds of others were imprisoned; churches and monasteries had been
é4

looted.

Looking at the destruction and suffering from a theological perspec-
tive, the bishops related it to the will of God. "It pleased the Almighty
65

One," they remarked, “to send these new and harsh sufferings upon us."

And, in the conviction that nothing happens outside divine providence, they
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éé
resoived to accept "these blows from the hands of God.”

Yet the theological explanation was not limited to a fatalistic accep~-
tance of suffering; for, the bishops emphasized, God was a good Father, and
even when He punished His children, He did so for their good and in view of
3 sacred purpose.é? It was therefore up to Christians to determine, in
light of their faith, the meaning of that punishment. That process of
discovery involved an introspective examination of conscience. The bishops
instructed their faithful,

*Let us enter into ourselves and ask whether we have not offended

Bod in any way; 1let us seeK higher, <#urther reasons for our

sufferings. Let us look upon them from the point of view of our

faith. Let us try to answer the question: why, for what reasons

and towards what aim did God permit (‘dopustyv’) us to suffer in

this way?'és

Their own deliberation on that question led the bishops to suggest two
possible sources that might have incurred divine punishment: those people
*who wanted to undertake the worK for the future of the nation not only
without God, but with an outright struggle against His divine law,* and
these "who were unable to sacrifice personal gain for the sake of the
common good and out of fraternal Ioue.‘69

From a Christian perspective therefore, as the bishops saw 1it, the
fundamental problem was that some Ukrainian initiatives of nationbuilding
had diverged from the Christian fzith and social values. Consequently, the
solution was a matter of restoring the theological foundations of UKrainian
social and political ideals:

*Only one thing is needed: for our entire people to understand

that it is essential to return to the Lord God; for everyone to




focus their life’s goal first and foremost on the Kingdom of God,
on divine righteousness, on truth and justice; for people to
understand that the foundation of life is /found in/ the divine
truths which assure the morality (’zapevniaiut’ obychainist’’) ot

individuals and nations. By no other path will anyone achieve
70
noble and enduring success."”
Implicit in that fundamental reorientation towards Christian values
was a corresponding shift of focus: from self-serving, private interests to

a collectively shared concern for the common good. The bishops therefore

urged Ukrainians, "let us try to earn God’s divine grace not only for
71
ourselves but for everyone."

c¢. Sheptytsky’s representations after the Polish takeover of BGalicia

In October, 1918, anticipating that the dissolution of Austria-Hungary
was imminent, UKrainian deputies of both the Vienna parliament and of the
local diets of Galicia and Bukovyna called a meeting in L’viv to discuss
the future of the UKrainian territories of Austria: east Galicia, north-
western BuKovyna, and Ukrainian Transcarpathia. On 19 October, this Consti-
tuent Assembly proclaimed an independent Ukrainian state in those terri-
tories. Later that day, this act was endorsed at a meeting of some 300
delegates from all three regions.

Present at both were the Ukrainian Catholic bishops Kotsilovs’/Kyi and
Khomyshyn, as well as Metropolitan Andrei Sheptytsky. Although the Metro-
politan addressed neither of those two assemblies, two weeks later, on 1
November, he welcomed news that UKrainians had seized power in L7viv with a
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bloodless coup.

In a matter of days, however, Polish forces controlled L‘viv, and



placed Metropolitan Sheptytsky under house arrest in his residence on
November 3; he was neither permitted to receive visitors nor to enter the
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adjacent cathedral. That forced isolation apparently lasted until the end
74
of March, 1920.

In Janvary, 1919, after Polish forces had conducted searches of the
St. George’s Cathedral complex in L’viv and had seized correspondence of
the Archeparchy, the Polish division commander, Genera! RozwadowsKi, wrote
an open letter to Metropolitan Sheptytsky charging that the UKrainian
Catholic clergr were doing nothing to prevent Ukrainians from committing
alleged acts of barbarism. Rozwadowski added that an official statement by

the Metropolitan could go a2 long way towards ending the “artificial hatred
75
of Ukrainians toward Poles."”

Metropolitan Sheptytsky responded with an open Tetter of his own: he
refused to comply with the general’s suggestion. In the first place, he
doubted whether "regrettable acts of violence® had been committed by only
one side. Secondly, as he was not in a position to have access to complete
and accurate information, the Metropolitan suggested that an international
commission be set up which could give an impartial hearing to both sides.
Third, he emphasized that any official statement that he might make and
which was Known to have been either "inspired by the commander of the

Polish army or written under his threat," would certainly fail to persuade
76
the Ukrainian public.

Yet, despite his reluctance to accede to the general’s request,
Sheptytsky did not set aside pressing humanitarian concerns. When the
Polish army interned thousands of Ukrainians, among them some 400 priests,
he intervened with the authorities. A good number of them were released,

unfortunately only to be confined to quarters by the military authori-
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ties.

In a similar fashion, the Metropolitan intervened with Ukrainian
military authorities on behalf of Poles. While UKrainian forces controlled
East Galicia, some Polish.priests were interned. The Metropolitan sent a
memorandum to the President of the State Secretariat ("Rada Derzhavnykh

Sekretariv") asking for their release, and on 9 March, 1919, the Latin—rite‘
priests were -Frwn.'d.?8

A hotly contested issue at this time was education for Ukrainians. As
Polish administrative control of Galicia extended itselt into education,
Ukrainian university students and professors staunchiy refused to swear
allegiance to Poland. Their punishment was exclusion from the university;
any attempts to seek alternatives (such as studying abroad or organizing
underground courses) were similarly quashed. Police harassment of Ukrainian
educators and students was common.

After almost two years of such tensions, on 30 June, 1920, tuwenty-
three prominent Ukrainians, representing cultural and academic institutions
signed an open letter of protest against the Polish suppression of Ukrai-
nian education in Galicia.79 Listing abuse after abuse, the document
charged "the aim that Poland is pursuing in Galicia is nothing but the
systematic destruction of the Ukrainian intelligentsia." Signing for the
UKrainian National Museum in L‘viv were its director, Ivan Svientsits’Kyi,
and its founder, Andrei, Count Sheptytsky.

In his interventions after the Polish takeover of L‘viv, therefore,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky concentrated mainly on the defence of the funda-
mental rights of Ukrainians. Yet, at the same time, the humanitarian dimen-
sion of his activity continued to include a concern for the welfare of

Ukrainians and Poles alike.



D. The Economic_and Political Plioght of Balicia: the Metropoiitan‘s

Mission Abroad, 1920-1923

The final portion of this transitional, second period of Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s activity was a three-year Jjourney, from November, 1920 to
October, 1923: through Western Europe, Canada, the United States, Brazil
and Argentina, and then back again to Europe via North America.

The main purposes of the Metropolitan’s trip were to seek economic
assistance and political support for Ukrainians in Galicia. Economically,
the country was in a crisis, having been devastated by 3 succession of wars
and military occupations; relief was desperately needed. Politically, Gali-
cian UKrainians were actively seeking international support for their
aspirations toward national seif-determination; Sheptytsky endorsed those
aspirations and tried to advocate them before the international political
community. In addition to those two aims, the Metropolitan also tried to
promote the idea of creating Eastern-rite wings of Western monastic orders
25 & source of missionaries for Russia, but this does not enter into oup
area of inguiry. We therefore limit ourselves to a brief overview of the
first two aims.

Although an important part of the Metropolitan‘s travel did involve
meeting Ukrainian Catholic communities in wvarious countries of the
diaspora, he of course had no opportunity during this time to write pas-
toral letters or theological tracts. What we have reconstructed here cannot
claim to be more than the main lines of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s activity
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in a period that will no doubt yet prove a fertile field for research.

1. Relief for victims of war in Balicia

Bne of the main aims of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s Jjourney was to seek

132



economic relief for victims of the wars in Galicia. In his account, since
1914, the territory of Galicia had been crossed four times by warring
armies. In many areas, trenches were so dense that the cultivation of
fields was virtually impossible; hom2less UKrainian families, which in the
Metropolitan’s estimate numbered thirty thousand, often had no other re-
course but to live in the abandoned trenches. Unsanitary Zonditions led to
the spread of black typhus and a child mortality rate that was hovering at
the level of 58%. Homeless orphans were in the tens of thousands. Compoun-
ding this human tragedy was a devaluation of currency in BGalicia so drastic
that Jifetime saufngs were wiped out in a matter of months. As for the
Polish government, whose forces now occupied the region, it seemed unable
to 2lleviate the grave economic situation.81

As he travelled through North America {from August, 1921 to April,
1922), the Metropolitan spoke about those socio-economic hardships in
Galicia, emphasizing in particular the plight of the homeless orphans.82 In
a letter to the New YorKk-based Joint Distribution Committee of the American
Funds for Jewish War Sufferers, Sheptytsky explained that his mission was
“to help the poorest of the poor, viz., the helpless, abandoned orphans of
all denominations in a country ravaged by war and pernicicus Bolshevik
mismanagement, economic and spiritual."83

Al though the auailabl;4 information about the success of the fund-

raising campaign is scanty, it is Known that what was collected enabled
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the Metropolitan to establish other orphanages in Galicia.

2., The political future of Galicia

The second side of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s activity abroad was
diplomatic and invoclved the advocacy of UKrainian self-determination in

anticipation of the decision of the Council of Ambassadors in Paris. As a



member of the UKrainian National Council headed by its president-in-exile
Evhen Petrushevych, Sheptytsky remained in close touch with UKrainian
political and diplomatic missions during his travels. And in meetirgs with
foreign dignitaries, the Metropolitan tried to convey the concerns of
UKrainians about the political future of Galicia. For example, in November,
1921, he submitted a memorandum on the subject to U.S. State Secretary
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Hughes. And it was in the the Unites States that the Metropolitan ex-

plained his sense of obl{bation in this matter:
"As long as 1 have the strength, 1 consider it my duty to assist
our people and our Church. I¥ the Council of Ambassadors were to
turn Balicia over to Poland, 1 would consider myself at fault if,
while in the European capitals and in washinéton, I had not done

everything that was possible to represent and defend our
87

cause."”

Metropolitan Sheptytsky was in Paris on the eve of the momentous
decision of the Council of Ambassadors corcerning the political future of
Galicia. On 14 March, 1923, he met with French President Raymond Poincarré,
to whom he explained that Ukrainians "would never accept Polish domination
‘and that /Polish sovereignty in East Galicia/ would be the beginning of
eternal disquiet, of a state of war.'as The Metropolitan was zlso to have
met Jules Cambon, the President of the Council of Ambassadors in an attempt
to express UKrainian concerns. Having thus done yhat he could, the Metro-
politan looked forward to the Council’s decision with a2 prayer: "God grant

that our cause may be decided according to His wiil {(“po Bozhomu’)- so that
8¢9
our people may at least have the freedom to develop in a natural way."
On 15 March, the Council of Ambassadors gave East Galicia to Poland;

the Metropolitan’s efforts in Paris had failed to achieve the desired



resuit. Still, they shed light on his personal commitment to the Ukrainian
national cause. They also showed that a three-year absencé had not dimi-
nished his Keen grasp of the socio-political conditions in Galicia: for, in
the following two decades, his prediction to President Poincarré would,

unfortunately, prove all-too-accurate.

E. Conclusion

This second period of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s social thought and
activity (1914~1923) may perhaps best be characterized with reference to
the main focus in each of its three phases: Church unity, the restoration
of clerical cadres, and the economic and political future of Galicia. Each
of those issues had its ethical underpinnings, and Metropolitan Sheptytsky
showed both an awareness of them and a readiness to address them.

Under his guidance, the sobor in St. Petersburg reflected a sensi-
tivity to the concerns of Orthodox believers who wished to become Catholic:
while affirming papal primacy, the newly-constituted Eastern-rite Catholic
Church in Russia would require no special oath of loralty to the pope by
its faithful, and the sobor left aside completely the question of tnfalli-
bility.90 No less important in this respect was the sobor’s endorsement of
Eastern liturgical and canonical traditions.

Following through on other resolutions of the socbor, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky tried to establish a framework for the Church’s modus vivendi
with the post-tsarist Russian state, one that would balance coexistence
with jurisdictional independence. For it was the state that had to grant
the Church its legal right to exist, and the Metropolitan’s successful

appeal in the matter centered on the Revolution’s affirmation of religious

liberty. At the same time, the sobor took a strong stand in favor of the



separation (understood as the jurisdictional distinctiveness) of Church and
state. In doing so, the sobor also abolished an archaic institution that
was still to be found in Galicia: parish patronage rights.

On the home front, the years between late 1917 and late 1920 were a
chaotic time of continuing war, occupation, and idealistic attempts to
restore social order. Internally, the Greek Catholic bishops addressed
themselves to the pressing need of leaders in UKrainian society by calling
for 2 new breed and caliber of UKrainian Catholic priest: patriotic, dedi-
cated to the common good (understood here primarily in relation to the task
of nationbuilding) and, if possible, celibate. In external relations,

Metropolitan Sheptytsky advocated the internationally accepted principle of

self-determination as the strongest foundation for Ukrainian aspirations
1
towards nationrhood.

Throughout this period, the un{oldin; of human history continued to be
seen in light of divine Providence. Thus, the fall of isarism was inter-
preted as a blessing and source of hope, and likened to the fall of demonic
idols; on the other hand, the taKeover of Galicia by Polish forces in 1919
was cast as a cosmic drama having both natural and supernatural dimensions.

From the point of view of social ethics, the final segment of this
period, the Metropolitan’s three-year mission abroad, may be said to have
been pure praxis. For indeed, it was a time when action rather than reflec-
tion was desperately needed in order to secure economic and political
assistance for Galicia.

Such was the many~faceted and troubled transition through which Metro-

politan Sheptytsky, both in Galicia and abroad, accompanied his people as

they entered the interwar years.



CHAPTER 3:
THE SOCIAL TEACHING AND PRAXIS OF METROPOLITAN SHEPTYTSKY

DURING THE YEARS 1923-1%39

A. Introduction

The third major period of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s archepiscopal
activity began with his return to L’viv after the fateful decision of the
Council of Ambassadors in Paris in March, 1923, That decision signalled
international consensus that the matter of Western Ukraine was closed and
this put an end to Ukrainian diplomatic representations. Thenceforth,
moderate UKrainians in Poland would struggle for minority rights and re-
gional autonomy within the limits of Polish law and parliamentary pro-
cedure; others, rejecting Polish rule in Eastern Galicia, Jjoined the na-
tionalist underground which 2imed to overthrow what it saw as foreign rule,

In this chapter, we examine Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s responses to
social issues that emerged in interwar Poland. Three major areas stand out
in the Metropolitan’s social writings and activity at this time: the Ukrai-
nian Greek Catholic Church’s struggle against communism, its position vis-
a-vis the Polish state, and the response to Ukrainian nationalism in view

of the future of the Ukrainiar people.



B. Communism
1. Empirical and Thelogical Assessments of the Situation
The social question and the various forms of conflict between the
UKrainian Greek Catholic Church and socialism, which had been an important
focus of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s attention during the Austrian period,
continued to be a matter of urgent concern during the interwar, Polish
period. In particular, Sheptytsky felt thﬁt the Russian Revolution, which
had effectively installed a communist regime on Galicia’s eastern border,
increased the threat to the Church and the faith. LooKing back at this
interwar period in 1939, he wrote that the social question
“...which was only born and emerged in the time of Leo XIII,
became a aqreat threat to the Church and humanity during the
pontificate of Pius XI in the form of communism, which captured a
great world power and which uses and abuses every JFavailable/
means and international politics in order to shatter nations and

1
states and to carry out a worldwide revolution.™

Similarly,

"We and our generations are witnesses to how an idea, even one
that is false and which rests on the fantastic and unfuilfilled

principles of Marxism, is becoming a force that threatens the

2
whole world with global revolution.®

To Sheptrisky, the Soviet Union represented a consolidation of anticlerical
and atheistic forces and, as such, a threat to Christian societies every-
where. What he had foreseen during the Austrian period as an emergence of
*twe mutually hostile camps" appeared now to have arrived. The es-
tablishment of a communist and officially atheistic state, he felt, had

given a tremendous bocst to atheism in the worlid scene; wuntil the revolu-




tion, atheists may have appeared to be exceptions in many societies, but
now, with the regime’s support, atheism was now "spreading like a terrible

3
disease throughout the whole world.* The Metropolitan sensed an urgency in

the situation; the "frenzied advance of the Kingdom of Satan® was underwa)’4
and it was only 2 matter of time before communism would assert itself in
Galicia as it already had in other European countries. When it did, Ukrai-
nian Catholics would be subjected to the supreme test of their faith:

"... ruthless persecution may place us face to face with the need
to defend our faith even unto death, even, if necessary, unto

5
readiness to shed our blood for the cause of the holy faith.”

But the Metropolitan did not perceive communism only as an external
threat. In addition to the upheaval in Russia with all of its international
consequences, communism was present in Galicia as well, primarily centred
around the Communist Party of Western Ukraine.6 Throughouwt the 1920°s and
early 1930’s, that party had had a relatively isolated existence due to its
hostility toward wvitually every other political arouping in UWestern
Ukraine. But in 1934, it began to approach the socialist parties with
proposals to form & united front that would bring together previously
disparate leftist formations under a common banner of ‘anti-fascism.'? And
on May 16-17, 1934, an “"Anti-Fascist Congress of Cultural Workers® took

place in L’viv; organized by the Communist Party of Western Ukraine, the

congress represented one of the greatest successes of the party’s vunited
8
front tactics.

As if those new initiatives by communists toward bbbadening the base
of public support were not a sufficient-zzuse for concern, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky noticed that the communists of Western Ukraine were aiming an

aggressive recruitment campafgn at the Christian community as well. Thus,



when ‘he addressed the Ukrainian Catholic clergy and faithful in 1936 with a
pastoral that pointed to communism as the main “"danger of the present
moment,” Metropolitan Sheptrtsky gave a clear indication of the nature of
the propaganda campaign to which Ukrainian Catholics were being subjected.
The wolf had taken on sheep’s clothing: the communists, Sheptyisky noted,
had undertaken a campaign of deception; they were 'ﬁretending to be belie-
vers and were sacrilegiously receiving the Holy Sacraments.“9 Indeed,
Ukrainian parish priests were reporting a significant increase in sacramen-
tal devotions, particulariy among people who had not been practicing Chris-
tians or who had been widely known or suspected of being cemmunists.10

Seeing this as a deliberately deceptive cover for the real aim of the
communists <to win Christians over to their cause), Sheptytsky described
the scenario of infiltration in the following way:

*From Moscow there came a directive to all communists of the

world: the supreme authority in Moscow commands all communists

who are of Christian descent, that is, those who are baptized, %o

pretend to be the most pious and sincere of Christians. They are

to confess their sins, receive Communion, and join all the bro-

therhoods and associations where Christians are worKing. Every-

where they are to pretend to be pious Christians so as tec +ool

and deceive true, believing Christians all the more success-

fully.... In that way, their leaders tell them, ‘you will be

better able to incite the people against the priest and the
11
Church.”"

Metropoiitan Sheptytsky was further concerned that this danger was
compounded by the general susceptibility of Ukrainian Catholies to such

tactics., Many, he noted, “"believe the Bolsheviks and think that it is




possible to help them without grave sin." Aware of the Stalinist repression
of the Church,12 the Metropolitan warned his peopie that the conciliatory
overtures were but a recruitment tactic, and that the Bolsheviks’ hostility
toward Christianity was historically unprecedented; in effect, it was one
of the main aims of the communists to destroy the Church altogether.13

Towards achieving that goal, they were committed to "2 revolutionary
struggle as part of which they manage to burn churches, murder priests and
faithful, and destroy the faith in peoples’ hearts.'14 The .Hetropolitan
pointed to such consequences of Bolshevism in Russia, Soviet UKraine,
Mexico and Spain. This led him to conclude that *wherever the Bolshevik
Communists appear, there churches begin immediately to burn and innocent
blood flows in swelling streams."15

Considering the antireligious and destructive thrust of Bolshevism,
the Metropolitan was convinzed that any complicity with Bolshevism by
Christians amounted to an act of religious treason. "Is it not obvious,” he
asked in 1934, "that to help such enemies of Christ is to betray Christ and
His Holy Church?"16 As he himself had arqued earlier, the gravity of reli-
gious treason exceeded by far even the betrayal of one’s cwn country.l?

In Sheptytsky’s assessment, therefore, Bolshevism represented a form
of militant atheism that was maKing its way into the European political
order and which posed a considerable threat to the Cathelic Church and
Christian social principles. Although the communists had not yet acquired
political power in Polish Galicia, the Mgtropolitan noted that aggressive
communist agitation was present within the Church and that the consolida-
tion of the political left in an anti-fascist, united front was ultimately

directed against the Church since it served to reinforce militant atheism.

To Metropolitan Sheptytsky, the communist threat to the Greek Catholic



Church in Poiand was a matter of urgent concern,

2. Principles

In order to counter this instance of apostasy and to prevent any
further successes of communist recruitment among Christians, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky in his 1934 pastoral levelled three theses against collaboration
with the communists. They were: “whoever helps the communists, even 1IN
purely political work, betrays the Church;* “"whoever helps the communists
in carrying out their plans for a united, so-called “popular’ or “peoples’
front’ with the socialists and the radicals - betrays his people;* and
“whoever helps the communists in any of their activities, and especially in
the organization of the so-called ‘popular’ or “peoples’ front,” betrars
the cause of the poor, the suffering and the oppressed in the whole

18
world."

Behind each of those three theses, there was a fundamental premise:
that the proponents of the united front were operating on direct instruc-
tions from Moscow.l9 As far as the Metropolitan was concerned, the united
front’s tactical decision to reduce its hostility toward the Christia?
faith and the sacraments,20 as well as toward other political formations,zq
had originated in Moscow. In support of such a linkage, he pointed to the
pattern of religious repression, social enslavement and common front tac-
tics in Mexico, Spain, France, Soviet Russia and Soviet Ukraine: “"every-
where one goal and one tactic reveals one leader.... in 2all of those
instances we will find one hand which betrays one Teadership."22

The Metropolitan saw little difference between the situation in the

Soviet Union and the priorities and work of Bolsheviks elsewhere:

*Wherever they manage to stir up confusion and revolution, there



immediately emerges that whole Muscovite program, which for a

long time has been practiced in Moscow. So it was and is in

Mexico, so it was and is in Spain."23
This linkage of the popular front with the designs of Moscow was at the
center of the Metropolitan’s argument that collaboration with the popular
front was a betrayal of the Church, the Ukrainian people and the cause of
the poor and oppressed of the world. Support for the popular front amounted
to support for the religious, social and economic conditions prevailing in
Soviet Ukraine., We shall next examine individually Metropolitan

Sheptytsky’s arguments against collaboration with communists.

a. betrayal of the Church

Cooperation with the communists amounted to a betraval of the Church,
according to Sheptytsky, because one of the main goals of Bolshevism was
the destruction of the Church.24 He saw evidence for this in the Soviet
Union, where many village churches had been either closed, burned down or
transformed into granaries or movie theaters, and where priests were being
murdered and driven into destitution.25 In his estimation, the bloody
repression of Christianity in the U.S.S.R. had cost "tens and possibly
hundreds of thousands of Christian lives" including those of many Orthodox
priests and bishops. He noted that communists often bragged that "within a
few vears there would not remain a single Church in all of Soviet Russia or
Soviet 6ccupied Ukraine.'26

At its root, this systematic repression of Christianity was grounded
in lies, according to the Metropolitan. The Soviets could well point to

constitutional guarantees that protected freedom of conscience - and reli-

gious toleration, or to a single church in an area that was allowed to



remain open as "proof" of that toleration, but Sheptrtsky was convinced
that their militant atheism knew no compromise and that in their attitude
toward Christianity “the only time the Bolsheviks are honest is when they
express their hatred of God and of the revealed religion.'zy

In addition to persecuting Christians, the antireligious character of
Bolshevism was evident in its cultivation of atheism - both in the “pagan®
deification of Lenin and his likes28 and in its propagation of atheistic

29
ideas among the youth,

0f course, the removal of religious values necessarily had grave
social consequences. In the U.S.S.R., Sheptytsky observed, the institution
of marriage had been transformed into a contract that could be unilateral-
1y broken before a commissar. This had set the scene for mothers abandoned
by *"men without conscience” and an abortion rate so high that even the
government had become alarmed and began to search for ways to stem it.?0 A
related phenomenon was that thousands of homeless children were roaming the
land.31 The Metropolitan was convinced that precisely because it had can-

celled out Christian family values {(conscience, chastity, fidelity, a sense

of vows and obligations) the "machine of social life" in the U.5.S.R. had
32
fallen into disrepair.

Thus, taKing account of the socially destructive record of Soviet
Bolshevism, and of its method of supplanting Christian social values with a
"materialistic and pagan reiigion" and filling young minds with "thoughts
that God does not exist and that religion is a poison,"33 Metropolitan
Sheptytsky became convinced that any assistance extended to such “enemies
of Christ* amounted to a betrayal of Christ and of the Church.34

On 26 Augqust, 1936, several weeks after his pastoral on communism, the

Metropolitan returned to the subject of Christian apostasy to communism,



describing in greater detail his understanding of the nature and gravity of
religious betrayal in such cases:

“They are always ready to stab even their father’s back; on

orders from their leaders, they are ready to burn down their own

home and to kill their own brother. Such are those people who

have dedicated themselves forever to the service of Bolsheviks or

communists and have believed them to such an extent that they

have completely discarded their faith in Jesus Christ, their lgwe

for  the Blessed Virgin Mary, and no longer pay any heed to the

reproaches of their own conscience.'35

What Metropolitan Sheptytsky feared most about communism, therefore,
was not only the physical destruction of the Church, the demolition of
individual parish churches and the murder of priests; noc less than that, he
feared the social demoralization that would necessarily +ollow' from the

uprooting of the Christian foundations of social life.

' b. betrayal of the poor and the oppressed

The Metropolitan’s economic argument against the Soviet system and its
agents abroad was summarized .in the statement: “Whoevepr helips the commu-

nists organize the ‘Popular Front’ betrays the cause of the poor, the
34
suffering and the oppressed.®

The first charge that Sheptrtsky levelled at Soviet economic policy
was that, contrary to their claim of having done away with capitalism, the
Bolsheviks had actually permitted capitalism to evolve inte its “most
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extreme and unjust form," namely: state monopoly. This had spelled disas-

ter for the Soviet republics *which are seemingly free on paper but in



38
reality are groaning under the yoke of blood-stained Moscow."  Through its

monopoly on the means of production, through heavy hidden taxes and the use
of unpaid laber, through takeovers of small, private enterprises, the state
was, in the Metropolitan‘s words, "sucking the blood ot the peop1e.'39 The
state‘s monopoly also extended to the land; the introduction of "kolkhozes"
(collective farms) had involved the requisition of family farms and created
a situation where peasants were forced "to work on their land for the
benefit of the gouernment.'40 Thus deprived of their chief means of subsis-
tence, many were driven to desperation, the Metropolitan noted.

Nor was there any recourse for those who might want to oppose such
measures; arbitrary arrests and convictions without trial ensured a steady
flow of manpower intc the hard lzbor camps at SolovKy and in Siberia, where
the Metropoiitan estimated that several hundred thousand people had already
been sent. 1 As for any opposition to the collectivization of +armlands,
the solution was quite simple: "the Cheka surrounds the viliage and sets it
afire, allowing no one to escape from the burning houses."42

In effect, the Bolsheviks had declared economic war on the peasants.
Nowhere was this more evident than in the famine that had struck Soviet
Ukraine three years eartier. In July, 1933, after news of the famine had
reached the Archeparchy of L’viv, Metropolitan Sheptytsky and the entire
UKrainian Catholic hierarchy responded with a statement of protest, con-
demning Soviet Communism as a “"cannibalistic system of state capitalism.”

*Today we see the consequences of the Bolsheviks’ ways; the

situation worsens daily. The enemies of God and of humanity have

rejected religion, the foundation o+ the social order; they have
deprived people of freedom, the greatest human good; they have

turned peasant citizens into slaves; and they lack the wisdom to

nourish them in return for their slavish work and the sweat of

. awm-
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their brow."”
On October 17, the Metropolitan and his fellow Ukrainian bishops again
protested against “the crimes of the Bolshevik authorities" and called on
the faithful to praver, penitence and alms to assist the work of the
Ukrainian Reliet Committee.44 And three years later, Sheptytsky aogain
placed the blame for what he estimated to be “over three million deaths by
famine® in Soviet UKraine squarely upon the Bolsheuiks.45

Thus, the Metropolitan concluded, cooperation with the communists
meant supporting and extending an economic system that exploited and
oppressed peasants. As such, it was a betrayal of the interests of the
poor:

"WWhoever helps the Bolsheviks in their work- whether by workKing

for the “popular front’ or by distributing leaflets or by reading

their newspapers, or by propagating their principles and defen-

ding them before others -~ is helping nothing less than the crea-
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tion of that ‘paradise’ of theirs.”

c. betrayal of the UKrainian people

Metropclitan Sheptytsky’s final cbjection to collaboration with commu-
nists was that it amounted to the betrayval of one’s people. In light of the
famine in Ukraine during 1932-1933, he believed that, along with the de-
struction of the Church, one of the purposes of the "popular front" was to
find unwitting accomplices for the fulfilment of a diabolical project: "to
destroy the UKerainian people and to erase them as completely as possible
from the face of the earth.'4?

In support of this attribution of a specifically anti-Ukrainian,

genocidal intent to the Stalinist regime, Sheptytsky cited the ensiavement



of nations that had been carried out by the Soviet Union since the Revolu-
tion. The Russian Communists, he argued, had dispensed with democratic
institutions and had managed to “create a state in which a small minority
holds the vast majority in harsh bondage.'48 The experience of the nineteen
years since the Revolution had unmasked the deception of the Bolsheviks:
their talk of "freedom® was nothing more than slavery, the Metropolitan
argued; their councils and soviets really referred to "a system in which no
one is allowed to speak theipr mind.'49 A1l of this indicated to the Metro-
politan that one of the essential aims of the Soviet regime was to enslave
peopies, to impose its will and cast its yoke upon thern.50

Essentially anti-Ukrainian, the "popular front" initiative was, accor-
ding to the Metropolitan, better referred to as an *anti-popular" front. He
expected that even Western Ukrainian leftists would hesitate before joining
the Communist platform. First of all, Sheptytsky believed that Ukrainian
Social Democrats and Radical Socialists were still "imbued with the demo-
cratic ideas that had prevailed in pre-war Europe." Moreover, even though
these parties were committed to overthrowing the existing system, they
acted on that commitment "by legal means, through the parliamentary pro-
cess, by legislative reform, and through a graduaT evolution from a capi-
talist to a socialist society."51 In contrast, the Soviet tendency to
suppress national entities was also felt in the political sphere under
Bolshevism: democratic pluralism and debate was suppressed through terror,
intolerance and aggression.52 The second reason why Metropolitan Sheptytsky
believed that Western UKrainian leftists would hesitate before allving
themselves with the pro-Soviet communists was that they still felt national

ties to the Ukrainian people and their UKrainian forebears. The Metro-

politan expressed this metaphorically: “They dread /the thought of/ Joining

Far v




with people whose hands are stained with the still warm blood of miilions
of our compatriots in Eastern Ukraine."53 In fact, Sheptytsky’s positive
description of Western Ukrainian communists was also a subtle appeal to
their democratism and sense of UKrainian identity which, he felt, could
prevent them from joining the popular front.

In Sheptytsky’s political argument, alliances with Bolshevik communism
were alliances with political terror and stood for the subordination of
national wvalues to the rule of might. Accordingly, he warned anyone who
might want to join with the popular front that, by doing so, they would in
fact expose not only themselves but also the UKrainian people to great
harm. The crux of the arqument was thus that, by cooperating with the
communists, UKrairians in Poland would only be buying into the system of
religious, social and economic oppression that was already in force in

Soviet Ukraine.

3. Praxis: the problem of discerning the truth

a. Christian and communist interpretations of Soviet reality

The "popular front® initiative had been accompanied by a strong propa-
ganda campaign, and it was therefore the Metropolitan’s practical intent in
his pastoral on communism to undercut the potential impact of that effort.
Having outlined the official position of the Greek Catholic Church regar-
ding the religious, political and economic conditions in the U.S.S.R. and
of the ethical implications of collaboration with communism, he felt that
there still remained an important residual problem which had to be ad-

dressed, namely: the problem of credibility and the guestion of how the



truth could be discerned. For, although the basic facts as he had recounted

them were supported by the reports of “"hundreds" of people who had tra-

velled to Soviet UKraine and had been widely covered in the European and
54

American press, the Metropolitan was alsc aware that a propaganda of

denial was being implemented in order to answer all charges against the
Soviet Union.
55

Propaganda was being disseminated in leaflets and in the press.
Books and letters +from UKraine were also used to support the Bolshevik
line.S6 The Metropolitan noted that popular publications were a particular-
1y effective form of propaganda. With specific reference to Boishewvik
propaganda, he therefore warned:

*There are books that are so filthy and abominable that if¥ vyou

give them to the purest virgin soul which has not yet been

stained by any sin, the poison will penetrate it to such an

extent that, through the very reading of the book, /that soul/

will become a contaminated rag.‘S?
With this in mind, the Metropolitan called on people not to read Bolshevik
publications and for parents to see that their children did not read them.
As for Galicians who travelled to Soviet UKraine during or after the famine
and who wrote positively about life there, the Metropelitan felt that neo
one really believed those reports; the operative principle in the Soviet
Union was brutal terror and it was applied to everyone equally:

"For, to be honest, whenever the poor and the commonfolk, as well

as the greatest leaders, chiefs, generals and ministers are well

off, that only 1lasts so long as they can rip the shirt off

another’s back. But eventually and without exception, everyone’s
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time comes to walk the plank. Even the chief must do so.”



The propaganda campaign posed a special problem of distinguishing lies '
from the truth; the Metropolitan was quite aware that the facts that he had
presented would be rejected by the supporters of the Soviet system. Nor did
he wunderestimate the effectiveness of the Soviet propaganhda campaign;
indeed, his argument was not without its moments of exasperation.59

As far as the Metropolitan was concerned, the lines were sharply drawn
between the Christian and the BolsheviK interpretaticns of Soviet reality.
To those UKrainians who wanted to remain loyal to the Church, to their
people and to the cause of the poor, he therefore suggested two preventive
remedies: critical perspicacity and a Christian perspective.

Sheptrytsky called +or caution and scepticism toward whoever praised
Bolshevism: one had to learn "to distinquish between their words and the
truth."60 One path to a more critical attitude was a better grasp of the
bi~ picture. Sheptytcky realized that one of the reasons why Western UKrai-
nians might be susceptible to Bolshevik propaganda was that it was diffi-
cult for someone in a UKrainian village to see Moscow’s hand in the popuiar
front activity in cther countries such as France and Spain, or to under-
stand such qglobal issues as the Third International, the Comintern, or
E.‘t:~mmt.1nis,m.61 Yet it was only from a broad, comparative perspective that one
could see things as they truly were. The Metropolitan wrote:

"It is necessary to look at the thing in its entirety and to
capture everything with one look in order to wunderstand that
whether in Verchany, or in Nahuievychi, or in L‘viv - one goal
and one tactic points to one leader. And when we compare these
events in our land with what is happening in France, Spain,
Mexico, Soviet Russia and Soviet UKkraine, we also see in ali of
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those events just one hand, which betrays just onc leadership.”



Proponents of the Soviet system were not to be believed, according to
the Metropolitan. Such people had no commitment to the truth; they were
professional agents, agitators who had been trained in special schools and
who were being paic or sometimes coerced into praising the Bolshevik sys-
tem.63 They were the only people who denied reports coming out of Ukraine,
for they had sold themselves and were betraying the Church and country for

44

money. They were accomplices of a system that was thoroughly grounded in

69
*fundamental, all-arcund and incessant iying.”

b. discernment: seeing things as Christians

For Sheptytsky, the crucial function of ethical discernment in this
case was illustrated in the Spanish conflict and in casé of the Ukrainian
famine. In Spain, it was largely through "ignorance and a lack of percep-
tion <(’nesposterezhennia’)"® that people of qood will had been misled into
rallying round a flag that was hostile to the Church and Christianity.66 In
Soviet UKraine, however, where the Metropolitan pointed out that the im-
position of collective farms had destroyed village Tife, peasants were not
50 easily deceived by Bolshevik propaganda. Becanuse of their hard work on
the land, they were attached to it and were not inclined to give it wup
easily:
*UKrainian peasants understood from the first moment that by its
very nature communism must be hostile toward every farmer and
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every producer, and thus toward every peasant...”

The Metropolitan therefore urged Ukrainians in Poland that, when they
encoutered Soviet propaganda, they were to remember the famine:

"*When you meet such a person, look first of all at his hands to




see if they are not stained with the blood of the poor and the

suffering, with the bicod of the Fatherland which they have

betraved in exchange for money from bloody Hoscow.'68
The practical thrust of the Metropolitan’s instruction was not lost in the
metaphor: if people recognized what Bolshevism and communism had meant in
UKraine, they would not be easily deceiued.69

Along with remembering the famine, Metropolitan Sheptytsky called
Ukrainians to Yook upon the issue of Bolshevik propaganda "as Christians.”
By that he meant, first of ail, steadfastness in Christian duties: love of
neighbor, of the fatherland, the Church and of God.?o In practice, this
translated into obedience to the Church and its official position on both
commurism and the popular front. Accordingly, Sheptytsky urged Ukrainian

Catholics to seek the counsel of a priest and, if he so requested, to

withdraw from a2 given association or refrain from reading a particuiar book
71

or newspaper.
és for the confusion resuiting from communist agitation within the
Christian community, the operative guideline was to be the principle of the
complete incompatibility of Christianity and communism. With regard to the
problem of communists who pretended to be practicing Christians, the Metro-
politan advised his faithfuil that:
"...one must look not only at who is going to confession and who
is receiving communion, but also at how one lives and what one
says. Let this be a rule: whoever admits to being a communist and
defends communism is no Christian but only pretends to be. A
communist and a Christian are like fire and water, which cannot
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be in the same place together.®

The guideline was intended for the Christian community at large; the Metro-



politan indicated that he expected his priests to know that they were not
permitted Knowingly to administer the sacraments to communists.?s

Also, as Christians, Ukrainians were to seek God’s assistance; they
were to pray for the wisdom and "the spirit of discerning truth from
-Fads‘)ehood."?4 In the spirit of this theological approach, Sheptytsky added
a prayer of his own. It was addressed to the prophet Elijah who, the
Metropolitan noted, found himself in a situation "similar to our own," when
the Jewish people were heeding the false prophets of Baal:

"“The holy Prophet Elijah exposed the false prophets of Baal

before all the people and persuaded them that the true God is the

God of Abraham and lsrael. May the holy Prophet therefore obtain

for you by prayer that heavenly light by which you may recognize

the false prophets, who come to you with promises of paradise,

promises which are nothing but lies and hellish words. May he

permit you to understand where the truth lies, where the good of

the people is, who is to be heeded in 1ife, and which paths in

lTife will lead to a better future.?s
According to the Metropolitan, the fundamental choice that Ukrainians faced
over the issue of the popular front was essentially the same as that of the
people of ancient lsrael: between Jehovah and Baal. As their spiritual

pastor, Sheptytsky was convinced that if they approached that decision

truly as Christians they would be certain not to embark on the path of
74

betraral.
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€. Church-State relations

The polarization of Ukrainian and Polish political interests,
heightened as a result of the Ukrainian liberation struggle and short-lived
independence in 1918, then exacerbated by the Polish=Ukrainian war of 1918~
1919 and the reprisals that ensued, was sealed dg+initiue1y in March, 1%23,
when the Council of Ambassadors in Paris which recognized Western Ukraine
as part of the Second Polish Republic.

Hardened by defeats in the war and on the diplomatic front, UKrainian
nationalism would grow to such an extent in the next sixteen interwar years
under Polish rule, that Poland’s largest minority, its "involuntary® Ukrai-
nian c¢itizens, constituted one of-the most pressing internal problems of

the Republic until the outbreak of World War 11.

1. Assessments of the situation

The UKrainian Greek Catholic Church was not aloof of these develop-
ments and already in the preceding period Metropolitan Sheptytsky had
voiced support +for Ukrainian political aspirations. But while militant
Ukrainian nationalists would resist Polish rule and would struggle, even by
violent means, for the independence of Western UKraine, the Ukrainian
Catholic bishops accepted the deﬁision of the Council of Ambassadors. That
acceptance, aithough it in no way spelled a transfer of loyalty to the
Polish state or political interests, became an important premise of the
relations between the Greek Catholic Church and the Polish Republic. As for
Metropolitan Sheptytsky, he favored the option of those Ukrainian political
circles which worked for change within the Polish parliamentary system, and
he availed himself of the channels of communication with the Warsaw

government that such an approach left open.



Metropolitan Sheptytsky worKed out his position toward the Polish
Republic largely in response to two key events: the decision of the Council
of Ambassadors, and the Concordat of 1925. Both of these events set out the

practical framework within which Church-state relations were plaved out in
interwar Poland. )
a. the decision of the Council of Ambassadors

Metropolitan Sheptytsky did not delay in convering to the Polish
government assurances of his favorable position on the decision of the
Council of Ambassadors. Following the decisien in Paris, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky travelled to Rome, where he met with the Polish diplomat
Wradys¥aw Skrzysski at the Polish Embassy to discuss the new situation.
According to Skrzyaski’s report about this meeting to the Polish Foreign
Ministry, Sheptytsky signed a declaration to the effect that he recognized
the boundary settiement, that he would do all he could to Keep his priests
#rom politics and to appease the UKrainian people.?7

Whether the report by SKrzyhski was received in Warsaw or not, as
Metropolitan Sheptytsky was returning to L’viv he was detained at the
Polish border, then interned in Poland for three weeks before obtaining
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permission to re-enter L7viv.

After the decision of the Council of Ambassadors, the Polish
government dealt with the Ukrainian minority with an iron fist, unleashing
a2 campaign of anti-Ukrainian harassment.

One of the most hotly contested issues was that of education, in which
the government showed itself to be committed to a policy of Polonization
and de~-UKrainization. The Polish Ministry of Education imposed politically-
based hiring and firing criteria for positions in UKrainian schools, as

well as Polish language testing for UKrainian students who had completed
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high school, and banned the use of Ukrainian in school administration. By

1920, 482 Ukrainian primary schools in Eastern Galicia had been closed. As
a result, there were 7,211 Polish-lanquage classes to 2,645 Ukrainian-
lanquage classes in a region with a majority Ukrainian population.
Teachers’ colieges fared no better; by 1924, 20 were Polish while only six
were Ukrainian.80 The official designation of schools as either Polish or
"ytraquist® (i.e., partly Polish and partly Ukraiﬁian) also proceeded in a
way that favored the ever-increasing use of Polish in Ukrainian areas. For
example, by 1938 the Stanyslaviv eparchy, whose Greek Catholic population
of 1,044,000 (82.50) compared with 222,000 ¢17.5%) Roman Catholics, had the
foilowing proportional distribution of schools according to language of
teaching: 9% (14.94) Ukraintan, 142 ¢24.4%) Polish, and 482 (40.6X) utra-
quist.81

Anti-UKrainian measures extended beyond the school system., For exam-
ple, the "Prosvita" society for public education saw its centers closed by
Polish authorities on the shallowest of pretexts.82 When in 1923 a2 minis-
terial decree exempted culitural associations from postage fees, the
government of L/viv refused to apply this to "Prosvita,” calling it an
economic organization.83 Ticket office receipts of Ukrainian community
theaters were confiscated; use of Ukrainian symbols, such as the L’viv lion
or the very word "UKrainian* were also punished.84 and when a crowd of
Ukrainians gathered in front of St. George’s cathedral in 1923 to protest
againstssthe persecution, Polish troops dispersed them with rifles and
swords. In 1925, Polish authorities ordered the dissolution of the St.
Paul Association of Greek Catholic priests, because of the alleged involve-
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ment of its members in the struggle for Ukrainian rights.

Yet another source of tensions, which affected the Ukrainian Church




directly, was the issue of language. The civil authorities classified
parish administration as a civil function and tried to impose the use of
Latin in the administrative work of Greek Catholic parishes.s? Contravening
that ruling on at least two occasions, the Metropolitan chancery office
éncouraged Greek Catholic priests to use Ukrainian.BB The authorities
showed themselves prepared to punish such disodedience. By 1926, they were
applying the official language law against Ukrainian Catholic priests,
subjecting them to fines and arrests for filling out government statistical
surveys in Ukrainian. In turn, the UKrainian Catholic press responded by
publishing a form that individual priests could fill out to file appeals to
challenge the legal proceedings made against them.89 Central to the 1legal
arqgument which the form contained was thé-re{erence to an Ttauthoritative
interpretation of the language law" by the former Minister of Religious
Affairs and Public Education StanisXaw Grabski. The form went on to cite a
letter to Metropolitan Sheptytsky on ¢ April, 1924, in which the Minister
had affirmed that, “ecclesiastical authorities and offices cannot be con-
sidered self-governing authorities and offices within the meaning of the
1anguage law.‘90 By making available this letter from Minister Grabski, the
Metropolitan gave considerable force to the appeal, according to which it
was the government’s own view that, for purposes of the language law, a
parish administration was deemed a spiritual and not a civil matter.

& Polish Chuprch historian hgs described the relationship between the
Palish sta;: and the Greek Catholic Church as "proper but markKed by mutual
distrust.” That appraisal appears to be well-founded. On the government’s
side, that distrust was manifested in a variety of ways, ranging from the
internment of and refusal of entry to Metropolitan Sheptytsky to the cen-
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sorship of the Ukrainian religious press. On the Church’s side, Metro-

politan Sheptytsky tried to balance the necessary respect for the prevai-



ting political authority with a certain political aloofness. Thus, although
he did accept the authority of the Polish government, he stated it in a
tellingly indirect way: there could be "no question of his not accepting®
that authcn-ity.g’3

A similar Kind of aloofness was carried over into the Greek Catholic
Church’s relations with the Polish Roman Catholic Church. The Greek Catho-
iic episcopate was part of the Conference of Bishops of Poland =~ they
attended their conferences and plenrary sessions, but for the most part they
Kept their distance.94

In 1931, after Poland’s leqislative committee had prepared a draft
divorce law, the Polish episcopate headed by its primate Cardinal HYond
issued a statement attacking the proposed law. Presenting it as contrary
to the Catholic principle of the indissolubility of marriage, reaffirmed
only a vyear earlier in Pope Pius XI’s encyclical “"Casti Connubii," the
Polish bishops expressed the hope that the government would reject the
proposed law. In 2 show of support for that fundamentally Catholic view-
paint, all three Ukrainian Catholic ordinaries co-signed that pastoral.95
Ancther issue which the bishops of Poland viewed similarly, regardless of
ethnic affiliation, was the threat of f:t;)rnmunis.m.96

But despite those convergent perspectives on certain issyes, the
pastoral commitments of the two episcopates often led them to diverge along
ethnic lines97 and this, together with the perceived best interests of
their respective peoples, interests which at that time were at loggerheads,

necessarily precluded the complete normalization of relations between the

Polish and the Ukraimian hierarchies.

b. the Concordat

The second moment that had a profound effect in shaping the relatiaons



betwzen the GreeK Catholic Church and the Polish Republic was the Vatican’s
Concordat with Poland, which was signed on 10 February, 1925.

For the Greek Catholic Church, the Concordat was a double-edged sword.
On the one hand, it restored that Church’s status to what it had been in
Austria prior to the war: basically, placing it on an equal footing with
the Roman Catholic Church and granting it virtual autonomy within its ouwn
area of ‘it.wisdit:tit:\n.?8 On the other hand, the Concordat alsoc turned cer-
tain ecclesiastical matters over to the government. Above and bevend the
requisite liturgical prayers for the Republic and its President on Sundays
and national holidays (Article No. 7)), the state would play a direct and
decisive role in the appointment of archbishops and bishops (which, accor-
ding to Article No. 11 required presidential approval). Although in the
period 1923-193% none of the three UKrainian eparchs regquired the appoint-
ment of successors, UKrainians who reacted negatively to this provision of
the Concordat did not have the benefit of hindsight.

However, another of the Concordat’s provisions did have a more direct
effect on the Ukrainian Cathoiic Church. The state would also take a hand
in the conferral of benefices to.parish priests: the Ministry of Religious
Affairs reserved the right to screen all such candidates for parish assign-
ments to epsure that their activity did not “threaten the security of the
state” {(Article No. 19).99 Finally, the formula of the oath of allegiance

to the state, which all bishops had to take, was phrased in unconditional

terms, with no mention whatever of a Catholic bishop’s duty of loyalty to
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divine Taw (Article No. 12).

The Concordat also marked the beginning of a unique experiment in the
history of Catholic missions, which was called the “neo-Unia." Essentially

a strategy for bringing the Orthodox Christians in Poland into union with




Rome, the neo-Unia was directed primarily at the provinces of Wilno, Nowo-
groédek, Podlasie and Volynia. The implications of this initiative were that
the Concordat effectively removed Greek Catholic episcopal jurisdiction in
these areas f{over a number of individual parishes) with Roman Catholic
Jurisdiction,101 and prepared the way for more sweeping anti-Orthodox mea-
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sures in the 1930’s.

Bevond matters pertaining to the Eastérn rite, the Concordat also
requlated other affzirs and exchanges of services to thch both the Roman
and the Greek Catholic Churches were equally subject. For example, Greek
Catho;ic priests received some financial support from the Polish govern=
ment. ” and a selected number of UKrainian Catholic priests who met the
necessary qualifications were assigned for service as Eastern-rite military

104
chaplains for Ukrainians in the Polish army.

2. Principles of Church-state relations
a. criticiem of the excessive subordination of the Church to the state

Committed to an apolitical stand in the sensitive gquestion of the
Ukrainian minority in interwar Poland, and mindful of Polish censorship,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky was nevertheless able to qive indications of his
thinking on Church-state relations. He did so indirectly, ihat is, by
referring to situations that were either historically or geographically
removed from the immediate context of Galicia. One such reference was to
the Byzantine model of Church-state relations: caesaropapism.

The Emperor Constantine had laid the foundations of caesaropapism in

Byzantium yet, the Metropolitan remarked, seven hundred years later, "they
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vomited themselves out in the final disastrous eruption of the religious
schism between the East and the uest."'105 The problem, according to Metro-
politan Sheptytsky, was that Byzantine caesaropapism was contrary to the
spirit '04 the Catholic Church.106 Whenever civil states asserted their
authority over the Church as Sheptytsky felt they had not only in the
Byzantine but also in the Russian empire, the Church inevitably found
itsel$ in a subservient position:

“By demanding complete and ever~more absolute submission to the

will of the monarch in return for the dubious assistance that

they lend to the Church, maintaining it in superficial wunity...

/secular states/ exact a high price in {Eeedom.“IO?

Moreover, Sheptytsky observed that when empires fell the churches
which had existed under their aegis, and now deprived of a civil protec-
torate, showed themselves to possess little stability of their own:

»Jhen the secular state, up to a certain time the support of the

Church, is shaken up or falls, soon the Church within it breaks

up into countless independent churches. The history of the sepa-

rated Eastern Church shows best how its unity is simply a fiction

for - among those state churches, or ’autocephalous’ churches as

they are called - there is only as much cohesiveness as indivi-

dual states will tolerate. There is Zonly/ the unity that pro-

ceeds from political unity or from agreements between states.'108

A fundamental distinction was to be drawn between ecclesiastical and
political sources of unity, in the Metropolitan’s view. The Church relied
on its own internal life, not the state’s, for its unity. @As the Metro-

politan explained, the wunity which Christ wanted for his Church was a

strong and lasting unity that did not compromise the Church’s freedom or
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subordinate it to the will of the state.

Whereas other Churches were subordinated to the administration of
states and were achieving autocephaly either legitimately or illegitimately
(that is, by breaking canonical ties with their superiors),

"“... only the Catholic Church - in its struggle or endiess

contradictions with many, if not all, states and secular autho-

rities - can preserve the unity of teaching and the unity of

authority in a way that is by far stronger, more lasting and more

internal (’sposobom bil‘she vnutrishnim’) than that superficial

unity which states give to individual groups of the separated
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Church."

The vunity of the Church, Sheptytsky declared, was based on a funda-
mental and absolute affirmation of the free will of its members, while that
of civil states employed coercion or punitive sanctions, at least to some
extent.llo Only the Catholic Church, in his view, was able to preserve
intact its internal upity of teaching and of authority without relying on
coercive, secular support to which it was opposed in principle.111

While the Church’s unity was based on the fundamental and absolute
principle of the free will of its members, states tended to impose their
will to a greater or lesser degree through coercion or punitive sanctions.
Unlike states, the Church was fundamentally opposed to either physical or
spiritual coer-cion.112 As for instances in which the Church had employed
coercive measures, Sheptytsky declared that those were breaches of the
fundamental principle of religious liberty:

"“Without a doubt, there were times when secular states empioyed

coercion in the interest, as it were, of the Church. For example,

in Spain Jews were forcibly baptized, and secular courts sen-—



tenced those whom ecclesiastical courts pronounced to be here-

tics. There may even have been clerics (‘liudy Tserkvy’) who

approved of such ecclesiastical methods and influence, or who

practiced it themselves. Those were abuses that do not change the

principle according to which the Church’s unity relies exclusive-

1y on the free will of people.'n3

Along with grounding its unity in the free will, rather than in force,
the Church also differed from states in that its ultimate aim and raison
d’etre was spiritual. In the preferred model of Church-state relations, the
state would respect that fundamental difference in the Church’s perspec~
tive, for

"... the CEhristian clergr, Christian bishops and a Christian

people need a liberation of religious ideals from the yoke of

secular authority, which would prefer to divert Christian action

to its own nonspiritual aims.

For such is the nature of secular statesmen: they naturally

ptace their aim of the civil administration of a country or a

state higher than the Christian aim of the salvation of souls,

yet at the same time they readily make use of the work of priests

and of the Church as 2 means toward achieving their goals.“114
The *diversion® or secularization of the life of the Church and the exploi-
tation of its social work for secular purposes was always possible when a
state was reluctant to concede more than nominal religious liberty. To
Sheptytsky, that was contrary to the principle of freedom to which the
Church was committed; in the preferred model, the Church needed to be
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completely free from any interference in its affairs by the state.




b. Jurisdictional distinctiveness without separation

The fundamental differences between the ecclesiastical and the civil
authority did not close the door on Church-state relations. Having ex-
plained those differences, Metropolitan Sheptytsky considered the prin-
ciples on which the Church grounded its coexistence with the state, and
which he felt should guide the Church in its relations with the Polish
Republic.

The first feature of proper Church-state relations, according to
Sheptytsky, was the mutual recognition of jurisdictions. For its part, the
Church was politically aloof and *may not.without cause become involived in
purely political, temporal matters.'llo And whereas the *“advocates of
excessive state power" subordinated the Church to the state and turned
matters of faith and morality over to the final decision of the state,ll?
Metropolitan Sheptytsky held the view that the Church was entitled to an
independent jurisdiction over spiritual matters, free from stafe control.
The state was not to "meddle in matters which are proper to the mission of
the Church.'118 Rather, it had to recognize that the Church was respansible
for safeguarding the unchangeable character of the Christian faith:

“In disciplinary matters /the Church/ can adapt to various con-
ditions of time and space, thoust she is obviously not free to
'ajter'lthe immut;ble princfples of the faith or the unchanging
truths of revelation. ‘For it is her charge, her mission, to Keep
intact *the treasure of revezled truths that were conferred upen
her by the Lqrd‘Jesus Christ HimseI-F.'119

The scope of the Chu#ch’s independent authority that corresponded to

that responsibility encompassed all matters of faith and morality, the



administration of the sacraments and, in particular, "all conjugal
matters.'lzu Above and berond the areas of faith, morality and the sacra-
ments, Metropolitan Sheptytsky pointed out that the Church alse depended on
a quarantee of certain fundamental liberties from the state, namely: free-

dom +rom persecution and from interference in matters relating to alms-

giving and the customary abstinence from labor on Sundays and religious
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holidays.

When the Church found itself in confiict or disagreement with the
state, it was guided by its primary adherence to the divine law; if neces—
sary, it coulga "judge and declare that unjust laws are null and void
('neua:hni').'lhh Christian citizens too were expected to follow a similar
line: although in normal circumstances, they were obiiged to obey the
directives and laws of the state, when those laws conflicted with or trans-
aressed the law of the Church, the law of the Church took precedence. This
followed from the Christian perspective, according to which human laws were
transitory and ultimately subordinate to divine 1aw.123

Sheptytsky felt that the concrete example of the Spanish Civil War was
instructive on Church-state conflict; he referred to thé national uprising
" that had led to the war as "that holy revolution in defence of God and
country,” and spoke favorably of the Spanish bishops’ decision to bless and
Join the upr-ising.124 An important aspect of that conflict, for Sheptrtsky,
was that the Church had not precipitated it. Rather, the process began when
the enemies of the Church began to acquire influence in Spain, and when the
government organized militia units that “"began to burg and destroy monas-
teries and churches and to murder priests and rm:ml*:'.-',."h5 For several years

(1931-1934) the Spanish Church endured persecution and humiliation and “had

to adapt to the unjust laws and orders of the government." In effect, the

e a




Church was a passive player in the conflict; it “endured everything and
encouraged the faithful to be patient and obey those whom Spain still
considered to be the legitimate authority.™ It was only five months after
the elections of February, 1934, when the people of Spain “took up arms in
the defence of God and Church /that/ tgg bishops blessed the popular up-
rising and aligned themselves with it."1~° in Sheptytsky’'s view, the Spa-
nish Church had been properly slow in mounting an opposition to the state
and when it <finally did so, it did not initiate subversion buf merely
joined itself with the democratic will of the people.

Sheptytsky appears to have been more interested in the Spanish
Church’s prolonged endurance of persecution rather than in its ﬁltimate
confrontation with the state. He put this quite directly in his preface to
the Ukrairian translation of the Spanish bishops’ pastoral of 1934. Addres-
sing Ukrainian Cathoiics, the Metropolitan wrote:

"You will be atl the more pleased to hear /what the Spanish

bishops have to say/ since they are to some degree surrounded by

the aureole of martyrdom. For if not they themselves, then their

friends, brothers and sons - the bishops, priests, monks and lay

people in their eparchies who were Killed by the Bolsheviks -

127
gave up their lives for their faith and their homeland.*

Thus, by virtue of its divine nature and mission, the Church was
necessarily independent of the state. Alorng with having a temporal dimen-
sion, the Church’s organization was also immutable and God-given; as such,
it constituted "a perfect association, :independent of human considerations
and which needs nei;her any sanction nor any completion by any human autho-

12

rity whatsoever.,” Simitarly, the Church was deemed to have the right to

fulfil its divine teaching mission "without regard for the permission or
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the prohibsition of the secular authority.”

The Church also had the liberty of reminding those who had civil power
that it was a sacrecd trust. As Metropolitan Sheptytsky put it,

"Members of the community council, bailiffs and village magis-

trates have a small portion of authority and, with it, the sacred

duty to wuse that authority for the good of the community or

communities. More than any other citizens, they must always act

Justly and not seek their own benefit but, as the Apostie .“Paul/

sa¥s, the good of their neit_:mbors.."ls0
Metropolitan Sheptytsky described potitical autherity as a “"great and
important duty®™ for which leaders would one day be held accountable before
God. Above and beyond providing actual leadership, they were to set a good
example to other citizens, both in their private lives and in their public
respect for "the Church, religion and good social customs.® In the fulfil-
ment of th;ir duties, they were to bear in mind that, "if authority indeed
comes from God, then theose who hold it must take care to use it according
to God, His will and His laws."ls1

On the other side of the Church-state balance there was the Christian
duty of obedience to the state. For, as the Church expected the state to
recognize the Iegi£imacy of its jurisdiction, so too it was bound to "ren-
der unto Caesar™ in living up to its Christian disposition toward temporal
authority.

Despite the difficulty that he tould well have expected in trying to
convince Ukrainians to obey Polish authority (many considered it an occupa-
tion), Metropolitan Sheptytsky did call them to that kind of obedience. He
referred to the Pauline teaching on the obedient submission to the state.

In fact, as the Metropolitan pointed out, this teaching appiied even to the



extent that the Church recognized the authority of the state “even when
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that authority is in the hands of sinners."”

An  important form of Christian submission to the state was praver for
the civil authority, and the Metropolitan reminded Ukrainians of the Chris-
tian civic duty to pray for those who were in positions of authorify.
Indicating that this held true even i¥ the state was hostile toward Chris~
tians, he indicated that St. Pay! had called the early Christians to pray
even for the Roman imperor, *who at that time was Nero, a cruel oppressor
of l‘.:hr‘istia‘nity."m3 The duty of praver for the civil authority was thus
seen as absolute and independent of a particular state’s policy toward
Christians and the Church.

The wvery same duty was expressed in the ecclesiastical Yaw which
required priests to pray for "the highest representatives of authority in
every state,” and the Metropolitan pointed out that Greek Catholic priests
fulfilled that obligation in their Sunday and feast day liturgies.ls4 For
any Ukrainian priest who may have harbored doudts on that score, the Metro-
politan’s declaration would serve as a reminder,

The obligation of prayer for the secular authority extended to the
Christian community at large; accordingly, the Metropolitan reminded Ukrai-
nians that the apostle’s command "applies to every lay person  indivi-
duaily."” Nor was the duty to be taken lightly: Sheptytsky emphasized that
any +ailure to pray for the political leadership was a serious matter that
had to be declared before a priest as part of one’s Lenten con-Fession.135
The collective act of Christian prayer for the state was in fact a morally
formative moment. By calling UKrainians to fulfil this Christian duty,

Metropolitan Sheptytsky placed them before a fundamentally Christian chal-

lenge: to pray for the oppressor.




The Church also upheld cbedience to the state as an expression of the
mutual interdependence between the duties of the state and those of its
citizens. For, the Metropolitan explained,

“...there must always be such a divine order in the world that

some manage the affairs that are common to all and that others

obey them in those collective matters. It must never come to a

point where no one obevs anyone else. For, in that kind of situa-

tion, which is anarchy, the poor and the weak suffer most. And in

that kind of order, or rather disorder, people cannot achieve
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anything and cannot fulfil their most sacred duties.”

In Sheptytsky’s elaboration, then, Church-state relations had to be
grounded in respect for the distinctiveness of each authority and its
corresponding jurisdiction: the Church was to leave civil matters to the
state, and the state was to allow the Church to fulfil its spiritual role.
Balancing these two concerns, then, the Metropolitan expressed the ideal
Church-state relationship as a harmonious interaction, rather than as a
complete separation:

*The Church should not be separated from the state. The ideal of

both of these authorities is harmonious coexistence and coopera-

tion. For, even secular authority is in a sense from God, and so

the Church recognizes the state and its rights. /For its part/,

the state needs the Church and a2 just and good administration of

137
the state without regard for the Church is unthinkable."®

In effect, neither the fundamental differences in perspective and orienta-
tion nor the jurisdictional independence which the Church supported meant
that the preferred Church-state relationship was a complete separation of

the two authorities. For although Metropolitan Sheptytsky held fast to his



conviction that, in principle, the state’s authority in certain public
policy areas (such as civil marriage and divorce legislation and religious
education) was invalid, at the same time he also recognized that it was
necessary for the Greek Catholic Church to seek the desired tegislative

reform by working within the existing political process.

3. Praxis

a. terrorism and the “Pacification® campaign of 1930

Anti-government feeling among nationalliy-oppressed UKkrainians in Po-
land peaked between July and November, 1930, as the Organization of Ukrai-
nian Nationalists stepped up its campaign of sabotage against the Republic.
Primarily, it took the form of arson which targetted agricultural proper-
ty,138 but political assassinations alse occurred. Responding te that
terrdrism, the Polish government cracked down on September 14 with retaiia-
tory measures against the Ukrainian community at large. Military and police
detachments were sent into the villages in order to "pacify" the Ukrainian
population. Along with the mandatory searches, there occurred a consi-

derable destruction of property and a ruthless treatment of the Ukrainian

people. Rather than restoring order, the "pacification” only escalated the
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conflict.

When it became clear that the "pacification® was getting out of hand,
that innocent people were being victimized, and indeed that the campaign of
pacification placed collective responsibility on all UKrainians +for the
crimgs of a few, Metropolifan Sheptytsky took steps to defend the UKrainian
community.

In the first week of October, he travelled to Warsaw and discussed the

situation with senior government officials, including the Minister of



Intefnal Affairs SkYXadkowski, Vice Premier Beck and the Minister of Justice
Car. Those meetings confirmed that it was the official position of the
Polish government to hold the entire Ukrainian community responsible for
the violence. The Greek Catholic clerqy, "who did not decisively oppose the
arson and sabotage,” were also being held accountable.140

Describing that position as completely contrary to his own, Metro-
politan Sheptytsky tried to argue three points in Warsaw. First of all, he
rejected the attribution of collective quilt: the UKrainian community could
not legitimately be held responsible for the actions of “unknown conspira-
torial elements of provocation." As the Metropolitan later explained, *1
endeavored to draw the attention of the authorities to the fact that the
whole peaceful population cannot collectively take responsibility for
single cases of incendiarism which are accomplished without their Know-
Iedge.“141

Second, Sheptytsky objected to the application of collective guilt to
the clergy. As Christians, Ukrainian priests could not be collectively
accused of complicity in the crimes for, in principle, "they were and are
opposed to arson and sabotage.® And third, responding to criticisms, the
Metropolitan explained that the UKrainian bishops had not officially con-
demned the arson for, "by doing se¢, they would have confirmed that the
Ukrainian public was perpetrating it, vet that is not true."142

In further support of his argument against the “"pacification,™ the
Metropolitan also raised concerns that were common to both the Greek Catho-

lic Church and the Polish government. For example, he warned that the vio-

lence which had been unleashed against UKrainians risked pushing them
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toward communism.

The discussions in Warsaw appeared to have achieved a measure of



understanding, for the Metropolitan was given assurances that the abuses
would be stopped. However, as the repressions continued unabated, Metro-
politan Sheptvtsky and his fellow Greek Catholic bishops on 13 QOctober
officially condemned the violence, both of the terrorists and of the Polish
security forces. And then, disreqgarding an order by the municipal autho-
rities of L’viv to delete certain passages from the tex:;hf their pastoral,
the bishops ordered its publication in fu]l.144 This led to an outright
conflict, with an initial Polish censorship of passages which "could cause
unrest among the population® and, on 17 October, the complete confiscation
of all published copies of the pastoral and the suppression of any further
attempts to publish it.145

The pastoral responded toc charges that were being levelled against the
Greek Catholic Church and raised a protest against abusive repression by
the authorities of the state.146 Recalliing Sheptytsky’s statement to
government officials in Warsaw, the pastoral began with a defence against
charges that the UKrainian bishops were guilty of not having spoken out
against acts of violence by Ukrainians, In the first ptace, it was in the
very nature of the Church, which stood for the divine law, to oppose
transgression4‘ of that law as moraliy evil. Because of the fundamental
Christian principles to which they adhered, neither the Church' authority

nor the Christian faithful could ever support moral evil. 1t was therefore

unnecessary, the argument went, to make any pronouncements for they would
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only “"demean the divine dignity of the Church.” From the Christian

perspective as well, the bishops categorically rejected the imputation of
guilt on the Church for the crimes that had been committed:
"Al11 of us who think as Christians and who want to live as
Christians recognize that, as in the cases of other crimes, so

too here the hand of justice should reach the guilty. However, we



cannot accept responsibility for revolutionary qroups or indivi-
duals. Arsonists and all sorts of would-be assassins are people
who heed not the voice of the Church of Christ but the secret
orders of some secret authority. We cannot answer... for their
actions; we bear no guilt for them, nor should we be punished for
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them."

Secondly, such a pronouncement would have overstepped the bounds of
the Church’s jurisdiction for, as the bishops argued, "“the Church may not

speak out when the investigation ard the punishment of the guilty is being
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handled by the police and the judicial authorities.® And finally, a

statement by the Church could also have raised unfounded suspicions about

innocent people and could have exposed them to punishment which they did
130

not deserve,

Because of the gravity of the situation, the Ukrainian bishops fol~
lTowed up with a memorandum to Rome, outlining the situation in detail and

asking for the Vatican to intervene with the Polish government in the
151
matter,

At the end of November, the pacification was halted. After nearly
eleven weeks of brutal repression which had seen between one and two thou-
sand Ukrainians arrested and imprisoned (among them 14 Ukrainian members of

the Polish parliament), hundreds more injured, and some eight hundred-
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villages pillaged, only fifty-eight individuals were actually charged
153
with sabotage. Reportedly, some arsonists and terrorists had been turned
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over to the authorities by the Ukrainian public.



b. Catholic Union

1930,

In further response to the eruption of Polish-Ukrainian violence in

and in anticipation of continued threats to Christian social wvalues

in the future, Metropolitan Sheptrtsky called on Ukrainian Catholics on 22

October to organize a "Catholic Union® ("Katolyts’Kyi Soiuz*):

Wi th

and

"Difficult times and the approach of even darker ciouds reguire
us to gather together more solidly than we have so far and, with
strong internal unity ard supported by the truth, to defend what
is most dear and sacred to us aI].'lss

the stated aim of protecting the faith and morality in public life,

the common good of UKrainians understood in Christian terms, this

political but nonpartisan Catholic formation was toc be guided by its foun=-

dational principles. Sheptytsky set them forth as follows:

1) "We shall hoid fast to and defend the Catholic faith and morality,
including in political life;

2) We shall obey the Church in matters of the faith and morality;

3) We consider the Christian family as the foundation of the nation
and we shall defend its rights at every step, standing up for the
indissolubility of marrizge and for the Christian education of chil-
dren in their own school;

4) We shall démand and defend social justice, the development of
social care for the peasants, the worKers, all employees in general,
and especially the victims of social injustice;

5) In the unitv, order and discipline of organized action, and stan-
ding on firm legal ground /in our dealings with/ the state whose
citizens we are, in ali spheres of national and political life we

shall devote our energies toward obtaining by legal means ever-higher



levels of education, culture, welfare and rights for our people. The
complete good of the Ukrainian people, in the Christian meaning of
that expression, is the aim toward which we aspire in political life;

&) In all matters of political activity, in which the Catholic faith
and morality and the abovementioned social and national foundations

are not violated, we leave complete freedom to members of our
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Union.”

As the principles indicated, Sheptrtsky’s Catholic Union initiative
was essentially an attempt to create a nonpartisan, political coalition or
common <$ront that would effectively represent Ukrainian Catholic interests
within the Polish political context. On the Ukrainian side, the Church
stood for social justice and the "unrestricted good of the Ukrainian people
in Christian terms.® On the Catholic side, the organization was to respect
the directives of the Church and uphoid the Christian faith and morality.
In practical terms, this meant opposition to divorce legistation and sup-
port for religious instruction in the schools. At the same time, however,
the organization would limit its political activity to what was legal and,
in Christian terms, ethical.

By proposing a Ukrainian Catholic Union in that particular form,
Sheptytsky showed that he supported the struggle for UKrainian rights, but
only within the framework of Polish law and Christian morality. For the
proposal was not an attempt, contrary to his promises of 1923 and 1925, to
activate the UKrainian Catholic Church politically. Rather, it was aimed at
rallying *under one banner® and under one §1ogan ¢"Christ is our strength")
the various UKrainian initiatives for social justice, some of which had

lost their Christian bearings.

The oprinciples of the Catholic Union essentially reiterated the  cor-
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nerstones of Sheptvtsky’s reflecticn on Church-state relations: the inse-
parability of Christian faith and morality from public policy, and the
obedient submission to legitimate dictates of the state. Yet, at the same
time, the rights of social justice and national self-determination were
emphatically put on an equal footing with them as vital elements of the
social and political agenda. Those social and national principles were
authoritative and, as :he Metropolitan observed, they were qenerally accep-
ted by all Catholics.lu?

Five days later, the Metropolitan called a press conference at which
he elaborited further on his notien of a nonpartisan Catholic Union. Asked
whether it was intended to be a new political party, he replied:

“1f by “‘political party’ you are referring to what is usually

called by that name, that is, a party as opposed to ail other

currently existing parties and a political program in contra-
distinction to all other programs, thenlthe Catholic Union canrnot

and should not be such a party.

But if you call & “party’ a group of peopie who want to have

an influence on politics, who want to act in unison or a range ot

political issues, and who only on those issues have their common,

strictly defined program - then the Catholic Union should be such

a par‘ty."158
Moreover, the Metropolitan explained, Catholic Union members could belong
to any existing parties or create new ones, 2as long as in doing so they did
not violate its fundamental principles. Those principtes indicated the
nonpartisan thrust of the Catholic Union for, in Sheptytsky’s understan-
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ding, ‘hey placed the Catholic Union above party lines.



c. the Polish school system

Metropolitan Sheptytsky recognized that the respect for religious and
national minorities was a pressing issue within the Polish school system.
In the area of education, he considereﬁ the right and duty of parents as
primary, having precedence over both the Church and the state., It was a
requirement of truth and justice, he felt, that parents be allowed to
decide about the religion and nationality of the schocls and of the tea-
chers who were entrusted with the education of their children.160

While that was the ideal arranqement toward which people could leqiti-
mately aspire, the Metropolitan was well aware that "civil laws d6 not
always takKe sufficient account of the rights of parents and the rights of
the Church /regarding education/."161 Turning to the situation of Ukrai-
nians in the Polish Republic, he argued: Ukrainian children should have

access to education in Ukrainian; their teachers should be Ukrainian and of

the 6reek Catholic rite; schools should be both confessional and "of our
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rite for children of our rite."

"In our childrens’ schools there can never be a teaching that is
opposed to either the teaching of Jesus Christ or the Holy
Church. There cannct and should not be anything in school that
would denationalize or assimilate children. A school should edu-
cate children according to the wishes of the parents, forming
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them as their parents want to see them,”

The way to achieve this was for UKrainians to make their demands "with

solidarity and persistence.”
Underlying the Metropolitan’s position on education was the funda-

mental conviction that, te a Christian, civic obedience was always sub-



ordinate to duty toward God and cne’s Christian conscience. In case of
conflict between those two levels of duty, a Christian was obliged to
disobey the state:
*If someone in power orders something that is contrary to con-
science and divine law, a Christian may not obey such a command;
obedience to God precedes obadience to the people. So it was that
the Apostles did not obey the high priests: not to preach about
Christ. They spoke out boldly to the entire assembled tribunal of
high priests: “‘Whether it is right to listen to you rather than
to God, decide for yourselves. For we cannot but speak of what we
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have seen and heard.’ (Acts 4:20)."

d. the destruction of the Orthodox Church

In June, 1%38, ;n agreement was concluded between Poliand and the
Vatican to regulate the issue of several Polish regions that had large
Or thodox populations: Volhynia, Khoelm, Podlachia, and Polisia. According to
the agreément, Orthodox church properties were to be turned over to the
Polish Roman Catholic Church.

- Ukrainian Catholic and Orthodox deputies to the Polish parliament had
voted against the deal. The Orthodox found it chjectionable not only be-
cause they were being deprived of their churches and 1land heldirgs, but
also because they were being converted under duréss to Catholicism by the
Polish military authorities.165 Ukrainian Cathelics objected to the agree-
ment since the regions in question, formerly part of the Russian empire,
had been predominantly Eastern-rite Catholic until the tsarist suppression
of Catholicism there in 18795; thus, it was felt that the Polish cuius reqio

claims violated the historical Eastern-rite tradition of the area.



Metropolitan Sheptytsky intervened in the matter as a case of reli-
gious persecution. The situation was critical and on July 20, he issued a
pastoral in which he took a stand "in defence of our persecuted bro-
thers.'166 He reported that, in June ang July, some 100 churches had been
taken over and ruined, mostly by fire; ancient monuments and sacred objects
were also destroyed; many churches were closed and religious services were
prohibited in them; people were coerced into joining Roman Catholicism;
those who refused to yield were violently beaten and run out of their
homes; priests were pursued, severely taxed or imprisoned; catechism and
sermons in the native language of the people were forbidden.lé?

In his view, a major blow had been dealt t3 the Orthodox Church whose
faithful had suffered the heaviest losses. A blow had also been dealt, the
Metropolitan argued, to the very idea of Church unity. The destruction of
the Orthodox Church and the harsh treatment of the <faithful created a
serious obstacle to the reunion of churches. The Metropolitan explained,

"The events in the province of Kholm destroy in the souls of our

separated Orthodox brothers even the thought of any possibility

of reunion. They represent the Universal Church as a dangerous

enemy of the Orthodox people. To the eves of a population num-

bering several million within Poland, the Holy See is being
presented as co-responsible for this destruction. A new divide

has opened up between the Eastepn Church and the Universal
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Church."

The Metropolitan did not directly blame the Polish Republic; instead,
' 169~
he asked, "who had the audacity to oppose the interests of the country?"
But while he referred vaguely to "the hidden enemies of the uaiversal

Church and of Christianity and even singled out Masons, he was clearly also



disturbed by the collaboration of Catholics. For, if the enemies of the
Church had struck against the Orthodox (and, indirectly, the Catholic)
Church, they appeared to have done so with the tacit approval of many
Catholics. 1Indeed, Metropolitan Sheptytsky had quite deliberately not ap-
pealed for help to the Polish Roman Catholics, for "they could have refused
us heip and considered us disloyal citizens.l?o

Metropolitan Sheptytsky was clearly disturbed by the audacity of the
antireligious destruction which, after all, had occurred "in a Catheolic
country, in plain view of many Catholic bisheps and in plain view of the
nuncic:.'l?1 He was convinced that there were many "unconscious Catholics"

who had been manipulated into committing anti~-Christian actions. Ultimate-

1y, he believed, "what has happened is and will remain a terrible memory
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for Catholic Poland."

Nor did Sheptytsky blame the Vatican for the events in Kholm. On the
contrary, he criticized those who were trying to blame the Holy See for
what had occurred. The Vatican-Polish accord concerning the province of
Kholm which had preceded the persecution there was, in Sheptytsky’s
thinking, only a "chronological coincidence;™ the actual organizers and
initiators of the religious persecution were anxious to connect the Vatican
to the vioclence as a way of diverting attention from themselves.

To Sheptytsky, this issue was one of religious, as well as national
annihilation., For what had occcurred was nothing Tess than the destruction
of "a part of the Universal Church and of a people that belongs to that
l::lwrch.'l?3 The bearers of destruction had tried to explain their actions
with the *"specious explanation that they were detboying the enemies of
their country.'1?4 The whole campaign was conducted with patriotic slogans
such as the “"uprooting of historical injustices" and "the annthilation of
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the wvestiges of slavery."” In the face of such flagrant excesses, the



Metropolitan +elt compelled to protest:

*With great pain we sympathize with all the sufferings of our

brothers and we must condemn the anti-Christian acts. We must

regard the destruction of churches, which the people need, the

prohibition on celebrating the Divine Liturgy, and the punishment

that is dealt out for prayver as acts of religious persecution....

We must protest against the attempt to create a shadow of suspi-

cion that the Holy See approves of the struggle against the

Orthodox Church. We must also prﬁtest against the attempt to

justify the occurrences in Kholm and the political struggle

against the Ukrainian people with allusions to the interests of

the Catholic Chur*ch.'i?6

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s fundamental ethical objection to the de-
struction of Orthodoxy in the Kholm region was that it was anti-Christian.
As far as he could see, the perpetrators could only be enemies of the
Catholic Church and of Christianity. Their rude blows against the innocent
Orthodox population, their patriotic slogans with which they deceived
*uncritical Catholics™ into performing anti-Christian acts had ultimately
betrayed their evil aims and identity.

Without putting it directly, Sheptytsky had in fact condemned those in
the Polish government and those in the Roman Catholic Church who, misquided
in their patriotism, had either condoned or zdvocated the destruction of

Orthodox churches. The authorities promptly confiscated the pastoral.



D. The Future of Ukrainian Society
1. Assessments of the Situation: militant nationalism

Commenting on the complex of problems that Ukrainians faced in inter-
war Galicia, Metropolitan Sheptytsky noted that foremost among them was the
national question:

*What difficulties there are, what suffering, pain and misery

there is amongst our people. In the first place, there are those

nationwide misfortunes which weigh down so heavily on all ef our
hearts: the difficulties of our overall national situation, from
which there appears to be no way out; wounds, which over many
long years have not yet healed; and a pain that is more intense

than /that caused by/ all other national divisions; fratricidal

struggle, the division along party lines, mutual animosity, per-

petual misunderstanding, and, the one thing /that is/ worse than

anything else: what relates to the feeling of the most noble love
177

of one’s country."

It was hardly incidental that the Metropolitan chose to single out
patriotic feeling as central to the social problems of Ukrainians. Con-
tinued Polish-Ukrainian hostility was a key factor that determined the lot
of Ukrzinians in the interwar period:

*The World War did indeed come to an end, onr the surface, but a

hidden struggle, hidden animosities and the oppression of some by

others have not yet ceased to divide peoples and states among
178
themselves."”

Sheptytsky could not have been more direct about the political divide that

had opened up between the UKrainian people and the Polish Republic. He



observed that the state’s discrimination along ethnic lines had effectively

blocked access to employment for Ukrainian university graduates. Although

the consequences of the economic crisis were global, he pointed out that

high rates of unemplioyment among ;;e Ukrainian youth in Poland had already
1

existed years before its onset. Thus, political factors had aggravated

the economic difficulty and the Metropolitan considered the situation of

the youth to be desperate.

The social predicament of the UKkrainian minority in Poland radicalized
not only the unemploved young intelligentsia, hut also the Ukrainian popu-
lation at large:

"Unfortunately, even the most serious people and those who Keep

farthest away from politics are often pushed out of their /apoli-

tical/ stance perhaps for no reason other than that they are

UKrainians. Those Kinds of instances /i.e., of discrimination/

create a feeling of hopelessness and facilitate the work of the

emotional, senseless and irrational elements which in normal
circumstances would play a markedly lesser role, Obviously the
issue of emplioyment opportunities is only one detail of the whole
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system. Purely emotional matters also have a great impact.”

The social picture of Polish Galicia in the 1930’s was dominated by
the emergence of a particularly militant form O{. UKkrainian nationalism.
Formerly encompassing a broad spectrum of political ideologies and parties,
Ukrainian nationalism now shifted to the right. It combined two principies
that were shared by most Ukrainians in Poland after the war and the dis-
appointment of 1923: anti-Bolshevism and vehement opposition to Polish
rule. At the same time, national extremism among the youth drove their

militant wing of the UKrainian nationalist movement to take the momentous



step of legitimizing terrorisim and violence as valid means of forcing the
political changes that they desired.181 This decision effectively separated
them not only from more moderate, but less numerous, nationalist circles,
but also, in a much more fundamental way, from the Greek Catholic Church.
Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s principled stand on the issue furthered the split
between nationalist extremism and Christian patriotism among Ukrainians; by
May, 1933, when the Christian jubilee year was being celebrated in L’viv

with a peaceful, 100,000-strong rally under the slegan "UKrainian Youth for

Christ,® the event was boycotted by the more nationalistically inclined
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Ukrainian university youth.

Although it was Known that the majority of the militant Ukrainian
nationalists were young people, for the Metropoiitan, the fundamental
difference in ethical perspective was more significant than the genera-
tional difference:

"Almost all the tendencies among the youth alse have their coun~

terparts in the older generation. /But/ i+ it is a matter of

serious Catholic circles, then they have repreatediy condemned

all methods of struggle that are incompatible with Christian

morality. It ic unnecessary to add that both sides / i.e., both

Poles and Ukrainians/ are using such methods, much 1like cog~

183
wheels that drive each other and whose end cannot be seen..."

On the question of responsibility for the situation, Sheptytsky did
not condone the ethics of ends-justifying-means but at the same time he saw
its popularity 25 a consequence, rather than as the cause of the aggravated
situation.184 0f course, from a Christian perspective, he criticized it,

but the central ethical problem which he saw as "relating to the love of

country® was the question of what was to be the future of Ukrainian socie-



ty. 1In his view, UKrainian society faced a choice: it could either aghere
to the social principles of Christianity or replace them with barbarism, as
a segment of the population had already done. As a Catholic bishop, Metro-
politan Sheptytsky felt i1t was his duty to warn Ukrainian Catholics that

only the former path was viable and that the latter would certainly lead to

perdition.

2. Principles: the discernment of Christian patriotism

As he had approached the issue of Polish-UKrainian relatiors in the
Austrian period, the Metropolitan again set out to correct the path of
false patriotism on which he felt UKrainians had embarKed. In the 1%30
pastoral protesting against the pacification, the Netropolitap directed
sbecial attention to the idealistic UKrainian youth:

*...a few words to you, our youth. You are young and hot-tem-

pered. You have a strong sense of love toward you native land,

which demands action and which calls you to action. Persevere in

that service and spare no sacrifice, but /by that'we mean/ sacri-

fices which the national cause requires at the present moment and

which are in accordance with the teaching of Christ and the good
185

of the people.”
Although critical of the notions of patriotism that had led to violence,
Sheptytsky acknowledged that, #rom the Church’s perspective, the national
cause was a legitimate cause. What he proposed as an alternative to violent
struggle was a Kind of work for the common good- constructive, patient, and

adhering to the divine law:



*We are weakened in the extreme; in order to be revived and to
recover our health and energies, our people need daily, silent,
ant-like, constructive and productive work in all areas of life;
they need agricultural and scientific work, they need Catholic
organizations. How much of this has been neglected! Persevere in
that work, prepare for it and undertake it, all of you who are
young. OQur current conditions are truly and exceptionally unfavo-
rable, but /by the same token/ that work is all the more essen~
. tial for us, even more so than life itself. Do not allow anyone
among you to be led into work for the underground. Whoever leads
you away from positive work and inclines you toward conspiracy
commits a crime against you and against ocur native land. Work

openly +for our people and subordinate that work always to the
184

" divine Taw."
The Metropolitan thus showed his support for the naticnal cause, but in his
view it always had to retain a self-critical posture, and stay strictly
within the limits of Chgistian teaching. He illustrated the synthesis of
religious and social values that characterized Christian patriotism, and
which also distinguished it from an amoral or nonreligious perspective:
& pagan considers himsel$ dependent on no one, a master of his

own life and behavior. A Christian considers his whole life as a
187
service for God and country.”
In the practical application of that distinction, the Metropolitan
favored a self-critical outlook on the national question, for he considered

it more of a service to the people to correct their errors that to teach

them "to grow haughty and to delight in the glory or greatness of past
188
generations,”



1n May, 1932, Metropolitan Sheptytsky addressed the issue of militant
Ukrainian nationalism in anm article titled "Remarks to the Ukrainian
Youth.'ls? Clearly concerned that their understanding of patriotism had all
but lost its Christian foundations, the Metropolitan Jeveiled a critique at
what he felt was a misguided, hot-headed patriotism. 1In so far as it was
rooted in love and the readiness to make sacrifices, patriotism was not in
itsel$ contrary to Christian morality and the Christian life. These fea-
tures were essentially Christian too. But whereas Christianity excluded
hatred, some forms of patriotism did not. As SheptytskKy explained, from a
Christian standpoint,

“»...love cannot go together with hatred, for the narrower natred

becomes, the more it turns love into egoism. It is alright to

defend and demand one’s rights but not by means of hatred toward
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others."

a. sacrifice and spiritual equilibrium

An important distinction between Christian and pagan patriotism cen-
tred on the understanding of sacrifice. Whereas UKrainian youths were wont
to sacrifice not only their own good but also that of others and, con-
sequently, the good of the Ukrainian people, the Metropolitan observed

that, on the contrary, »another’s good and welfare should be sacred not
191
only to a Christian but to every human person as such." Moreover, he
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argued, "the best ends do not justify evil means.”

Metropolitan SheptytsKy found that the patriotism of many young Ukrai-

nians was rash and imprudent:

"You rush too quickly into politics and work for society. It




appears to you that the soldier on the field of battle cannot

stop to think, to reflect. You think that a sacrifice is all the

more successful the more it is offered with bravado and the less
193

with prudence."

The result of such an outlook, as far as the Metropolitan was con-
cerned, was that many of the best-intentioned sacrifices of the natio-
nalists were {u£i1e and even harmful. Sheptytsky argqued that to get on the
right path of patriotism, discernment was necessary, for "a spirit of
deception walks upon the world, drawing uncritical followers off the right
path a?g ruining them. And Satan assumes the form of a magnificent
Angel." ) In practical terms, this meant that an uncritically patriotic
person easily fell prey to the manipulation of hidden, aponymous political
players. His patriotic idealism coulF then be exploited to further an
unknown agenda, potentially even turning the patriot against the best
interests of his native Iamd.lg5

Sheptytsky described the necessary process of ethical discernment as a
careful scrutiny of what lay behind external appearances:

"1t is necessary in life to scrutinize the spirit; to reflect on

whether the spirit which is driving one in a particular direction

is a good spirit that comes from God; to be able to doubt and not

trust the judgment of a first impression about what is beautiful
196

or good."
Unless one took the time to 1ooK closely at "the essence and the depth of
things," one would easily be deceived by attractive slogans.

To counter the rashness in militant nationalism, Sheptytsky pointed to
a spiritual perspective on patriotism. For although patriotism was a vir-

tue, it was laden with hidden, subtle dangers. In order to avoid them, one



had to be able to situate one’s own love of country within a long~term,
historical wvision of the life of a nation. From that point of view, the
differences between true and false patriotism began to emerge more clearly:

"...the sacrifice of a single instant cannot replace many years

of ant-like work.. It is not by moméntary outbursts, but through

tireless effort and sacrifice unto bloodshed and death on the

part of many generations that a people raise themselves up. It is

sometimes easier to spill blood in a single moment of enthusiasm

than to do ocne’s duty in the face of adversity, to bear the heat

of the dar, the scorching rays of the sun, the ill=-will of

people, the hatred of enemies, the absence of trust from among

one’s own, the want of assistance from one’s closest friends -

and, in the midst of such work, to fulfil one’s task to the very

end, without expecting any laurels for the triumph or any reward

for the seruice.'l9?

As he distinguished the notion of sacrifice as a patient endurance and an
offering from suicidal fervor and idealism, so too the Metropolitan tried
to steer young people toward thinking about how they could contribute
constructively to nationbuilding, which he saw as far more of a challenge
than sabotage and terror.

In 1938, anticipating conflict guer threats to the territorial auto-
nomy of Carpathc-Ukraine, Sheptytsky urged young UKrainians +to guard
against allowing themselves to be provoked into committing acts of vio-
lence. It was not important, he argued, how trying the circumstances were,
for “the more staggering and painful they are, the more th:;erequire us not

to lose our spiritual equilibrium and well-advised peace.”

Sheptytsky considered it imperative for voung Ukrainians to overcome



their extremism, which was couterproductive, he felt, since it only led
them to squander their energies and harm themselves, the Ukrainian people
and their future.l99 He appealed to their strong sense of patriotism to
adopt a more critical attentiveness to the consequences of their activity:

"1t is precisely because vyou love your unfortunate Ukrainian people that

vou are not permitted not to see this.”

b. solidarity with the past

The Metropolitan criticized the intolerance that led young UKrainians
to try to impose their views on others, even through the use of violence.
The Metropolitan did not blame Ukrainians directly for this phenomenon,
however; he believed that it was part of a worldwide current that was
created by fascism and by Bolshevism. Nevertheless, it was an erroneous
path that disregarded fundamental liberty. In particular, it appeared to
ignore that "sacrifices that are not freely made are worthless;" that
"outcside of the individual free will there is no good or happiness or
future for the people;" and that "it is a sign of weakness when 3 man
cannot persuade another except by +orce."200

The Metropolitan signalled a certain pride that was leading young
Ukrainians to disregard the views and experience of their elders. Con-
sequently, they often erred in their judgments. Sheptytsky tried to correct
this by reminding them that, "as in the Church and in Christianity, so too
in national life, tradition is the foundation of the -Future."201 Nation~-
building was not, in Sheptytsky‘s view, 2a matter of one instant; it in-
volved the arduous process of transmitting tradition from generation to

generation. That very process of transmission, which kept a people in touch

with their past, was at the same time the door to their future.




"A nation whose every generation would break with the past and
beqgin anew the work for their native land would necessarily
remain a weak child among other nations. For nations do not
arrive at adulthood through the work of one generation. That
requires the long, laborious effort of many generations, it
requires the linkage of those generations not only in the most
proximate ideals, but in all the means by which they want to
achieve those ideals. For, you see, my dear ones, a human person
is a very tiny and frail being; ard far from the truth is he who
thinks of himself as great and mighty. In our hands is only one
moment of the existence of our nation. And if in that moment we
do not link up our work with those who came before us, and if
again those who come after us do not link up their work in their
time with our work and with the work of those who came before us,
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then what can our nation achieve, even after centuries?”

The rejection of the past and of the knowledge of older people was basical-
1y a rejection of authority, the Metropolitan observed. Its implicit danger
was that it led to the rejection of 2all forms of authority- parental,
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national, ecclesiastical and divine: in a word, it led to anarchy.

Sheptytsky thus viewed the national cause as the collective project of
the entire people, rather than one that was restricted to only one genera-
tion, He therefore reminded young people that they had much to gain from
the experience of their elders:

"Do not scorn your parents and older people. On the conmtrary, let

their experience and social responsibility always suppiement and
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inspire your youthful and exuberant idealism.”



The purpose of such advice was certainiy not criticism for its own sake;
the Metropolitan saw his role as that of a loving, caring father. His
benevolent paternalism was part of a broad view of the Christian community
as a family of believers supporting one another and, when necessary, cor-
recting one another fraternally. As he put it,

*You should know and understand that you have a Father in L’viv

who loves you deeply, who remembers you and prays for you; and

that in Rome there is also the Father of all Catholic peoples in

the whole world. Yeour father who resides in L’viv is happy when

he hears... that you are becoming good Catholic Christians, good

sons of the Church and geod and loyval sons of your father-
2095
tand."
Concerned that some forms of nationalism were veering away from Christian

social values, Sheptytsky tried to restore the collective, +familial unity

of the Christian community under a banner of Christian patriotism.

3. Praxis

a. Catholic Action

To counter the displacement of Christian morality by the nationalists,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky encouraged the establishment of Catholic Action, a
lay apestelate under an episcopal mandate. Tracing its origin te Pius XI’s
encyclical "Ubi éArcano Dei" (1922), the organization’s first Greek Catholic
chapters began to appear in Galicia in 1931.206

Metropolitan Sheptyisky explained that the aim of Catholic Action was

"to organize and encourage lay Christians /to participate in/ pastoral
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work, that is, to assist the pastors in their wark."” He was particularly

interested in developing cadres of catechists to assist in religious educa-
tion in the uillages.208 In view of developing a lay apostolate, the orga-
nization would also offer lectures and courses, and would publish materials
for study and informatioen.

The Metropolitan saw the Catholic Action initiative as a way of revi-
talizing the Church and winning lapsed believers back into the Christian

fold; he therefore called in 1935 on the members of Catholic Action to

convert "those unfortunate ones who have completely removed themselves from
209
the Church."”

And in December, 1936, the three Greek Catholic hierarchs devoted &
special pastoral to Catholic Action. Citing growing communist hostility
towards Christianity, they addressed the need to extend the Church’s apos-
tolic, teaching mission to the 1aity.210 In this, they found the situation
in Spain and Mexico instructive:

"The whole Catholic world bows its head to the immortal heroes of

recent days in Mexico and Spain, who are struggiing and giving

their Jives for the rights /and cause/ of God and their homeland

with the cry: ‘Long live Christ the King!’ The roung heroes of

Alcazar are an example to the youth of all nations, they are all

living examples of Catholic Action. In the frenzied advance of

the kingdom of Satan against God and His Kingdom of love in this

world, the mobilization of the entire Christian world against

this enemy is essential, and, thank God, in accordance with the

call of the Head of the Church, this is happening.

More than any other nation in the world, UKraine is suf-

fering at the hands of this enemy, and so we must all arm our-

selves with the weapons of truth and love, for we need as many

.y -




heroes and apostles as possible /to defend/ the rights /and

cause/ of God and country.'211

Urlike the Catholic Union, which was explicitly conceived as a poli-
tical instrument that wogld Tobby for legislative reform, Catholic Action
was strictly ap[:ni\tit:a].nl2 However, the bishops made a special point of
deciaring that Catholic Action would not stand in the way of Ukrainian
patriotism. On the contrary,

"true 1love, sacriftice and dedication to one’s people can only

proceed from a propetrly understood love of God and neighbor. The
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believing Catholic is always and everywhere a good patriot.”

b. Babii

The campaign of terroé waged by revolutionary UKrainian nationalists
since the early 1920“s had targetted primarily Polish victims. But on July
25th, 1934, just over a month after the assassination of the Minister of
the Interior Bronisfaw Pieracki, OUN terrorism claimed & Ukrainian vigtim,
Ivan Babii, A leading member of Catholic Action in L7viv, Babii was Known
to have staunchly opposed and obstructed the recruitment of UKkrainian high
school students for the terrorist underground.

Metropolitan Sheptytsky condemned both the crime and the criminal,
reiterating the fundamental principle that "a crime is always a crime, and
it is not possible to serve a sacred cause with bloodied hands."214 But the
real focus of his criticism was the UKrainian nationalist leadership which
had its headquarters outside the Polish border (in Germany and Czecho-

slovakia)., They were the ones who directed the UKrainian underground move-

ment in Poland, who ordered assassinations, and who recruited Ukrainian



high school students for terrorism. This was reprehensible for, in the
Metropolitan‘s ascsessment, “whoever demoralized the youth was a <riminal
and an enemy of the people."215

This statement represented a departure from other statements that the
Metropolitan had made on homicide in that it was not primarily ethical; the
Metropolitan appears to have consfdered the passing reference to the un-
justifiability of griminal action even in the name of a sacred cause as a
sufficient and complete expression of his ethical judgement on the issue,
Nor was the argument theological; it made noc mention whatever of the divine
law that had been transaressed.

Instead, the Metropolitan’s statement focussed almost exviusively on
the broader social dimension of the crime. Babii’s assassin was & high
school student, one of the recruits of the terrorist underground. In
Sheptytsky’s opinion, that recruitment was itself a grave crime, for stu-
dents were being drawn away from their schoolwork and into crime, homicide
and, ultimately, injury to their own peop]e.216 He argued that by following
such a line, the hidden leaders of terrorism had completely diverced them-
selves from the best interests of UKrainian society; their methods were not
solutions, but had become part of the problem:

*...n0 reascnable Ukrainian would fail to oppose that criminal

activity. No educator would fail to affirm that whoever draws the

youth away from their work and into the underground commits a

grave crime against the youth. No father or mother would fail to

curse those who are leading our youth astray and into the dead

end of crime.

1f you want to treacherously kill those who oppose your

work, you will have to Kill all the teachers and professors who



are working for the Ukrainian youth, all the mothers and fathers

of Ukrainian children, all the heads and directors of UKrainian

educational institutions, all the politicians and community acti-

vists. And, above all, you will have to remove by assassinatipn

the obstacles which are posed to your criminal and stupid work by

the clergy and the Bishops."ZI?
This was as clear and fundamental a personal break with revolutionary
UKrzirian terrorism as the Metropolitan could possibly have made; yet, as a
pastor, he also felt cbligated to lead others to the same ethical con-
clusion. He decided that, in order to ensure that UKkrainian Catholics would
not be led astray, it was necessary to isolate the terrorists definitively
from the mainstream of UKrainian society. He therefore called on those who
had Knewn Ivan Babii to give public testimony to hié character and achieve-
ments, so that all could "see clearly onto which paths /Babii/ had wanted
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to guide our youth, and which path his murderers took."

c. attempts to politicize the Church

In spite of being ethically isolated from the Catholic mainstream, the
militant wing of UKrainian naticnalism tried to curry favor and maintain a
base of support within the Church.

In July, 1934, Metropolitan Sheptytsky learned that some church ser-
vices that 1lay people requested were being turned into political rallies
during which leatlest were distributed and secular songs were sung., Since
local parish priests often faced the predicament of finding it awkward to
stand up to such wishes of their parishioners, he issued a statement that

219
clarified the official position of the Church. Quite simply, he ex-



plained, such abuses were a profanation and a sacrilege contrary to divine
law. Accordingly, parish priests were prohibited from conducting services
for secular, rather than religious purposes.

And, that same year, in preparing for the celebration of the anniver-
sary of UKrainian independence ¢(November 1st), Metropolitan Sheptytsky
explained the proper religious commemoration of the day. As Christians,
Ukrainian Catholics would mark the occasion with prayer and thanksgiving.
As well as asking God to have mercy on those who were suffering and those
who had died in the fight for independence, Ukrainians would also ask for
"those heavenly gqifts which are needed for the complete and successful
development of all the national strengths and attributes, as well as tor
the blessed development of the material and spiritual life of the
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people.”

Since the annual celebration was commonly attended by people who were
known to have failen away from Christianity, Sheptytsky declared that the
Church would continue to welcome them as it had done in the past, in the
hope that their suyperficial attendance (i.e., without the same spirit of
faith, hope and prayer in which Christians gathered) would perhaps some day
lead them intoc the internal, spiritual community of belieuers.221 However,
anyone who wanted to manipulate such religious gatherings for political
purposes was not to be allowed to participate. As the Metropolitan ex-
plained,

"Unfortunately, there are people who have lost their Christian

faith and who have become so aliepated from Christian thinking

that, in the festive moment of nationwide prayer, they enter our
churches to trample on our sacred objects with their sacrilegious

behavior. They turn a place of worship and prayer into an arena

of clamorous and unwise political demonstrations with which they

. -



insult the Almighty and offend the Christian sentiments of their

own veorle. In the face of such abuses by unreasonable and blind

people, for whom the Liturgy is only an external form and for

whom patriotism consists only of words and slogans, we must close

the doors of our t:ht.tr-ches.“222
The Metropolitan’s desire to Keep the Church free From political manipula-
tion was the overriding concern here. Indeed, church doors would be opened
even to atheists and agnostics who approached with an open mind, but not to
those who sought to abuse holy places and objects for political purposes.

As for any priests who may have been drawn into the political fervor
of the times, Sheptytsky urged them to be cautious not to overstep the
bounds of acceptable political invelvement. As he had done very forcefully
in  the Austrian period, the Metropolitan spoke out in the 1930’s against
the mixing of pulpits and politics; even sound pelitics, if voiced from a
pulpit and in liturgical vestments, were nothing but “"1lies and falsehood:”

“That same abuse of the teaching of Christ occurs when /a priest/

stands on the platform of patriotism and speaks as a patriot,

rather than as a messenger of Christ. Even a messenger of Christ

may speak about patriotism, but he must always do so from the
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point of view of Christ and of the age~old heavenly truth.*

And again, Jjust prior to World War 11, the Metropolitan lamented: "We must

admit with shame that our preaching is all-too-often a purely human, weak,
224
vain and worthless discourse."”

On a number of occasions during the interwar Polish period, the Metro-

politan explained his personal reluctance to become entangled in politics.

In 1929, he wrote:



"Sad experience has taught me that the harder you try to stay out

of politics the more likely it is that you will often be accused

of meddling in political affairs.'zzs
Four years later, in an interview for a Polish periedical, the Metropolitan
declined to comment on political issues and instead referred the reporter
to lay Ukrainians who, he said, were more competent in such matters.226

When in December, 1934, Rev. Vasyl’ Mastsiukh was appointed Apostolic
Administrator of LemKivshchyna, the Ukrainian National Democratic Union
strongly opposed this as a step toward the denationalization of the Ukrai-
nians in the region. Mastsiukh wrote to Sheptytsky and expressed his con-
cern over the conflict. The Metropolitan replied with advice that explained
his own method of avoiding political tensions with the population:

"I try to carefully avoid alil pelitics and that Keeps me from any

conflict with my faithful. No national group complains as long as

no one steps on their toes, that is, when no one interferes in

their political affairs with a political program or action that

is contrary to their own. Purely Catholic, apolitical action can

onty help a people and no people is ever offended by /such/

help.... 1t is important that no one be able to accuse us of any

political action that might be contrary to those natioral goods,

aims and desires which are not opposed to the faith and mora-
227
lity."

Also, he explained that Catholic Action was a "completely apolitical
228
organization of societies." Even the Catholic Union, which was un-

equivocally political, was explicitly non—-partisan.



d. birth control

Another area of particular social concern that was tied to the future
of the Ukrainian people in the Metropolitan’s thinking had to do with
sexual ethigcs. A variety of reproductive interventions, ranging from con-
traception to abortion, were being practiced in Poland and, although the
problem was perhaps not yet as widespread as in France and other Western
European countries, the Metropolitan was alarmed at "seeing almost daily
how Ffamilies which should be Christian shamelessly adopt a system of neo-
Malthusianism to such an extent that this +ilth has become an eyesore.'229

But while he was aware of Pius XI’s encyclical "Casti Connubii® and
while he objected to contraception on the grounds that it was an intrinsic
evil that transformed the sacrament of marriage into pagan concubinage,230
Sheptytsky also voiced deep concern about the social consequences of “the
system of two children or none at all." Contraception was contrary to
nature because it "threatens the physical existence of humanity and con-
demns a nation or a human society to death and destruction."231 Moreover,
he 4$elt that the widespread practice of birth control would have a devas-
tating effect on a country‘s population growth; that effect was apparent in
some counitries where there were already "more coffins than cradles.'232

Metropolitan Sheptytsky was convinced that by reducing the size of
families entire peoples were destroying themselves, and the same fate
awaited UKrainians if they followed that path.233 For, the Metropolitan
affirmed, birth control was a plague that avenged itself on an entire
people and was far worse than enslavement by the enemy.234 Children were a
nation’s guarantee of the ;;;ure, its potential political leaders, scho-

lars, artists and writers and the loss to society of every individual

life was incalculable, for one never Knew the potential contribution to the



common qood that was thereby erased:

Moreguer,

was closely associated with the human soul,

the

*A child so barbarously deprived of life or not brought into life
by its parents was perhaps appointed by God to render some ser-
vice to its family, to its people, or even to all of humanity,
which no one else will ever give, or to deliver some heavenly
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benefits which no one else will deliver."

greatest earthly treasures®:

"From a Christian perspective, we have to say that ewvery
human soul is an almost Timitless treasure for the parents, for
society, for the Church and a2 limitless good for God Himself. The
human soul is such a great good that Jesus Christ gives up His
life for souls or, one could say, for ‘the soul”’....

From a Christian perspective, we have to say that the Chris-
tian soul, that is, a soul blessed by divine grace, participates
in what Christ presents as the most essential +eature of the
Kingdom and which is a hidden treasure. The comparison will be
clear when we remember two pronouncements of Jesus: that the
Kingdom is like a hidden treasure (Mt. 13:44) and that the King-
dom is within you (Luke 17:21). Obwiously, the gospel reference
to the Kingdom of God refers to the Church, and t2 heaven, and to
the Gospel, and to the coming of the Messiah, and, +finally, to
God’s sanctifying grace. The Kingdom has the character of a
hidden treasure in every one of the scriptural connotations of
that word. But perhaps the most natural hidden treasure is that

Kingdom of God which is within our souls, that is, that very

the incalculable spiritual worth of every individual human being

which was "more valuable than



human soul which has been sanctified by divine grace.'zS?

Another important consideration in appreciating the social impact of
limiting the size of families was its effect on the ability of a society to
recover from massive losses of life, whether through wars or epidemics.
With this in mind, Metropolitan Sheptyisky contrasted “healthy® nations,
which were comprised of large family units, with weak nattons, which arti-
ficially restricted the size of families:

*In healthy nations, where every family always has six, seven,

nine, and more children, the worst pogroms and the bloodiest wars

are wounds that heal very gquickly. But a people that has adopted

the system of two children is such a sick people that every
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single wound /is one that/ will not heal.®

Although the Metropolitan did not look upon patriotic motives as the main
argument against birth control, he acknowledged that "even those do well
who avoid that sin and struggie to overcome it in society only because of
those temporal considerations.‘239 For they too required the moral strength
on which the future of the motherland depended. Thus, he called Ukrainians:

"...preserve your innocence also because of your love of our

motheriand. Young people who do not watch out for sins against

chastity are weak in will and character; they are poor soldiers

not only of Christ but of their motherland as welil. In order to

be whole, healthy and strong, in order to Know how to live and in

the battle of life to win a better future for onesel¥, one’s own

and one’s people, it is necessary to be not only physically but

also morally healthy and pure, and to Keep one’s distance +from

that softness, worthlessness and feebleness to which the abuse of
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sensual pleasures leads."



And, as he often did, Sheptytsky invoked divine wisdom with a prayver for
the gift of ethical discernment:
"Let God’s wisdom... allow four families/ to understand how
precious and good numerous offspring are, and what a terrible
crime against the family, the nation and humanity it is to re-
strict the number of offspring.'241
Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s national argument against birth control suggests
that he may have expected it to have a special resonance among Ukrainians
in addition to the traditional natural law argument. For, as he had shouwn
subtle attentiveness to Ukrainian sensibilities by elaborating his critique
of excessively militant nationalism from within a strong affirmation of
Christian love of country, so too with birth control Shepiytsky found that
he could effectively appeal to the form of patriotism which the Church was

able to endorse.

As he had done in the Austrian period, so teo in the interwar Polish
period, the Metropolitan tried to chart out a path for Christian patrio-
tism. Attuned to the Ukrainian political thought of the time, he proceeded
now bevond the question of peaceful inter=-ethnic coexistence, to reflect on
the constructive elements and attitudes that were necessary for the process
of nationbuilding. From a Christian perspective, that process could only be
successful if it was based firmly on Christian wvaluyes. and, since that
Christian spirit was perhaps nowhere more needed than among the UKrainian
youth, Sheptytsky prayed:

"May Christ protect our youth from every evil influence, let Him

create conditions in which they can develop all their God-given



talents. May every generation of our youth produce many people of

conscientious and profound work: great scholars, genuine artists,

excellent writers, lawyers, physicians, architects, great indus-

trialists and merchants. Let every one of them grow up to be a

citizen whose worK will bring benefit and glory to our
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peaple.”

The future of UKrainian society would alsc depend oh wise individuals,
inspired by the Holy Spirit, who "with tireless scholarly effort would
enlighten and for centuries indicate the path of work to future gqenera-
tions."243 In Sheptytsky’s thinking, such wise political and social leaders
were needed as

*...would seek the common good, not their own; who would provide

leadership and not yield to every change in public opinion; who

would bDoidiy and loudly confess the principles of the Christian
faith....who in the legisiatures would defend those who have been
wronged, who would courageously and wisely demand naticgnal
rights, and who would always set themselves to work For the
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rights of ocur holy, Catholic Church.”



E. Conclusien

The main threats to Christian social values that Sheptytsky perceived
during the Polish period were both external to the Church (atheistic commu-
nism in Russia, anti-Ukrainian sentiment in the Polish state) and internal
(militant nationalism and a secularized ethic). In responding to those
threats, the Metropolitan focussed attention on standing fast in the faith
as the fundamental ethical challenge for the Ukrainian Catholic Church and
the UKrainian society. And, as was his habit, he expressed this perception
of a fundamental threat best within a prayer:

"Many have not recognized you; many have fallen away from you,

having scorned your commandments.... Lord, be a King not only for

the faithful who have not fallen away from you but also to the

prodigal sons who have rejected you; grant that they may soon

return to the family hearth and do not let them die in misery and
hunger. Be a King for those who have been misled either by false
teachings or by disagreements and bring them back to the source

of the truth and unity of the faith so that they may soon become

one flock and one pastor.“245

Keenly aware of the power of patriotic ideals in the popular con-
sciousness of Ukrainians during the Polish period, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
articulated the official position of the Greek Catholic Church on Key
social issues with special attention to UKrainian patriotic sentiment.
Thus, an important element in his critique of communist collaboration was
the patriotic argument that it constituted a betrayal of the UKrainian
people. Similarly, patriotic concerns were a crucial part of Sheptytsky’s
dealings with the Polish Republic, for he actively opposed the atiribution

of collective guilt upon the entire UKrainian community and made represen-—



tations in defence of their linguistic and religious rights. Finally,
reflecting on the future of Ukrainian society, the Metropolitan +Firmly
endorsed the Christian understanding of patriotism and, from that perspec-
tive, he proceeded to level a critique at attempts to shift the Ukrainian
social and political égenda away from its traditional, Christian foundation
towards a secular, and even atheistic, base. In effect, by incorporating
the element of UKrainian patriotic self-awareness intoc Greek Catholic

reflection on social ethics, Sheptytsky took an innovative step towards

applving Catholic social teaching to the UKrainian context.



CHAPTER 4:
METROPOLITAN SHEPTYTSKY*S SOCIAL TEACHING AND PRAX1S DURING

THE SOVIET OCCUPATION OF EASTERN GALICIA (September 193% - June 1941)

On September 17, 1939, shortly after the signing of the
Ribbentrop-Molotov non-aggression pact between the U.5.S.R and Nazi
Germany, GSoviet forces invaded Poland and began an occupation of
Eastern Galicia that was to last twenty-ore months. The Greek Catholic
Church was faced with a fait accompli that radically alttered its
relation with the civil authority- the occupving forces brought in a
social order that was arounded in an official doctrine of atheism Iand
which severely restricted the social role of the Church. It is hardly
surprising that Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s social thought and activity
should have been shaped to a considerable degree by the new secio-
political c¢limate; both as an institution and as a community of
faithful, the Church saw its very existence challenged. Metropolitan
Sheptytsky therefore tried to identify and address the urgent social
problems that resulted from the war and the occupaticn.

In this chapter, we consider the tenuous situation of the Church
in its relation toward the occupying Soviet state and examine the
implications of that relationship for three moments in Sheptytsky’s
social thought: his reading of the situation, his proposed guidelines
for Christian social action and his implementation of those guidelines

in practice.

[ TaTal



A. Sheptytsky’s assessment of the Situation

1. Empirical reading

Although Western scholars generally agree that this first Soviet
occupation of Western Ukraine was not accdmpanied by as harsh anti-
Church poligcies as might have been anticipated,1 such assessments are
historically informed by events that were to follow. However, opera-
ting within the context as it developed, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
perceived the occupation as a genuine and immediate threat, both tgo
the popuilation at large and to his Cﬁurch. In the first pilace, the
occupation dealt 3 devastating blow to Western UKrainian society, as
was evident from the cost in human lives. The attempt at transition to
a communist order, although short-lived, involved the deportation of

2

some 480,000 people to Eastern lands, while the military withdrawal

in June, 1941, was accompanied by massacres such as that in Lviv
3
where 6,000 people perished.

Secondly, the Soviet occupation introduced policies and legista-
tion that raised doubts about the future of Greek Catholicism in
Galicia: nationalization, secularization and anticiericalism,

Nationalization proceeded almost immediately after the entry of
Soviet forces into the land. Monasteries and convents were suppressed,
while monks were dispersed and land-heldings were confiscated. The
internal communication and administration of the Church was hamstrung
by the nationalization of its printing presses. The Greek Catholic
Church had depended on its many newspapers and periodicals to dissemi-
nate information and pastoral guidance, and now most of them ceased

4

publication. To maKe matters worse, the Church was deprived of postal

service. Metropolitan Sheptytsky related the resulting difficulties of



internal communication to his go-between with the Pope, Budapest
nuncio Monsignor Rotta: "...the lack of postal and communication links
or, rather, the unavailability of such services to the Church was the

reason why I could not Keep all the clergy of my diocese on the
5
alert..."

A process of planned secularization was put into place in order
to "sovietize" the newly-occupied Galician society, that is, to bring
it more into conformity with the Soviet model. Organized religion was
thus deemed to be a purely private matter and systematic efforts were

made to remove it from public life. The school system was not only

secularized =~ through the dismissal and forcible exclusion of cate-
é
chists and the elimination of courses in religion - but was turned
7

tnto 2 platform for the promotion of atheist doctrine. As well, in a
variety of ways, the State attempted to subvert the institutional
structure of the Church.8

Priests were specifically targetted by anticlerical measures.
Socially, they were stigmatized by means of specially designated
passports and by official references to their homes and to church
buildings as "unproductive institutions.'9 No less significant were
economic sanctions; whereas priests had formerly received state sala-
ries, they now 1lost such benefits and instead were subjected to a
heavy religious tax (*Kul”’tzbir") and, in some cases, were deprived of
Iand-holdings.10 Moreover, Sheptytsky noted that the ranks of the
Greek Catholic clergy were being depleted at an unprecedented rate of
attrition. A number of interrelated factors, in addition to those

already mentioned, were behind this phenomenon: when the occupying

forces began arresting, sentencing to hard labor and summarily depor-



ting priests, many others fled the Soviet-occupied zone into Nazi-held
areas.11 in this way, the Greek Catheolic Church lost about 200 priests
during the Soviet occupation. Although this represented less than 104
of the total lay clerqgy in the Archeparchy, the loss was a matter of
urgent concern for another reason: all three seminaries (located in
Lfviv, Stanysliaviv and Peremyshl!’) had also been forcibly dissolved,
and there were very few new ordinations. The only source of replace-
ments for the parishes became the monastic priests whom the state had
expellied $rom the cloistered 1i+e.12

In  responding to all of these developments, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky was primarily concerned with ensuring the survival of the
Church and, inlorder to survive, the Church would have to be allowed
to fulfil its duty of religious education. His fundamental social
concern during this period was with the defence of religious +freedom.
He therefore focussed his social reflection and ethical decision-
maKing on two questions that emerged directly from the historical con-
text: how to define the appropriate posture of the Church toward the
avthortty of the occupying state and how to indicate the acceptabile
means by which the Church might meet the socfaI demands that were

being placed on it in the new sityation. Before turning to these

issues, we shall briefly examine Sheptytsky’s theological assessment

of the situation.



2. Theological assessment

a. Nature of the threat: loss of faith
Along with the external threat to the life of the Church as an
institution, Sheptytsky saw that the suppression of religious life in
Galicia posed a deeper, spiritual threat to society. The state’s
systematic promotion of atheism was having an observable effect on the
Greek Catholic community. 1In the first place, as the Metropolitan
noted in a letter to Cardinal Tisserant, atheist doctrine was showing
signs of taking root among the traditionally Christian people:
"...alas, despite the best intentions of parents and
children, the imprint of official atheism of the teachers
already began to show itsel€ and it would have grown ewven

13
more if that system had continued."”

For those whose faith was strong the occupation was perhaps less
of an insurmountable adversity than an opportunity for renewa1.14 But,
Sheptytsky feared, for many others it was a time of profound corrup-
tion. For, whether they submitted to the influence of the régime or
freely chose to reconcile themselves with communism, Sheptytsky felt
that he was seeing an unprecedented dissolution of society and social
values:

"All1  the worst passions of the human nature were unleashed

and this system of permanent and continual revolution raised

the lowest and vilest elements to the surface of the social

life; it also shook up the authority of the family, of the

schoolmaster, and of all other moral avthority, and stirred

up 2 real hatred of what were called the Soviet

15
authorities."”
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b. Socio-ethical implications

The devastating implications of the widespread Toss of faith were
therefore to be seen, according to Sheptritsky, in the moral degenera-
tion of society. He specifically drew attention to three areas in
which he saw symptoms of that degeneration: declining morality in
marital and sexual relations, alcohol abuse and apathy with regard to
work,

The fabric of society was being eroded, Sheptytsky felt, because
the Christian <amily itself was "threatened in its very founda-
tions.'16 This referred in part to the state policy on civil marriage,
and Sheptytsky considered it to be vet another vehicle through which
the state was undermining the role of the Church and propagating
atheism.l? But it also referred to actual issues of sexual ethics in
Ukrainian society, to which Sheptytsky referred during this period,
such as contraception, "the sacrilegious abuse of matrimony®” and abor=-
tion.18 In the Metropolitan’s view, UKrainian society was no Jonger
threatened merely +rom outside by the actions of the state, but it
also was fallen internally as a result of sin.

Another social problem that became widespread after the Soviet
takeover was drunkenness. On that subject, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
wrote a special statement to the faithful. Considering the issue to be
complex, he pointed out that it héd several causes:

“Whenever people have many reasons to worry and fear for the

tuture there is inevitably a great temptation to seek

pleasure or strength in intoxicants. Such is human nature.

And the enemy of our salvation exploits that weakness of



ours SO as to increase and to.constantly shove that tempta-

t{on upon us.'19
The problem, as Sheptytsky saw it in its specific historical context,
arose out of two factors - the human weakness of *people of weaker
character and faith® and the difficulties of that historical moment,
*when a person is in the greatest need of God’s grace."20 indeed, the
expression "the enemy of our salvation® was a subtle double-entendre
covering both the spiritual source of temptation on the one hand and,
on the other, the specific conditions that prevailed in Galicia in the
vears 1939-1941:

», .. f$rom some guarters 1 am informed that there are pecple

without conscience, atheists, who are not ashamed to induce

and encourage people to drink.'21
Not only were the causes of alcohol abuse both psychological and
social, in Sheptytsky’s estimation, but its consequences were equally
serious in both a material and a spiritual sense. For, in addition to
the loss of the faculty of reason and conscience, drunkenness also
entailed the loss of divine grace and exclusion from the Kingdom.

Another temptation that Sheptytsky noticed at this time was
apathy with respect to productive labor. Wartime conditions had
created uncertainty about the future and about the security ot proper—
ty, with the result that some people gave in to despair and simply
abandoned all worK as futile. The Metropolitan pecognized that the
pressure of the times was indeed overwhelming:

*1t¢ appears to you that this work, although essential, will

bring neither any benefit nor any good. Perhaps that is

truly the case; the times of war in which we are living are



times when no one is sure of either his life or his posses-
stons. At any moment, the sad circumstances in which we fingd
ourselves can place any one of us before God’s judgment,
tearing us away from the present life and taking away an
entire life’s earnings and all the p;;sessions that a goed
father may have wanted to leave for his children. In such
circumstances, not only does one not wish to work, but
everything seems to indicate that it is not worth the
e+fort.'22
Sheptytsky appreciated that the state of emergency had caused some of
his <aithful to lose hope, and felt that it was not appropriate for
him to tell people how they should conduct their personal affairs,
Instead, he merely reviewed the biblical teachings on the meaning and
importance of human work.23 According to those teachings, human work
is necessary, though not in itself the aim of life; it is meant to
lead people to God. In work are balanced both social duties (to assist
the needy in a spirit of brotherly love) and religious duties (to do
what is pleasing to God) so that, whenever it is fulfilied in the
Christian spirit, it never goes to waste.24 In Sheptrtsky’s reading,
the biblical teachings showed that there was a "danger of neglecting
that work which perhaps will turn out to be indispensable and without
which very unpleasant and hard times may yet come upon rou.“zs Produc-
tive labor was to be maintained in so far as it could never really be
futile, even though it may have appreared so; by neglecting it, one
risked great personal and national losses.

The complex interplay of material and spiritual considerations

underlying the question of tabor under wartime conditions did not



prevent the Metropolitan +from taking a strong stand on the issue.
While acknowledging that the war had made it difficult for people to
choose Dbetween work and idleness and for him to personally argue for
one course of action over another, he was nonetheless convinced that
scriptural teaching overwheimingly <favored work over idleness,
independently of historical vicissitudes. In relation to God, in other
words, the value and dignity of human labor remained constant and did

not depend on contextual considerations.

¢. Spiritual and historical consequences

"In 1light of the Christian ¥ai§h,' Sheptytsky observed, "the
greatest threat is loss of -Fai'ch,"..6 and under Soviet rule he saw
plenty of occasions where Greek Catholics were being exposed to that
danger. Particularly vulnerable were the young, who were subjected to
atheist indoctrinationz? and pressure in the schools, while enrclling
in the “Pioneers" youth organization23 and in the course of military
seruice.z9 Adults, he noted, were subjected to the same Kind of pres-
sures whenever they coilaborated with the government or its agencies
and, especially, when they carried out official decisions to expro-
priate church property.30

All  of these situations undermined the life of faith and prayer
of the Greek Catholic community and, to Sheptytsky, this was ineluc-
tably bound up with the sufferings of the people.

"The changed circumstances are an opportunity /that has been

provided by/ Divine Providence, an opportunity that we

neither earned nor asked for, an opportunity to perceive the

error in which we have been to this time. We are witnessing



historical events which for all times will cleariy demon~
strate the significance of praver +for humanity. We are
seeing what consequences ensue when Jour/ praver #alls
silent. A land where the words ‘give us this day our daily
bread’ are omitted from the Qur Father is condemned to
famine by the historical Nemesis. The same fate may well
await a land or a people whose voice is not constantly
raised to heaven with the words “hallowed be Thy name, Thy
Kingdom come.” For, if so terrible are the consequences of
omitting the words which are, as it were, closest to the

land, what then might be the results of leaving out the
31
other words?"

No 1less urgent from a theological perspective was the danger of
grave sin which also carried both spiritual and socio-historical
consequences. In other words, Sheptytsky felt that along with the
direct, external threat posed by the Soviet régime internal risks were
present as well; by severely restricting the activity of the Church,
the new conditions effectively increased the occasions for grave sin.
This danger was perhaps most pronounced in the sacramental ministry.
Time and again, SheptytsKky warned his priests and the faithful against
the sacrilege of Knowingly administering or receiving the Eucharist in
a state of mortal sin.32 Nor did he underestimate the detrimental
impact of such a sin on the entire community of believers, for, as he
put it, *With one sacrilegious Eucharist a miserable sinner does more

harm to the entire Christian community than all atheists put to-
33
gethepr.” Considering that sin to be tantamount to a historical
34
repetition of the treason of Judas, the Metropolitan saw yet



another, more pernicious dimension to it: it necessarily involved a
priest and this, from both a spiritual and a histerical standpoint,
was nothing short of courting disaster.
*For, if a sacrilege committed by a common Christian who
does not Know his catechism is a terrible misfortune for the
entire community and people, then with what a weight does
the burden of the treason of Judas bear down upon an entire
people when it has been committed by a priest?

This crime is a thousand times more terrifying than the
other; it is such a misfortune for an entire people that its
consequences are more difficult to overcome than the con-
sequences of a bloody war.‘as

Likewise, priests were reminded that, in carrying out their clandes-
tine ministry, they were exposed not only to personal risk; whenever
they carried the presanctified qifts on their person and failed to
take the appropriate precautions to avoid discovery, they exposed
Jesus Christ te a dishonor "even worse than the insults dealt by

34
atheists.”

d. LinKage: the sufferings of war are brought on by sin

The chief source of social turmoil at this time, Sheptytsky
recognized, was the war. But in analyzing the situation with all its
attendant human suffering, the Metropolitan went beyond its immediate-
1y observable aspects and focussed on its deeper, spiritual backdrop.
From a theological perspective, the Metropolitan saw the state of war
as intimately connected with human sinfulness and human responsibi-

lity. Writing to monastic superiors in March, 1940, he remarked,



"When the Almighty has seen fit to send down upon our people

heavy and painful c¢rosses and experiences in the form of

this World War, all of us, togeiher and individually, are

obliged to ask ourselves in a humble spirit whether we did

not become the reason for that deep suffering of our entire

people.'S?

Reflecting on the tribulations of his people at the time, the
Metropolitan recalied a pastoral letter he had written in 1934 titled
"Who is to blame?":

*I was troubted by the thought that the reason <For the

sufferings of our people, sufferings which already then were

plentiful,... were to a great extent caused by sins
commi tted by us, priests., And like a nightmare, 2 bad dream,

this thought returns to me now, as the sufferings of the

innocent grow greater by the day.“38
Metropolitan GSheptytsky believed that there was a linKage between the

historical sufferings of Ukrainian scciety and the rupture with Bod

that was caused by a grave sin:

ras if the sins of men incur divine punishment on an entire
people and i+ the penalties for those sins can become such a
heavy burden that extreme suffering of the innocent along

with bitter tears and relentless penitence (zhorstoki dila

pokaiannia) by sinners become essential, then it seems that
the sufferings brought onto our entire people by this war
are at least in part a punishment for sins whose measure has

39
tipped the scales.

S



In the equation that related the sufferings of war with human
sinfulness, Sheptrtsky necessarily dealt with the question of the
locus of human responsibility: who bears the burden of responsibility?
He approached this question by referring first of all to the specific
historical context; the Galician experience was that the war had heen
brought in from outside and so the real question for the Greek Catho-
Tic Church was not about moral responsibility for waging a war.
Rather, the sufferings of the Greek Catholics, who had neither had any
hand in the outbreak of the war nor in precipitating the aggressive
invasion of their land, and whom the Metropolitan therefore saw as
truly innocent in that respect, raised for Sheptytsky the age-oid
question having to do with the problem of evil: why were the innocent
being exposed to such syffering?

In his search for an answer, Sheptytsky came to the concluysion
that, in this case, the cause of the suffering was spiritual, not
temporai. According to the Metropolitan, the continuation of hardships
due to the war was a divine punishment for grave sins. As for the
questions of precisely what those grave sins were and who had incurred
the wrath of God by committing them, Sheptytsky reasoned that only a
grave sin or sacrilege could have been at the root of such widespread
human suffering. In particular, he expressed concern that this may
have taken the form of a defilement of the Eucharist by priests Know-
ingly administering the sacrament to people in a state of mortal sin
(for example, those who had usurped the Church’s land holdings on
behalf of the state).40 Such was the gravity of that sin, to
Sheptytsky‘s mind, that it incurred the punishment of the entire

people. For this reason, he saw an urgent need for repentance, atone-



ment and personai conversion among the clerqgy; in fact, he considered
them as central aims of the Sobor of 1%40:

“Being an act of atonement for the sins of the people and of

the clergy, our Sobor must reflect on the means of correc-

tion and seek out the paths to raise the level of Christian

righteousness among the people and Christian authority among

the priests to such a degree that the commission of a grave

sin by a priest would be an extraordinarily rare occurrence
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and a sacrilegious communion would be impossible.”

Moreover, Sheptyisky called on the fathers of the Sobor to repent for
sins and errors "with which so often we deserved God’s disfavor and
wrath."42 Clearly of the opinion that the problem was truly far-
reaching, he TlooKed upon the Sobor as nothing less than "an examina-
tion of conscience not only of the clergy but alse of the Eparchial
authority.'43 And in a similar way, the Metropolitan tried to raise

awareness of this threat among the faithful, imploring the youth in

particuiar to take care not (2 "expose the entire Ukrainian people to
44
danger and to cainful grief.”

1t is clear, then, that Metropolitan Sheptytsky saw the
temporal sufferings of his people as linKed to the spiritual reality
of grave sin. Although grave sin may have been committed by only a few
individuals, the punishment was severe, entailing as it did the col-
lective suffering of great masses of innocent people.
The Metropolitan was convinced that the traditionally Christian
society in Western UKraine was running the risk of being transformed
into an atheistic society. Since from a Christian standpoint this

actual threat carried with it potentially far-reaching spiritual and



historical implications, the Metropolitan tried to handle it with all
the urgency that he $elt it required. In doing so, he recognized that
the threat was actually twofold: on the one hand, it was an external
threat followed directly from ctate policies that promoted and
supported atheist indoctrination; on the other hand, it also proceeded
from the fallible nature of man who, ever-vylnerable to sin and tested
now by exceptionally harsh circumstances, coutd well jeopardize not
only his own spiritual and historical welfare, but indeed that of an
entire people. Consegquently, Metropolitan Sheptytsky felt that the
Church would have to go about fulfilling its cocial mission with 2

view toward countering the threat in both of its forms.



B. Guidelines for Social ethics

1. A neutral posture towards the state

Metropolitan Sheptrtsky perceived the Soviet occupation of Gali-
cia and the anti-religious stance of the new political administration
as the main external threat to the Greek Catholic Church and its
faithful. Consequently, the nature of the relationship that the Church
would manage to strike with the state was to be of pivotal importance
to his social teaching and praxis in this period.

The problem of determining the “appropriate™ relationship was
complicated by conflicting theoretical and practical considerations
which favored either accomodation with the state or resistance.

In support of accomodation, there was the fundamental Christian
duty to obey the just dictates of civil authority, to "render unto
€aesar." This duty was reinforced in the immediate contex by a prag-
matic concern- the avoidance of persecution. While there are plenty of
indications that Metropolitan Sheptytsky was personally willing to
accept persecution as a cross,45 he was reluctant to expose his
priests or the faithful to suffering that might have resulted from
positions or statements made by him. Moreover, his own record under
the successive administrations of Austria (1899-1914) and Poland
(1923-1939), althoﬁgh not without exceptions, was  ultimately

characterized by compliance with the dictates of the state, for indeed

as long as divine law was not challenged Sheptytsky preferred negotia-
4é
tion to confrontation.

On the other hand, the specific question in 1939 was about

dealing with a political administration that officially espoused




atheism and that gave indications of its intent to enact policies hos-
tile to the Church: when the state began to persecute citizens on the
basis of their religious beliefs, did the basic Christian teaching on
civic obedience continue to appiy¥? Or, rather, was the Church allowed
in such situations to defy the authority of the state and to call the
faithful to resistance?

Sheptytsky‘s own opposition to communism had been stated emphati-
cally in 1936 wher, a year before Pius XI‘s encyclical on commun i sm,
Divini Redemptoris, he issued the pastoral titled “Nebezpeka tepe-
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rishnioi Khuyli" (The danger of the present moment). But in 1939 the

situation was very different: it was one thing to condemn communism as
an ideology from a distance, and quite another to do So now that that
ideology was embodied in the occupying state; at stake was the already
uncertain future of the Christian community.

In his first pastoral shortly after the occupation, Sheptytsky
addressed this problem:

"Our agenda is the following: we will comply with the civil

authority; we will obey the laws in so far as they do not

contravenre the law of God; we will not meddle in politics

and secular affairs, nor will we cease to work tirelessly
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for the Christian cause amongst our people.”

The pastoral was a strong affirmation of the spiritual task of the
Church, which remained unaltered by the prevailing conditions.
In it, Sheptrtsky called his priests to preach catechetical sermons,
to Jead their congregations in collective prayer and to encourage
frequent confession and the teaching of catechism in the home. This

intensification of the Christian life did not detract from the basic



position taken with respect to the state for, in so far as its laws
were not contrary to Christian teachfng, they would be obeyed. Guite
clearly, the Church was at the mercy of the new régime and was in no
position to engage in open hostilities or in any activities that might
incite further reprisals against its members. But even such obligatory
lovalty to the State was subordinated to the priority of the divine
Taw.

Although expressed in the first weeks of the occupation, this
proved to be a principle to which Sheptytsky would adhere consistently
throughout this episode in the history of his Church: while the Church
would remain aloof from purely political matters, Sheptrisky strongly
affirmed his commitment to ensure the spiritual welfare of his Chris-
tian flock.

Situated between the poles of accomodation and resistance,
Sheptyteky’s approach toward the State nevertheless maintained poli-
tical aloofness in that it was devoid of any politically partisan con-
tent. This perspective of a Church-state relationship in dialectical
tension informed Sheptyisky’s social thought during the Soviet occupa-
tion and served as a guideline for the social action of the Greek
Catholic Church.

According to the principle of political aloofness, the Church
would steer ciear of purely secular matters which were properly the
state’s jurisdiction. A year later, the Sobor of 1240 reaffirmed this
principle by issuing a regulation that urged priests to "avoid any
appearance that /the Church/ is meddling in politics in any way.'49 On

the eve of the election of 15 December, 1940, Sheptytsky put the

principle into practice; although priests were allowed to vote, he




asked them "to scupulously refrain from any influence on the people in
this regard.'s0 Sheptytsky was concerred that partisan stands by
priests could undermine both their pastoral work and their authority
by opening them up to potential conflict with the faithful, who might
not share the political views of their pastors.

The Metropolitan further reminded preachers to ensure that their
sermons remained evangelical, and did not become secular speeches:

“Under the threat of a grave sin, a preacher is not permi t—

ted to add to the Gospel any purely human affirmations, nor

to propagate any sort of political, national or state-

related thesis, nor  any personal matters, needs or

hopes."51
This was reaffirmed by the Sobor of 1940, which decreed:

“Even the appearance of political involvement by the clergy

is to be avoided. Our task is to preach the Gospel and to

lead all people to salvation. Out of complete love for our

people and all our neighbors we do not meddle in any

S2
political matters.®

Similarly, in February 1940, Sheptytsky forbade his priests to hang
state or national banners in the churches and to name secular persons
in the prayers of the Titurgy.s3 Thus, conscious efforts were made to
prevent even a minimum of visible, symbelic support for the state.
Actually, political alcofness was a double-edged sword: on the
one hand, it symbolized the Church’s resistance to the state which, it
felt was usurping its legitimate social and spiritual authority; on

the other hand, it served to check against potentially dangerous

political idealism among the clergy; the Greek Catholic clergy tended



to support the anti-Soviet UKrainian underground, but many, parti-
cularly the vounger priests, went bevond more or less tacit support
and were inclined towards vehemence in voicing their allegiance in
puinc.54 Well aware of this, and of the possible consequences for the
Church as a whole, Sheptytsky took pains to discourage ili-conceived

moves that might have rendered the situation more volatile than it

already was.

In order to counter the external threat of state repression
Metropolitan Sheptytsky proposed +for his Church an approach that
balanced political neutrality with social commitment. This approach
was to a great extent dictated by the prevailing dynamics of power:
the Church couild not afford to risk further reprisals from a hostile
state that held the military and administrative instruments of power;
at the same time, bhowever, the Church did enjor widespread public
support and Sheptytsky could count on that support to back up his
appeals for religious liberty.

The Metropolitan proposed a very similar approach for the inter-

nal life of the Church, and it is to his guidelines on that subject

that we now turn.



2. Social sensitivity in the work of the Church

Metropelitan Sheptyteky considered the Church to have a social
role that extended beyond spiritually-founded exhortations to an ethi-
cal critique. His view of the Church was that, in its capacity as
teacher of morality as well as of the faith, it was not detached from
but integrated with society and was actively concerned with social
relations. Thuys, among the Metropolitan’s Key reasons for convoKing
the Sobor of 1940 was that he felt it was necessary "for the Church
not only to VTive and act but also to set the norms for relations among
people."55

The way that the Church was to carry out its assisting and eriti-
cal role in respect to social ethits, according to Sheptytsky, was by
balancing sensitivity and commitment to the needs of the people, and
discernment of the characteristic traits and shortcomings of the
people. These concerns were primarily addressed to the Greek Catholic
priests whose work was at the center of the social program of the
Church.

Sensitivity to the needs of the people meant, first of all, an
attentiveness to historical context. In adhering to political aloof-
ness, the Metropolitan felt that sermons should be free from political
content., But at the same time, it was still important to apply Gospel
teachings to the context and needs of the times.56 It was a positive
feature in 2 priest when he quickly grasped the needs of the people
and was able to apply his teachings to those neeﬁs, for

"Whoever would ignore the changed times and would preach

today as he did ten or twenty rvears ago would probably be

57
lacking in that trait."



And white Sheptytsky recognized that human nature remained constant
and that therefore a good sermon on the Gospel had universal applica-
bility, he still stressed the importance of "remembering the needs of
the people, in their specific time and in their specific parish."58
Far from suggesting a watering-down of the gospel teaching, this meant
that the appropriate teachings had to be selected to suit the needs of
the context. Thus,
"In order for a sermon to be applicable to the needs of the
times and of the people, it should elevate those truths
which at that givern moment people need more... It is neces-
sary to explain those truths which are useful for success-

S9
fully overcoming the flaws of the present moment."

Along the same line, he tried to inspire the Sobor of 1940 with a
sensitivity to contextually specific needs:
"The decrees of the Eparchial Sobor have to be so suited to
the needs of space, time and the nature of the people and
the clergy that it is impossible to find anywhere a scheme
of laws which could be transplanted verbatim into our
eparchy. Some decisions which might be very beneficial and
necessary in German or Italian eparchies would be unneces-
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sary and perhaps even detrimental in our circumstances.”

Secondly, sensitivity to the needs of the people required a
living contact with them. Pastors were instructed to consult with and
confide in a selected group of their parishioners:

"1t is inconceivable for a pastor not to speak with pious

parishioners about his sorrows and about this terrible task



which he must fulfil, and not to seek their assistance! 1t

is inconceivable because without that assistance the pastor

cannot fulfil his duties well."él
In the Metropolitan’s view, the pastor actually needed that contact
with the people, inasmuch as he felt that dialogue with parishioners
was an essential precondition of good pastoral work.éz

Thirdly, social sensitivity required an eiement of tactfulness
and respect for the hardships of the faithful. Thus, in addressing the
problem of wartime apathy with regard to work, Sheptytsky deliberately
refrained from personally giving advice to the faithful out of respect
for the fact that truly extreme difficulties had driven some of them
to despail“.é3 Similarly, tactfulness was to be observed in delivering
sermons; at all costs, priests were to aveid using them as a vehicle
for reproaching the faithful or, for that matter,  to make personal
remarks of any sort.

*A sinner to whom a given teaching is directed should apply

the teaching to himsel$. When the preacher does this, he can

do harm to the sinner or discourage him. There is no such

danger when the sinner applies the teaching to himse'!-F."64

The best sources to follow in maintaining 2 social sensitivity
were the scriptures and tradition. Thus, if priests were not to chas-
tise, it was because the word of God, the divine truths themselves
“chastise 1like thunder”; and if priests were to avoid reiving too
heavily on their own perceptions of social needs, then it was because

the teachings of the Church contained all of the necessary guidelines

to enlighten a social ministry. Little was to be gained through mere



moralizing, Sheptytsky maintained, even when the faith itseld was
threatened.65 What people needed was the light of the faith and this
meant that a priest had to focus attention on the gospel teachings and
to deepen his life of praver with the daily office, in which

*...he will find the response to all his needs, to the pains

and needs of the family as well as the source of its sorrows

and afflictions; he will find the needs of the entire people

in all its affairs and aspirations; its hopes, its future,

its power and glory; he will find all the instruments of

pastoral work and of influence upon the people; he will find

the obedience and respect of the parishioners, their needs

and the way to respond to them, and sometimes he will even

find a word that will provide themes +or his best
éé

sermons.”

The needs of society, finally, included also matters that were
addressed through social philanthropy. The Church of course had al-
ready been involved in this sphere of activity prior to the war, but
Metropolitan Sheptytsky realized that, in a time of general shortages
and rationing, those in need of social assistance were in even greater

difficulty as, for example, widows, orphans, the elderly, the i1l and

the various organizations and institutions that provided assistance to
¥

them.

Such, then, was the element of commi tment. and sensitivity te
needs in Sheptytsky’s social ethics. Balanced with it was a social
critique that revolved around the identification of ethical short-
comings in society and an attempt to suggest ways to correct them. In

setting the groundwork for the Sobor of 1940, the Metropolitan




reminded his priests of the corrective function of sobeors:
"The point of every sobor is to correct faults and to raise
the level of virtue and the religious life. No one can Know
better than you, Reverend Fathers, what are the deficiencies

and faults amongst our people and by what means those +flaws

might be Pemoved."68
And indeed, once the Sobor was in session, this social concern was
prominent in its proceedings. In the decree "On the Confession of the
Universal Faith", for example, it was resolved that the Sobor should
promote

*...work towards the correction and the accomplishment of

our life and our pastoral work; work on the task of repen-

tance for ourselves and the people; an act of correcting the

errors of our work ang the errors, or perhaps vices in the

life of the people.”é'

Yet when it came to the problem of apostates and collaborators
with the régime, Sheptytsky refrained from harsh criticism,
recognizing that their decisions and acts may well have been carried
out wunder duress. Thus, when referring tr "the rare exceptions who
betrayed the Church and their people™ by wvoting to close the
monasteries, the Metropolitan alsc made an effort to see them in their
context:

"In reality, the matter was decided under circumstances in

which, fearing for their lives, the delegates /to the

People’s Assembly/ did not realize that they had become the

blind instruments of our enemies and that through their

decision, which was perhaps not very conscious and not very



free, they dealt a heavy blow to our Church and our
70

people.”

It is significant that Metropolitan Sheptiytsky did not <conrdemn
apostates and collaborators with the Soviet occupation. Rather, he
showed an appreciation of the moral predicament of Christian deputies
who had adapted %to communist rule: rather than condemning what wunder
almost any other conditions would have been considered a blow against
the Church, to those who had injured the Church he left open the path
to reconciliation.

The elements of the Church’s social mission examined here - an
attentiveness to the needs of the people and the needs of the times -
reflected the tenuous situation of the Church under the Soviet occupa-
tion. Attentiveness to needs required priests to find ways of communi-
cating the goépel message so that it would reach the people regardiess
of the obstacles. To that end, the Metropolitan tried to cultivate an
effective preaching and social ministry that would combine Christian

teaching with social sensitivity.



C. Praxis: The social role of the Church in responding to the

Occupation

The specific threat that the Soviet occcupation posed for the
Church was structural; it was feared that institutionalized atheism
might replace the institutional Church. At the same time, the Greek
Catholic community faced the threat of internal erosion through apos-
tasy. Metropolitan Sheptytsky therefore sought ways to defend reli-
gious liberty against the State’s atheist and anti-Church policy and,
at the same time, to counter some of its effects by intensifying the
internal Christian life of his spiritual flock. However, the means
available to him were necessarily limited, since wvirtuzlly all
executive power was concentrated in the hands of the civil autho-
rities. Metropolitan Sheptytsky‘s responses to the new situation in-
cluded laﬁful measures and other measures which, in the eves of the
authorities, were illegal. This twofold approach reflects the opposite
poles of accomodation and resistance between which the Church articu-
lated its position toward the State.

In the present section, these two patterns of response are
studied with a view toward shedding {urtherlTight on the formative

role of the Church-state relationship on Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s

social ethics at this time.
1. Patterns of accomodation

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s accomodating responses to  the
occupation occurred at two levels: in the Church’s external
relationship with the state and in the internal tife of the Church

itself. In relation to the state, this pattern was evident in his



attempts to secure religious liberty while remaining strictly within
the framework of Soviet legality. A similar accomodating pattern of
response was integrated into the internal life of the Church, where
traditional structures and practices were modified to suit the needs

of the moment.

a. Church-State: efforts to secure religious freedom
i. Appeals to constitutional provisions

In his appeal for religious tliberty, Metropolitan Sheptyisky
found some support in the Soviet constitution of 1934, Article 123 of
this document contained the following statement of religious policy:
"In order to safeguard the freedom of conscience of citizens, the
Church is separated from the State and schoois are separated from the
Church.” Sheptytsky saw the reference to freedom of conscience in the
preamble as crucial to the interests of the Church, which wanted to
intensi#y Christian community 1ife and to take a firm stand in defence
of religious freedom before the civil authorities.

Accordingliy, in February 1940, he cited this constitutional
guarantee as a guarantee of freedom of worship and understood it to
permit the establishment of religious brotherhoods and other church
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organizations, and later repeated this in & pastoral letter to the

clergy:
"We certainly must avail ourselves of the constitutionally-
guaranteed freedoms o+ conscience and of worship, and orga-
nize our parishes in the best possible way, beginning with

72
the organization of brotherhoods.”



In April 1940, Sheptytsky declared that he intended to request permis-
ston from the Soviets to establish a pastoral ministry for those wha
had been resettled in lands to the east of !Salicia.?3 Evidently, he
was assyming that the state might consider such a request permissible
under the constitution. Similarly, in December 1940, Sheptytsky remin-
ded Greek Catholic priests that in countering atheist propaganda they
should make wuse of all the religious rights granted by the Soviet
constitution.?4 And in a letter to the education official Zharchenko,
protesting agQainst atheist propaganda in the schools (discussed
below), Sheptytsky repeatedly referred to the provisions and quaran-
tees of Stalin‘s t:onstituitiv:u'a.?s

From such references, it may appear that Sheptytsky had a favo-
rable opinion of the Soviet constitution of 1934. However, after the
withdrawal of Soviet forces in the summer of 1941, he gave a more
candid appraisal of the true situation than had been possible during
the occupation:

*They even gave religious denominations a measure of the

“freedom of religion’ that Stalin’s constitution guaranteed;

but the wvery notion of that Tiberty was so narrowly~

conceived that it went hand-in-hand with an altogether

formal persecution of the mere name ’Christian.’°76
As well, in a situation report to Cardinal Tisserant of the Congrega-
tion for the Eastern Church, Sheptytsky referred to the “quasi-
constitution of Stalin" and again pointed out that i;?was being con-

travened in practice by anti-religious propaganda. In that same

report, he went on to say:

"Clearly, we did not recognize the Soviet regime as a



legitimate authority <{pouvoir 1éqal) since their methods,

which were hostile in the extreme towards the entire
population, contained nothing of what constitutes the
minimal conditions of a legal power. Acgcordingly, we never
mentioned the /civil/ authority in our liturgical services.
That did not prevent me from declaring publicly that we
submit to the just dictates of this quasi-power - /that is,
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those dictates which were/ not contrary to divine law."

The Metropolitan therefore had no illusions about the legitimacy
of the Soviet constitution as a legal instrument agy mere than he did
about the legitimacy of the Soviet occupation.?' Under the Soviet
occupation, however, the Church’s critical capacity in social affairs
was constantly being weighed against the pressing question of the
survival of the Christian community, which remained the first prio-
rity. In 1light of that fundamental concern, the resort to strict
Soviet 1legality was in effect nothing more than an attempt to
establish a solid footing from which appeals and protests agzinst the
repression of religion could be iaunched.80

It was specifically and exclusively under the represcive condi-
tions of the occupation that SheptytsKky regarded the Soviet constitu-
tional guarantee of freedom of conscience as a necessary and useful
instrument through which the Church could voice its concern for reli-
gtous liberty and mount an opposition to anti-religious propaganda;
supported by provisions of the constitution, the argument for reli-
gious liberty was at least formally exempt from charges of disloyailty

to the state. The necessity for such caution was self-evident from the

context; the Metropolitan’s approach responsibly avoided inciting the



State to further actions against the Church and the faithful.
Unfortunately, the constitutionally-based arqument did not resuylt

in any change in state policy and Metropolitan Sheptvtsky therefore

undertook more forceful represeniations in the cause of religipus

liberty.

ii. The letter of protest against atheism in the schools

In accordance with Soviet education palicy, schools in occupied
Western Ukraine were subjected to reforms that replaced religious
instruction with atheist doctrine, and catechists {mostly priests and
nuns) with non-Christian teachers and administrators.31 This policy
was therefore not merely a question of secularization and deconfes-
sionalization of the education system - it went hand-in-hand with the
active promotion of anti-religious attitudes. 1In addition to the
schools, wvarious youth organizations (such as the Soviet *Pioneers")
cultivated attitudes that were hostile to a religious wor]duiew.82

Troubled by such a state of aftfairs, Sheptytsky in March 1940
wrote a letter of protest to the head of the District Department of
Public Education in Lviv, Zharchenko. Invoking the constitutional
guarantee of freedom of conscience and worship, the document defended
the right of religious #reedom.

In the first place, Sheptytsky argued that the tonstitutional
guarantee applied to children as much as it did to adults. From this,
it followed that schools were liKewise bound by the duty to respect
the freedom to +fulfil one’s religious obligations.83 Similarty,

parents had the right to transmit their faith to their children and

the right to demand that the school carry out those wishes or, at
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least, not interfere with them by attacking a child’s religion.

However, the Metropolitan observed that the practical implementation
of the freedom of conscience in occupied Western UKraine left much to
be desired:

*Although freedom of conscience is guaranteed by the consti-

tution, it is interpreted in the schocls of westerﬁ Ukraine

in such a way that the school restricts tﬁe freedom of

children and punishes those who wish to pray. This appears

to indicate that gcertain individuals in the school system

are attempting to deviate from the direction set forth by

the Constitution, and this necessarily undermines respect

for the authority of the Constitution among parents and

Western Ukrainian society at large.ss'

The appeintment of non-Christians as teachers and principals was
another unwelcome change which “"placed the school at odds with the
strong Christian tradition of the Ukrainian people."86 This too,
Sheptytsky #felt, would have the consequence of pitting the people
against the education authorities and, by extension, would also harm
the "prestige of the Soviet regime.”

Sheptrtsky was thus arquing for consistency between the provi-
sions of the constitution and the religious education in Mestern
UKraine; in pointing out the contradiction between theory and prac-
tice, his arqument avoided polemics and ideologicaily-based rhetoric,
but instead acdressed the interest of the state to consolidate its
power. HKnowing this to be a major concern of the civil authority, the

Metropolitan argued that the popular support which it sought would

only emerge when people would see the practical implementation of



constitutional guarantees:

"It is evident that our society will respect the Constitu-

tion and will grow stronger in that respect for and trust in

the Soviet government when that qovernment will stop tolera-

ting blatantly anti-constitutional initiatives in every

aspect of its admi:istration of this land inciuding, in this

case, education."B'

In order to promote fidelity to the constitution by the education
authorities, OSheptytsky <urther proposed a democratization of the
educational system; parents, he felt, deserved a greater measure of
influence in the running of schools, which in turn would then be less
prone to thwart efforts to provide religious instruction for schoél
chi]dren.88

Sheptytsky’s 1letter to Zharchenko epitomized the stand of the
Greek Catholic Church toward the Soviet occupation. The argument
developed in it was an attempt to place the concerns of the Church for
religious freedom squarely on the political agenda by connecting them
with the needs of the state - public loralty to the constitution and,
by extension, to the régime. To earn the loyalty of its Christian
citizens, the state and all its organs would have to respect their

religious rights.

iii. Protest against the suppression of monasteries

On October 27, 1939, the members of a newly—formed “People’s

Assembly" ("Narodni 2Zbory") passed a reso]utioﬁ to liquidate mona-
89

steries and to seize their land-holdings. There were also indica-

tions that the same sanction would be applied to individual pérish



lands. Sheptytsky protested vehemently against this action, arguing
that it abused the rights of the Church. In “arch, 1940, he referred
to this move as a grave injury and an affront to the Church, as a
*flagrantly illeqal" decision coming from "an assembly which consi-
dered itself to be /comprised of/ representatives of the entire popu-
1ation.'90 and in a decree of the Sobor of 1940, he denounced the
decision of the Pepople’s Assembly as invalid:

*This decision, in so far as it is contrary to divine law

and the rights of the Church, has neo legal force; it entails

spiritual penalties for those who participated in it and

those who stand to gain by it; and it requires restitution

for the damage dt:me."g1 /Emphasis added/.

The confiscation of church property disregarded the basic and
legitimate needs of the priests and the faithful. The state had al-
ready withdrawn other means of subsistence from the clergy <(i.e.,
salaries) and now, Sheptytsky arqued, it was proceeding to do the same
with an indispensable source of their income. Nor were the consequen-
ces of such a policy 1imited to the priests: because of the social
aspect of parish ministry, the sequestration of parish lands also
injured the entire Christian community which needed its spiritual
ministers and which had toiled to build and maintzin places of wor-
ship.92 Sheptytsky’s argument, although it was an outright challenge
to the legality of the decision of the People’s Assembly, still was
formulated within the frameworK of the constitutionally guaranteed

rights of the Church.



These representations before the state on behalf of the Church
were the legitimate means emploved by Metropolitan Sheptytsky in his
attempt to restore religious freedom. His appeals progressed in inten-
sity from the straightforward request that the state respect its own
fundamental ltaw, through to protest against the promotion of atheism
in the schools and the outright rejection of the legality of the
decision to suppress monasteries.

At this external level of the Church’s interaction with the
state, that is, in official and public statements, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky necessarily adopted an accomodating posture. In order to
make forceful the appeals for religious liberty he needed - at least
temporarily and pro forma - to set aside any questioning of the legi-
timacy of the Soviet administration in Western Ukraine and work
instead within the framework of the Soviet constitution and Soviet
law. A similar pattern of accomodation to the new socio-political
conditions occurred in the internal 1ife of the Chureh, and is

examined in the following section.



b. Internal life of the Church: Adaptation

The Soviet suppression of the Greek Catholic Church’s activity
forced Metropolitan Sheptytsky to make certain adaptations in the
internal life of the Church, in much the same way as he had followed a
pattern of accomodation in relation to the state. We will examine two
instances of adaptation within the Church, structural reorientation
and ritual accomodation, and then draw out some of the operative prin-

ciples that guided Sheptytsky’s ethical reasoning in this area.

i. structural reorientation and adaptation

The restraints imposed on the Church by the Soviet occupation led
Metropolitan Sheptytsky to introduce a new measure of fiexibility into
the structure of the Greek Catholic Church., As the Metropolitan
charted out the parameters of church activity under the Soviet occupa-
tion, this structural flexibility was particularly evident in two
areas: a loosening of some rules regarding the clergy and the alloca-
tion of new tasks.

The relaxing of rules respecting the clergy was in direct res~
ponse to the difficult situation. The invasion had eroded the ranks of
the Greek Catholic clergy; fearing for their lives, many fled their
parishes. By the end of the occupation, their numbers would reach
almost 100.93 Thé Metropolitan tried initially to stem the +flow of
this exodus with a hard-line approach; in January, 1940, the chancery
office issued two directives censuring those priests who had departed
without official 1tleave and promising to publish their names in the
forthcoming issue of the eparchial organ, L’vivs’Ki Arkhiepar-—

?4
khial’ni Vidomosti. But, as the Soviets consolidated their authority




in the area in the occupied territory and as the plight of the Church
worsened, it became c¢lear that a more understanding approach was
needed. In a report to the Vatican after the Soviet withdrawal,
Sheptytsky described the gravity of the situation and the human psy-
chological dimension of the problem which, in his view, overrode
canonical obedience and required instead that the Church exercise
tolerance:

"...first of all a word in defence of those who by fleeing

the Bolsheviks abandoned their parish ministry. We lost

almost one hundred priests in this way; among them, few had

a chance to ask my permission to leave. I did not refuse

/permission/ to anyone /who asked for it/, for my

experience from the wvery beginning /of the occupation/

showed me that even without great fault a very qood priest

could do some very foolish things out of fear. I saw <some

very good priests who completely lost their balance and who

practically no longer Knew what they were doing., It was

therefore preferable in every respect to let them go.'95

In a similar way, Sheptytsky instructed monastic superiors to
exercise lenience in dealing with those monks and nuns who were forced
to leave their monasteries:

"As ltong as it will remain possible to do so, monasteries or

cloisters will continue to support orphanages, Kkinder-

gartens, schools and other institutions. In proportion as

this becomes impossible because of external circumstances,

superiors shall permit monks and nuns either to leave the

monastgry with a full dispensation from all the duties of



monastic life or to live fie., as religiocus, a.K./ ocutside

the monastery and in civilian cIc:thes."(?6

Structural adaptation involved the introduction of new structures
to assist the Church in addressing the spiritual needs of the
faithful, needs that were aggravated by the shortage of priests and by
the interruption of communication ltinks. In answering to the growing
need for new priests, Sheptytsky instituted new courses in theology to
" be given by local priests, and supplemented them with lessons circu-
lated in the organ of the Archeparchy9? and with lectures in the arch-
bishop’s residence.98 As well, a more immediate solution was avaitable
to make up for deceased or departed parish priests:

"Fortunately, we were able to replace them with monastic

priests - Basilians, Réﬁemptorists and Studites - as well as

by cathechists who had lost their employment in the schools.

in this way, parish work continued without much of a
99

change.”

In further support of workK at the parish level, Sheptrtsky alse pro-

moted lay participation through parish organizations and lay brother-
100

hoods.

To overcome the problem of internal communication, Metropolitan

SheptytsKky instituted regular weekly meetings of the clergy in the
101

archepiscopal residence, In May, 1940, these meetings were trans-
102
formed into a *sobor,” or diocesan synod, that dealt with a variety

of theological and pastoral questions and issued decrees and regula-

tions. Other means used to maintzin communication links included an

underground network of couriers by which messages were transmitted to

103
and from the Archbishop’s chancery.



Finally, in order to extend financial assistance to the needy,
the Metropolitan autherized pastors to disburse funds +rom parish

104
treasuries to that end.

bi. accomodation of ritual practices

The war and the occupation gave rise to new ethical problems in
the area of ritual worship. Metropolitan Sheptytsky found himself
facing an array of special situations that, under the exceptional
circumstances, forced him to rethink many traditional practices and to
allow for considerable adaptation. For one thing, access to confession
by a priest became difficutt. Sheptytsky recognized that the wusual
requirement of 2 priest was often impossible to fulfil, thus forcing
some accomodation:

"It is becoming common for Christians to find themselves in

a situation where they may die without a final confession.

Whether in the army, or on the battlefield, or far away from

priests or ir a hospital /ie., from which priests were

barred, a.k./ any one of you may find yourself dying without

the opportunity of receiving absolution from a priest. In

such a case, the most important thing is to Know how to

awaken in the soul a perfect act of contrition and thereby
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return into divine grace even without a confession,"”

The Metropolitan devoted an entire pastoral to the topic, explaining
the essence of an act of contrition and giving examples of prayers
that might accompany it.106

When priests attending the Sobor of 1940 concelebrated a liturgy,

Sheptytsky felt that ablutions became chaotic and as such a potential



source of offence to the faithful; they were therefore to be dispensed
with. Sheptytsky Jjustified this by citing the liturgical principle,
according to which

*Every liturgical prescription, if it does not relate to the

liturqgical essence of the service, ceases to oblige and must

not be followed when that would cause a scandal to the

faithful, as is always the case with every confusion of
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ritual.”

Other accomodations waived restrictions that governed the cele-
bration of the Divine Liturgy. With a view to ensuring the subsistence
of priests, Sheptrisky allowed pastors to dedicate Sunday and feast
day liturgies to individuals who made offerings (ie., rather than to
the parish, as was the customary practice).108 And in cases where a
reascnably large number of parishioners were unable to attend the
morning 1iturgy because of work on Sundays and religicus holidays,
permission was given to serve a second liturgy in the afternoon, as
long as that liturgy was joined with a vesper service and the pastor
cbserved a proper fast, as required by the Eastern tradition.109

A variety of special dispensations were issued. During Lent,
those who 1lived in student residences (bursy) or other institutions
(ie., those who ate in a collective setting) were exempted +rom
fasting and, since dairy products were in short supply, it was permit-
ted to substitute lard for butter. Furthermore, parish priests were
authorized to confer other dispensations on an individual basis, as
the need arose.llo The forcible expulsion of monks into the world and

the persecution of priests required greater lenience with respect to

clerical or_monastic attire, Sheptytsky therefore directed monastic



superiors to allow religious who wished to remain faithful to their
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vows in the world to wear civilian clothing.

When the impossibility of resupplying wine and candle-wax threa-
tened to cut short titurgical services, the Metropolitan urged to use
both sparingly; accordingly, only two candles would be 1it after the
Liturgy of the Word and then extinguished immediately after the Eucha-
rist.112 Later, when wax becam: altogether scarce, the chancery issued
special provisions that allowed for substitutes such as vegetable oil
or butter.113 With regard to wine shortages, some priests inquired
whether it was permissible to administer the Eucharist under only one
species (ie., confrary to Eastern liturgical tradition); Sheptytsky
replied that it was preferable to do so rather than to deprive a
parish of 1liturgies for what risked turning out to be a long time.
However, he also emphasized the importance of explaining to the
faithful that such changes did not represent a permanent transforma-
tion of the r: &, but that they were merely a temporary measure dic-
tated by the prevailing circumstances.114

Ritual accomodation also extended beyond the Greek Catholic com-
munity and included the question of administering sacraments to Ortho-
dox believers, Soldiers +from the occupying Red Army occasionally
attended Greek Catholic liturgies and wished to receive communion.115
Sheptytsky urged priests to administer the sacrament even when the man
before them was in uniform (ie., 1ikely to be an Orthodex); he rea-
soned that such persons could also be Catholic and should have the
benefit of the doubt.

It was arother matter altogether when an Orthodsx Christian

identified himself as such to the priest before the Titurgy and re-



quested to receive communion. In such a case, the priest first had to
~hear the person’s confession and to ask whether he had permission from
his own ecclesiastical authorities to receive the sacraments in 2
Catholic church. The purpose of such precautions, the Metropolitan
explained, was "so that the Eucharist, administered without any reser-
vation and contrary to the prescriptions of ecclesiastical rules,
would not confirm an Orthodox person in dencminational indif-
ference."116 On the one hand, withholding sacraments could well
alienate an Orthodox believer from the Catholic fold for the rest of
hie life, while, on the other hand, a more carino approach Qould both
*help his soul and draw him into the Catholic Church.* In that case,
Sheptytsky thought it necessary to overrule the prohibiting canon by
iavoking the principle “"when the reason of a law Eeases, then its

binding forge ceases also” (Cessante ratione legis, cessat lex
117

insal.

This decision was part of a longer dis:ussion of the applica-
bility of the Roman Catholic prohibition on administering the sacra-
ment of Penance to the Orthodox.118 Sheptrtsky admitted that in so far
as the canon had nothing to do with the ritual aspect of sacraments
(ie., it did not touch on the particularities that distinguish Eastern
and Western practices) it was also applicable in the East. However, he
also noted that in some cases a rigid adherence to that prescription
could do more harm than good, both to the individual and to the
Church.

"In a certain sense, there is here as in other cases a

conflict between two laws: the law of the Churchk and the Law

of God, that is, 1love of neighbor. According to Aristotle,

epikeia is liKe a correction of the law which, because of



its universality, may err in some particular case. Roman }aw
contrasts what is aequum with what is required by dus
strictum. And for that reason people regard aequitatem <or,
as we would call it, “‘benevolient proportionality’) as a
virtue and situate it between justice and love. Another

well-Known saying is: Summum ius, summa iniuria. That saying

has a complete and full appltication whenever the positive
taw is contradicted by natural law... The wise use of that
quasi-custom of the natural Taw is the virtye which ancient
theologians used to call gnome. That virtue enlightens the
use of graciousness and benevolence Elaskauosty i zvch=
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lyvosty), in matters of justice.®

Sheptytsky felt that the Christian duty of fraternal love was ful-
filtled in various historical instances: by Aristotie, Roman law,
ancient theology and popular wisdom. All of these represented a line

of ethical reflection on epikeia-aequitas according to ‘which human

positive law was not the final word but needed to be tempered with
Tove. Thus, Sheptytsky’s view of Christian ethical reflection was that

it involved correcting laws that contravened the divine law of frater-

nal love.

iii. guiding principles

In exercising structural and ritual adaptability, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky showed himself well able to transcend strict legality and
to exercise lenience in responding to issues and problems.

The structural modifications that he introduced indicated that,



regardless of the damages sustained by the Church, no effort would be
spared to ensure that its work was maintained; the focus of attention
was therefore not formal and disciplinary (egq., chastising priests who
had left), but practical and aimed toward replacing them. In addition,
as a social organism, the Church would expand its activity by encou-
raging a greater measure of lay participation. Modifications of the
liturgical tradition were not taken lightiy in 1939-1941, and Metro-
politan Sheptytsky showed considerable sensitivity in his readiness to
accomodate the practical needs of the situation, over and above the
requirements of ritual practice.

An even more *flexibie ethical approach was evident in the Metro-
politan’s accomodation in matters of ritual. In the first place, the
overall opriority was to seek that which could unite people with the
Church rather than alienate them from it, without encouraging denomi-
national indifference through excessive liberalism toward the Ortho-
dox. Secondly, in cases of conflict, as natural law alwars tooK prece-
dence over positive law, so too did gospel teachings overrule canons
of church law. Finally, epikeia, or "benevolent proportionality",
served 3as a corrective device that came into play whenever the strict
application of law threatened to divorce justice from love.

The aim of such mollifying structural and ritual changes appears
to have been to sustain the faith of the Christian community despite
the prevailing difficulties. By maintaining its ministry to the people

even during the occupation, the Church addressed both their spiritual
120
and social aspirations,




2. Patterns of Resistance

a. Church-state: civil disobedience

Metropolitan Sheptytsky sought to counter the secularizing effect
of sovietization on the Greek Catholic community by reinforcing the
Church’s commitment to its specifically spiritual task. In the face of
the régime’s attempts to reduce the Church’s role in society, he
therefore undertook to maintain its pastoral and sacramental ministry,
berond the limits of the state’s narrowly-conceived notion.

In the foregoing discussion, it was suggested that Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s resistance to the Soviet state cannot be seen in isola-
tion, but that in so far as it was developed oﬁt of 2 concern for the
survival of the Church, it was quaTifieg by éﬁaégree of accomodation.
In the present section, we examine the pattern of resistance as it
emerged in the Church’s attitude toward the state and in the internal
life of the Christian community. |

In Sheptytsky’s application, resistance to the state proceeded
from the principle of political aloofness and, far from being a simple
matter of refuting communism, was always characterized by a great
degree of subtlety of reasoning and sensitivity to potential con-
sequences.

Sheptytsky’s  forceful protest against the suppression of
monasteries, although staying as we have seen formally withinr the
limits of the taw, was at the same time a defiant rejection of the
usurpation of the Church’s authority by the state. |

Sheptytsky did not overlook the importance and value of ritual
symbolism as a vehicle for convering defiance and forging solidarity

among the faithful; hence, the omission from the liturgy of prayers

Y
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for the state or its representatives. Also, priests were instructed

to refuse to comply with requests to hang state banners in their
il

churches.lﬁh Liturgically attentive churchgoers would not have missed

the implicit, vet powerful message that the Church thus communicated

about its opposition to the Soviet state.

Another pastoral area in which the directives of the state were
to be challenged was the ministry to the dyirg in hospitals. Under
Soviet occupation, priests were prohibited to enter hospitals to hear
confessions or administer the Eucharist and 1ast rites. The state
treated the administration of sacraments in hospitals as a crime
punishable by six months in prison., Against this restriction, the
Metropolitan protested to the government in Kiev, charging that the
drving in Soviet hospitals were being treated worse than prisoners on
death row throughout Europe ~ the latter could rest assured that their
last wishes would be respected. In addition, the Metropolitan felt
that the hospital ministry was an essential duty of the Church. And
so, seeing that his protest had fallen on deaf ears, Sheptytsky de-
cided to defy the ban and promote that ministry.123 Thus, Greek Catho-
lic priests carried out a clandestine hospital ministry in civilian
dress, were assisted by religious nurses,124 and were supported by the
Metropolitan who even gave instructions regarding precautions to be
taken in order to avoid discovery by the occupring authorities.125

Metropolitan Sheptytsky did not limit his critique of Soviet
jegality to the legislative sphere. Equally dissatisfied with the

judiciary, he invoked the Code of Justinian (Byzantine 1law) and

autherized ecclesiastical tribunals to undertake and settle civil

124
matters in the Archeparchy such as disputes and contracts. The

Metropolitan Ffelt that such tribunals should be conducted with due




circumspection, "so that the Soviet government will have no grounds on
which to cite us for impeding the work of the courts which it has
established or to consider cur ecclesiastical court illegal.” As it
turned out, the prevailing chaos prevented the church tribunals from
coming into force, but the official statement by Sheptytsky never-
theless revealed his readiness at that time to follow 8yzantine prece-
dent and to extend the Church’s administr#tion into areas where the

127
civil administration had been found wanting.

b. The internal life of the Church
i. renewed emphasis on the spiritual dimension of Christian life

In responding to the Soviet measures against organized religion,
Metropolitan Sheptyisky devoted special attention in his social tea-
ching and praxis to the internal dimension of the Christian life. This
in turn had an impact on the institutional 1ife of the Church which
underwent 2 process of turning inward. The internalization process
occurred at two Tevels: at the individual and corporate level of the
Church as a community of faith and at the structural level of the
Church as an institution. It should nevertheless be clear that when
Sheptytsky emphasized internal, spiritual values over external ap-~
pearances, the theme did not represent an innovation in his thinking;
it had existed in his writings ever since his accession to the epis-
copacy,123 and merely acquired 3 new urgency and emphasis under the
Soviet occupation.

Sheptytsky’s renewed emphasis on the spiritual dimension of the

Christian life indicated the internal focus of Christian piety and



praver. In December 1939, he addressed the Ukrainian student youth on
the subject of the Eucharist and reminded them that a qood preparation
for the sacrament consists of "approaching Jesus Christ not in order
to be observed by others, nor out of habit, nor even beca:se others
are doing so, but only in order to obtain His holy grace.‘lh?
Discussing the question of administering the Eucharist to
infants, Sheptytsky reasoned that not only was the practice part of
the Eastern tradition, but that it was truer to the spiritual meaning
of the Eucharist itself than were other practices which tended to
focus on external effects:
“In my opinion, a few Oor even several communions adminis-—
tered to a child before school-age, when children usvally
receive communion, are much more valuable than éhe external
festivities of the so-called ’First Communion’. Those fes-
tivities are plaved up in France to such a degree largely
because the majority of the children will never again return
for a second communion. So the priests want to Teave them
with at least that socuvenir for the rest of their lives and
syrround that First Communion with the aura of Ffestivity,
white dresses, candles with flowers, etc... Parents who
worry about their 8~ or $-year-old’s First Communion are
often more concerned with showing off their child and her
dress before the whole community, and less with the
communion. And the clergy adapts itself to them.“130

Nor were priests exempt from such reminders; in an exhortation to

the clergy, Sheptytsky chided those who said the divine office per-

functority:



"...the divine office, when it is performed without enthu-

siasm, without warmth and love, without the concentration

/skuplennia/ which is necessary in prayer, and without any

depth of mystical thought- what does it Qive? But when it is

said conscientiously, attentively, it brings countless bene-

-Fits...'ls1
Such reminders were of course valid in any context as quidelines for
the Christian life of priests and the faithful, but during the Soviet
occupation this inward turning to integral Christianity also had the
function of sustaining the faith of the Christian community. Thus,
when the state prohibited public prayers in the schools, the Metropo-
Titan urged school children to dispense with the ‘"external fie.,
visible; a.K./ practices that normally accompany praver® and to
silently pray on their way to school.132

The priority of the internal, spiritual dimension was a necessary
feature in  the religious 1life of monastic communities, and
Metropolitan Sheptytsky strove to see to it that, undaunted by the
Soviet occupation, that feature would be maintained in Greek Catholic
religious communities. Accordingly, when monks and nuns in Soviet-
occupied Galicia were forced to vacate their monasteries, Sheptytsky
directed superiors to allow them to wear civilian clothing (ie.,
without considering this to be an ipso factoc termination of their
religious life). The Metropolitan reasoned that "it is not monastic
attire that makes a person a monk or a nun, but a spirit of humility,
of ﬁrayer, of selfless love and work for one’s neighbor.'133 He later

developed the same point further in an address to those religious who

chose to continue to live according to their vocation in the changed



circumstances, The Metropolitan wrote:
"Let them remember that a monk or a nun is not constituyted
by monastic clothing, nor by the monastery in which they
live, nor by the community of brothers and sisters, nor even
br the way of life which has more to do with the external
adherence to one or another daily schedule or custom. A
person who is living according to the Gospel teachings, that
is, a menk or a nun, a brother or a sister, is moved by the

internal disposition of the soul and by the will to compete

in an endless struggle with the passions, in order to become
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more perfect and more liKe Christ the Saviour every day."

(Emphasis added).

In 2 theological discourse at the closing of the Sobor of 1940,
Sheptytsiy made a point of contrasting the “internal practicality of
divine Tlove® with the external practicality of pastoral prudence,”
placing the former above the latter in order of precedence. Apparently
a number of priests had criticized some of the decisions of the Sobor

as being overly theoretical and lacking in practical value. To this,

the Metropolitan replied,

"The requlations of the Sobor are not so theoretical as not
to be of great practical importance for pastoral work and of
even greater importance for the priestly life and priestly
virtues. It is possible and, 1 think, necessary to dis-
tinguish here between external practicality, that is, the
practicality of /our/ external work and internal
practicality, which is the practicality of virtues and the
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spiritual life."



By emphasizing the internal dimension of the Christian tife in
his writings during the Soviet occupation, Sheptytsky was not merely
repeating a theme already solidiy present within his catechetical and
spiritual writings. Rather, he was attempting to articulate its con-
tinued relevance even during times of extreme social and ecclesias-
tical tribulation. And though some Greek Catholic priests may have
preferred for the Church to have adopted a more prophetic, confronta-
tional posture toward the prevailing conditions and the state, Metro-
politan Sheptytsky clearly opted for fidelity within the Christian
life; the Church would indeed carry on its social and sacramental
ministry, but nor would it neglect to ground its internal 1life in
praver and virtue. Thus, as the Church turned inward structurally,
taking perhaps the first steps toward becoming an underground Church,
it also began to turn inward in its life as a community of believers,

The process of internalizatian centered on the linKage between
the Christian spiritual life and Christian duty in the worid. That
linkage was clearly expressed by the Sobor of 1941. In the 12 regu-
lations devoted to spirituality and Christian piety, the Sobor drew a
crucial distinction between true piety ("which leads to the happy
fulfilment of even the least pIeasant.of duties") and false devation
("which neglects the most important duties and merely seekKs pleasure
in re]igion').136 The distinction, hinging as it did on the pivotal
criterion of duty, was an eloguent testimony to the effect that the
operative notion of the Christian life within the Greek Catholic
Church under Soviet occupation did not separate but, on the contrary,

integrated spirituality with duty in the world.

The process of internalization, with its emphasis on the spiri-



tual life, therefore did not entail a withdrawal from the world, but
rather it was an intensification of the Christian commitment to social
duty in the struggle for justice.

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s preferred mode of articulating social
ethics during the harsh conditions of Soviet ogcupation was therefore
through a discourse that focussed on virtue. This enabled him to spell
out the duties of Christians in a deontological Iangdage, balancing
the neads of the specific context with the unchanging requirements of
the Christian 1life of faith. We now turn to specific duties about

which Sheptytsky reminded his clerqy and faithful.

it. the reinforcement of duties in relation to external conditions

Concerned with the possibility of massive apostasy from the
Church that could result from the state’s concerted promotion of
atheism, Metropolitan Sheptyisky set out to consolidate the available
human resources within the Church and to reinforce commitment to
specific tasks. He focussed special attention on his priests, calling
them to be steadfast in spite of the threat of persecution. Secondly,
he locked for support to the faithful and the state-secularized reli-
gious who, in many instances, could carry out tasks that had become
difficuit or impossible for priests.

If there is a single duty that stands out above all others which
Sheptytsky stressed to his priests at this time, it is the duty to
preach and teach catechism. As we have seen, Sheptytsky felt wvery
strongly that the principle of political aloofness was to be strictly

adhered to at the pulpit. 1In addition to that concern, ShepitrtsKy now



addressed the problem of priests wha, for fear of punishment by the
state, were neglecting sermons. In order to counter that tendency, the
Metropolitan adopted a hard line, warning that such priests would face
ecclesiastical sanctions to the fyll force of canon law:
"I consider the omission of four sermons in a month toc be a
grave transgression which will incur canonical sanctions and
the 1loss of a parish. 1In accordance with canonical obe-
dience, I require tireless effort on the part of pastors in
order /to ensure/ that all children shall be taught cate-
chism. Any priest who does not devote at least four hours of
every week to that end I consider a careless and unworthy
137
priest.”
When in the following month reports continued to reach the Metropoli=-
tan to the effect that some priests were stil} neglecting to preach,
he reiterated his position and promised to publicize any such com-
plaints from the faithfui. Moreover, any priest who failed within a
specified period to justify his inactivity would be canonically cen-
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sured.

However, the severity of the punishment was not absotute; the
Regulations of the Sobor of 1940 listed canorically acceptable
exemptions, such as: iliness, a legitimate dispensation from the
chancery office, an extended leave of absence from the eparchy or

most significantly, “circumstances that make even a short sermon
impossible.‘139 This was an explicit recognition of the harsh sjtua-
tion, of the many obstacles faced by priests and of the need in such
cases to permit of an exception. However it is equally clear that, as

far as the basic duty of every priest to preach and teach the £faith




was concerned, SheptytsKy was adamant in insisting that that fundamen-
tal task had to be taken seriously.

The added emphasis on the fulfilment of priestly duty begs the
question of the scope of the perceived problem: whether there actually
were many who neglected their preaching ministry. Doubtliess there were
some - we do have indications of complaints by parishioners,140 and it
is Known that some priests fled their parishes when the Soviets in-
vaded the land. But the majority stayed and the urgency of the duty in
Sheptytsky’s mind was more liKely due to the actual threat of atheism

and its anticipated social consequences. This is borne out by other

instances where the Metropolitan emphasized the fulfiiment af priestly
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duty, such as his encouragement of the hospital ministry and his

plan to send a group of priests to serve Greek Catholics deported
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east, In neither case was Sheptytsky responding to a lack of re-

solve among the clergy; on the contrary, his exhortation was clearly
an attempt to come to terms with what he belieyed to be a corsiderable
threat to society, a threat which no longer was imminent but actual.

Prior to the Soviet occupation there had been no such inter-
ference in the internal affairs of the Church, and priests were al-
lowed to perform their fundamental duties, But now sacerdotal
functions were deemed criminal offences punishable by law, creating a2
situation that put the social role of the Church to the test,
Sheptytsky stood up for the right of the Church to exercise that role
and vigorously upheld the place of priests in that undertaking. In his
view, the priestly duty remained constant even in the face of adver-
sity.

In fact, Sheptytsky was modulating his discourse on the duties of

priests: as the new conditions reouired proportionally greater courage



and commitment to duty, so too did the Metropolitan try to evoKe that
commi tment with proportionally greater fervor. Furthermore, he con-
sciously applied the notion of proportionally incremented duty to
himself, hoping that this would set an example and inspire his priests
to do likewise:

"According to a principle which seemed to me to be well-

founded though also paradoxical, while the circumstances

became less favorable ! tried to develop a iine of action

that was all the more extensive and toc ¢draw into such work

the ciergy who quite often were demoralized and, in any
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event, terrified.”

Indeed, despite formidable obstacles during the Soviet occupation, the
Metropolitan continued to issue pastoral lettars and instructions to
the clergy and the faithful.

The same notion of proportional duty also appeared in
Sheptytsky’s pastoral letter to the faithful in November, 1939. In it,
. he wrote:

"In some areas the Bolshevik authority does not permit us
/ie., priests/ into the schools and we are unable to reach
many people and to properly instruct them in the divine

teachings. -Therefore the duty of parents - to ensure that

[

their children are well raised and instructed <rem infancy

in the truths of the faith - increases. As your spiritual

pastor, I remind you of this graue:duty towards children,
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a duty which with every passing day becomes greater.®

(Emphasis added).



The duty to preach and teach was proporticnally greater during the
Soviet occupation because of the “greater needs o@ the present moment"
and the greater difficulty in fulfilling the task. For, the Metropoli-
tan pointed out, Ukrainian children needed religious education all the
more now that, having begn deprived of it, they were subjected to
"harmful and dangerous” guardians.MS In turn, the task of priests was
considerably more difficult in that, barred from the schools, they
could no longer teach children in groups but could only try to reach
them individually.

In the light of such difficulties, the Sobor of 1940 permitied
and even encouraged priests to give over some of their catechetical
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work ‘o parents.

As  early as in October, 1939, in his first pastoral after the
Soviet invasion, Sheptrtsky had singled out the catechization of
children as the main duty of priests. #And because of its importance,
that cduty would encompass the entire Christian community:

"We will employ *he more exemplary Christians, older boys

and girls, for the teaching of catechism in the homes. 1

impart upon everyone the mission to teach religion. Every

pastor shall instruct several heads of families how to
baptizé children so that, in the absence of a priest, they

would be able to properly baptize a newbern infant with
147

water.”

In Sheptytsky’s thought the Greek Catholic community, an organic
social unit, was characterized by shared, collective duties. Normally,
these duties were distributed primarily among the priests and, secon=-

darily, among the faithful. When the Soviet occupation interfered with



the effarts of priests to fulfil their task, that task still remained
unchanged. The solytion therefore lay in the proportional allocation
of tasks to the faithful. Obviously this did not inctude all of the
duties of priests, byt it nevertheless covered a relatively broad
range of activity: from catechism in the hemes to baptism, from relij-
QIOUS nurses in the hospitais to clandestine couriers in the streets,
Sheptytsky attempted to maintain as much as possible the day-to-day
tasks of a3 soCiallv-minded Gresk Catholic Chuyrch. The hope that such
activity could be successful rested, it appears, on the premise that
the Christian community was AN orQanic social unity and that whereaver
the political circumstances prevented one segment, the clergy, from
safely performing its tasks, the faithful! could be counted on to pick
up the slack.

The special focus on the shared duties of the entire Christian
community was rooted in a theological concern for salvation and over-
coming the consequences of sin. Those aims could only be achieved
through a dynamic cooperation and sharing of duties between the clergy
and the faithful. 1In this connection, Sheptytsiky affirmed that one of
the aims of the Sobor of 1940 was

++« to take account of the means of improving, that is, of

how we priests can ful$il our pastoral duties toward you

/the faithful/ more correctly and more perfectly, and how
through our work we can help you to correct the sins which
make your salvation difficult or even impossible to achieve.
We also want to help you to raise yourselves out of all
those sins into which you are falling and to give you the
assistance /that will enable you/ to better serve the Leord

in the future by fulfilling all the duties of the Christian




life." (Emphasis added).

The patterns of resicstance that are evident in both the Church’s
posture toward the state and in its internal, spiritual life further
reflect the influence of socio-pelitical reality upon Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s social ethics. Both in civil disobedience and through the
intensification of the Church’s teaching ministry, Sheptytsky asserted

the Christian identity and adopted 2s hard a line as was possible

under the circumstances.



0. Cenclusion

From the Metropolitan’s Christian perspective. the <undamental cocial
struggle during the Sov:iet occupation of Galicia was bHetwsen the occupation
authority wnich trisg to establish an atheistic social order and the Church
which was committed to maintaining its traditional rele in UKraiaian
scciety. The Metropolitan's concern with maintaining the Christian founda-
tions of the social crder even under communist occupation reguired a more
differantiated approach than tha* which he had expressed in his denuncia-
tion of communist collaboration only threc vears before. The situation had
changed dramaticallv; it was no Tonger a matier of merely a few agitators
seeking 2 conselidaticn of the Left and recruiting Christians, but of war
and a military cccupation with the power to fundamentsally alter the condi-
ttons of the existence of the Church.

In recsponding to this situation, Metropolitan Sheptyisky followed a
differentiated approach. combining what we have referred to ac patterns of
accomodation and of resistance, both externally, in dealing with the ciwvil
power, and internally, in ¢ryina to maintain the work of t-e Church in
society.

From the moment of the Souiet takeower of Galicia, Sheptytsky looked
upon the new reality as a fait accompli and, consequently, he personaliy
refrained and discouraged others from assuming a posture of open confronta-
tion or of symbolic protest toward the occupation. The priority was to
maintain and, in response to the sociz) crisis that the occupation re-
presented, to intensify the spiritual work of the Church. From that per-
spective, it was crucial to avoid exposing the Church to further sanctions.
Thus, if the Metropolitan appealed for religious freedom and protested

against the abuse of that freedom, he did so within the strict legality of




the Soviet constitution and without entering into the question of the
legitimacy of Soviet rule. At the same time, when Suvviet measures and
prehibitions violated the Church’s uynderstanding of 1ts duty to minister to
the people, the Metropolitan quieti~ ignored those prohibttions.

The same non-confrontatieonal commitment to fundamental duty was deve-
loped for the internal lifz of the Church. Although uith administrative
and communication 1inKs within the Church had been cewered, the Metro-
nolitan was firmly resoluved that the work of the Church for souls should goe
on., He exhorted hic priects to continue preaching and ministering, and he
invited tay people to assist them in their catechetical work, They were to
do s2 with due caution, above all zvoiding any semblance of political
provocation. In the procesc of expanding the work of the Church %o compen-
sate for the prevailing obstacles, whatever changes were deemed necessary
to ensure that the Faith¥ul were not deprived of a pastoral and sacramental
ministry were put into place. Fer, seeing the Christian basic of UKrainian
society threatened to its corz, the Metropolitan showed that, in order to
Fultfil ite spiritual duty toward the people, the Church was able and ready

to adapt structurally and ritually in ways that were unthinkable in peace-

time.



CHAPTER 5: METROPOLITAN SHEPTYTSKY'S SOCIAL TEACHING AND PRAXIS

DURING THE NAZI OCCUPATION OF GALICIA (1931-194%)

A. Assessments of the Situation

The transition from the Soviet to the Nazi occupation in Western
Ukraine was swift; Soviet forces withdrew from L’viv on 29 June, 1941,
and were replaced by German forces cn the following day. That change
brought with it new social issues to which Metropolitan Sheptytsky
tried to develop Christian ethical responses. In order to understand
those responses, it is necessary first to consider Sheptytsky’s em-

pirical and theological interpretation of the period.

1. Empirical Assessment

In coming to terms with the new situstion, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky considered a number of factors which, in turn, shaped his
social thought and activity during the three-year German occupation.
First, as in the beginning of the Soviet occupation, the Metropolitan
looked at the policy of the state toward the Greek Catholic Church and
society in Western Ukraine. Second, the expulsion of the Soviets was
far  from definitive and, until the situation became more stabilized,
the possibility of their return was perceived as a very real threat.
And third, perhaps the single most urgent social issue that Sheptytsky
saw in this period was the unprecedented scale and frequency of acts
of violence, perpetrated both by the occupring forces and by the local
population; this too gave a specific thrust to Sheptytsky’s social
thought and activity at that time. 1In this section, we will examine
each of these three empirical considerations which entered into Metro-
politan Sheptytsky’s appraisal of the situation wunder the German

occupation.



a. Nazi policy toward the Church and Ukrainian society

The policy of the Nazi occupation avthorities toward the Ukrai-
nian Cathelic Church consisted of a complex intermingling oF per-
missions and restrictions: guite simply, what they Qave with one hand
they took back with the other. It did not take Metropolitan Shepéytsky
tong to see through this duplicity.

Cn July 18, 1941, the municipal authorities of L'viv decided to
return  to the Archepa~chy land heldings that had been cenfiscated by
the Sowviet authorities.1 However, thiz was an exception rather than
the rute; rural lands confiscated by the Soviets were still deemed to
be the oproperty of the German state. Since the UKrainian Catholic
clergy depended in large part on the land for their cubsistence, the
Metropolitan compiained that, because the Garman sitate withheld such

properties, "the endowment of the clergv ig practically reduced to
2

-

what the poor can spare." The German government did pay out a volun-
tary subsidy te the Ukrainian ciergy (amounting to S0 Reichsmark per
month) but again, Metropolitan Sheptytsky remarked, this was really an

empty gesture ‘"une démonstration pelitique®) rather than real assis-

2
-

tance; indeed, a 254 tax was o be imposed on that subsidy.

Bevond the +financial side of things, Matropolitan Sheptytsky
looked closely at other aspects of German policy toward the Church.
Aware of the Reich’s anti-Cztholic legiclation inside Germany, he
noted in August, 1942 that such mezsures had "not yet" been imposed in
Balicia. In fact, many changes seemed to represent a real improvement
on the conditions under Soviet rule, Thus,

"Priests are allowed to teach catechiem to children in the

schools. There is not vet very much meddling in sermons and



parish administration. There 1s a desire 0o requia‘se
marriages, but not in a way that i3 contrary to canon law...
Seminaries are allowed to be reopened... I am permitted to
print the official orqan of the diccese every month... I was
abie to convoke a diocesan svnod which, with long intervals,

is tasting almost a whole year.,.. The monasteries are being

reorganized littie by !itt]e.“H

At the same time, the new situation was not ail positive; as tha
Meilropolitan put it, “211 of thiz is far from sufficient to outweigh
the nameless demoralization to which the poor and the weak are
exposed.“s Indeed, =mbedded within the very came text (quite Tikely as
a precautionary measure ‘o avcid censorship), Sheptyisky ingcluded a
more critical appraisal:

“There are attempts to harass the clerqy, like all citizens,

through the reguirement of passports, permits and all manner

of regulations restricting civil liberties that one could

possibly imagine.., the threzt of 2 real percecution is with

us constantly, liker: sword of Damoctes above our heads...

/pastoral letters ana instructions/ are confiscated for the

most futile reasons in the world.“6
Far from seeing the situation as stable, Metropolitan Sheptytsky took
account of various other forms of harassment and arrests of the clergy
that were taking place.? In addition to these, he noted that Ukrainian
Cathoiic‘ priests were prohibited access to hospitalized Soviet opri-

8
soners of war in Eastern UKraine in order to administer sacraments.

@
As well, priests were prohibited from baptizing Jews. And, despite



the renewed publication of the official organ of the archdiogese and
the possibility of writing full-length pastoral letters (which wunder
the Soviet occupation had been reduced to seldom more than a page or
two in length), random confiscations continued and a svstem of censor-
ship was put into place by the German authorities, Thus, as had been
the case wunder the Soviet occupation, Metropolitan Sheptyisky con-
tinued to regard his diocesan synods as the single most reliable
vehicle for internal communication with his priests.lu

E#terna1 communicétion, though ltess restricted than in the prece-
ding period, was nevertheless an area |in wh'ch Sheptytsky exercised
caution; some of his letters to the pope were now addfessed directly
to the Vatican rather than to a go-between, but the Metropolitan still
took precauvtions zagainst abusing this restored priuiIege.11 On  one
occasion, he chose net to publish a letter of the pope, because he
felt that it would be confiscated and he noted as well that, under the
guice of religious toleration, the German state was actually promoting

1%

religious +ractioni:ation.1~

Nor was the Church alone in being subjected to restrictions; the
population at large Fell viectim to Nazi repression. In -the first
place, this meant that much of the fallout of the Soviet occupaticn
was carried over into the new situation. The democratic process re-
mained in abeyance as long as political parties, many of which had
been dissolved during t29 Soviet occupation, continued tﬁ be prohi-
bited under the Nazis.lu Similarly, properties that had been confis-
cated by the Soviets were retainea by the German occupation authori-
ties, notwithstanding their pronouncements to the contrary. In many

instances, the families of those who had been arrested or deported by

the Soviets still had had no word from their lowved on2s as late as a



14
vear after the Soviet withdrawal, Observing all of this, Sheptvtsky

lamented that the Nazis, <far from bringing about any of the antici-
pated changes "are perpetuating, extending and entrenching the Bol-

15
shevik syctem."

Apart from maintaining much of the Soviet status quo, the Nazi
occupation aleo brought measures of its own, which were a matter of
areat concern to the Metropelitan. In the first days of the occupa-
tion, leading Ukrainian political activists were arrested and incar-

14
cerated. German policy wasg especially harsh in the Galician country-

side where, Sheptyts’kyi noted,
".vo 2 régime of slavery has been imposed upon the rural
population; practicaliy ali their young people are rounded
up and forced to go to Germany to worK in factories or on
farms. Whatever the peasants produce is taken away and they
are required to double their production. The peralty for
buring or seliing directly with the producers is death."l?
Above and beyond the deportations and being pushed to produce impos-
cible quantities of food for the war effort, peasanis were subicected
to such wunprecedented wviolence and abuse by the police =and other

organs of the state that Metropolitan Steptytsky could “scarcely

believe that such characters as ane encountzrs are possible. And yet
18
they are real."”

The continuing priority of the war effort entailed food shortages
and an inflated cost of living for the Tocal population; the ranks of
the poor in Western Ukraine swelled and many starved. éuen those who
had formerly been reasonably well-~off, the Metropolitan noticed, found

19
themselves exposed to poverty and hunger.



b. Fear of a Soviet return

Another social factor that Sheptytsky took account of and which
shaped his ethical decision-making was the public perception of the
situation. After the termination of the twenty-two-month period of
Soviet ryte, with all of ité deleterious consequences for Ukrainian
sotiety as a whele and the Churcih in particutar, there was 2 concern
with consolidating this "post-Soviet" order. @And though it was the
Nazis who had moved in with their ocwn priorities and plans, the
support that they enjoyed among the UKrainians of Galicia generally
stemmed less from an unqualified support for National Socialism than
it did from the continuing fear of 23 Soviet return. Sheptvisky was
well aware of this factor and, in a pastoral letter of 10 Auqust,
1943, he exhorted the UKkrainian youth to "remember that every disorder
in our tland benefitc the communists and can be expioited for their

el
councils or for the provocations of their au;uent'_:.."hU

Throughout the Nazi period, Sheptytsky remained attuned to this
atmosphere of “Fear that had penetrated the #abric of Ukrainian
seciety. Those fears were heightened in February, 1943, when, after
the German defeat at Stalingrad, the Soviets launched their westward
counteroffensive. As the Soviet advance continued, Sheptytsky’s
reports to the Vatican reflected concern for the safety of the
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civilian population as well as of the clergy.



c. Violence

The initial <cense of freedom that resulted from the Soviet
withdrawal was short-lived, and soon a system was in place in which
violence was the order of the dav. In a letter %o the pope, Sheptytsky
reported:

"Teday the entire country agrees that the German réqime is,

perhaps even more than the Bolsheuvik régime, evil and almost

diabolical. For at least a vear now, scarcely a day has
passed without the most horrible crimes, assassinations,
b

robberies, pillage, confiscations and upheauals.'2~

Sheptyisky waé appalled by the violence that occurred aimost
datly: massacres of Jews, with & death tol] that he estimated at

=
200,000 in the first ye.;m;.-3 indiscriminate arrests and shootings some
of which, the Metropolitan believed, were aimed at the extermipation
2 2
of Ukrzinians and Po]es;-4 and the killing of priests.—s Describing
the public beatings and murders that had become commonplace by Auqust,
1942, Sheptytsky lamented, "It is very simply as though a bans of
madmen or of raging wolves had swept down upon this poor p»:-::np‘iea."“CS

A5 the viclence began to spread beyond the German military <for-
ces, it became difficult identify its perpetrators; undergrouad recis-
tance groups of various ethnic and ideological affiliations emerged
and as a result it was seldom possible tc ascribe responsibility for
individual instances of violence with any degree of certainty.Z? What
became shockingly clear to the Metropolitan in the course of time was
that, between the pressures exerted on Ukrainian society by the German
occupation forces and the enduring fear of a Soviet return, there were

Ukrainians who took part in acts of violence. As a pastor, Sheptytcky

felt obligated to address that problem.



2. Theological Interpretation

Reviewing the massive scale of human suffering in the iand,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky tried to assess the theeleogical significance
of what was happening. He did so by focussing special attention an the
suffering that was brought on by violence. Behind the harsh material
suffering of his people, Sheptytsky saw “even worse suffering of the

2
'soul."h8 He expressed alarm at the demoralization of society, the
symptoms of which he saw in such things as: the breakdown of the
family, the uncertainty of life and the imminence of death, general
despair, weariness of life and the dissolution of hope in a better
future,

But if this description of the spiritual degensration of society
seemed to hark back to hic anzlyeic of the situation under Sowiet
rule, it differed from the earlier experience in at least one impor-
tant respect. According to Sheptytsky, the breakdown of the family,
with all its attendant grief and worries was not merely the result of
external faztors - as had been the cace with Soviet arrests and depor-
tations of husbands and fathers, Under the German occupation,
Sheptytskry $elt that an internal factor had zlso come inte ptav,
namely the ingratitude of children and the shame of parents for their
childrens” behavior. And by "shamezuyl behavior" Sheptytsky specifi-
cally meant acts of homicide:

"With what heartache must parents look wpon their children,

once the pride and joy of their family but who have now

become a heavy cross and a painful source of shame! What 4

patn /it must be/ for a father to see his own son stained

with innocent bloed and to see neighbors and friends turn
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away from him with abhorrence.‘-.

Thus, <for Metropolitan Sheptytsky the violepce that came with the
German occupation and which had already infected his cwn people was
more than a matter of individuai guilt for individual acts; at the
spiritual level, blood gquilt jeopardized the entire Christian commu-
nity and was felt in the very heart of the Christian social order -
the family,

Although the institutional life of the Church was less threatened
now than it had been under the Soviets, the fabric of society ard, in
particular, the Christian foundations of society were undermined; as
in  the preceding period of occupation, Shepiyisky felt that he was
seeing the demoralization of society., He considered one of the worst
instances of this social degeneration to be the luring of local youth
into German militia units, since "the German autherities made uyse of

2
such militia units to achieve their perverse goals."uu

In the face of overwhelming hisztorical forces, the predominant
feeling was that, on its own, the local Church was powerless to stem
the tide of violence. The Metropolitan felt that, in these times, hope
and support were toc be sought in the higher authority of divine provi-
dence:

"Considering that everything is already permitted to the

Germans, their rage will not be abated, and there will be no

power by which even the least amount of discipline could be

imposed upon them, We therefore expect that this whole lano

will again be deluged by waves of innocent blood, unless

‘some extraordinary event should stop the flow of events,

The only possible consolation in these terrible times



is /Knowing/ that nothing happens to us unless ocur Heavenly

Father wills it."‘:l1
Similarty, in grappling with the slaughter of masses of peopile, parti~
cularly Jews, and in trving somehow to understand its spiritual impli~
cations, Sheptytsky concluded that the souls of ran-Christians and
Christians alike could only be entrusted to divine providence:

"I think that among the many massacred Jews many souls

converted to God, for in centuries they have never faced ac

they now do the likelihood of a viaiant death; often entire

months /pass/ before their death is carried out. The fate of

Christians, of whom hundreds of thousands are either dead or

dving Qwithout the sacraments, is also in the bhands of

God."sh
Another external source of spiritual support was the papacy, and
writing to Pope Pius XII, the Metropolitan asked for his apostolic
blessing for the Ukrainian Catholics who, as he put it, "are suffering
so much and who are exposed to great dangers and even greater
scandals.“33

The violtence and Killing, along with other attendant occurrences
indicated what Sheptytsky saw as symptomatic of the moral degeneration
of society. He noted that the commonfolk and the weak, driven tgo
desperation, "are actually learning to steal and to commit murder;

34
they are losing their sense of justice and humanity."  And although

he did press repeatedly for a stop to the violence, the Metropolitan

felt that his interventions were "nothing compared to the rising tides

35
of moral impurity which are flooding the whole land.*



For Sheptytsky, this demoralization had 3 +Fundamentail ethical
significance: it carried with it the curse of Cain, through which
human npature was fundamentally altered, degenerated, spoiled and
abased; ir this manner, human nature was brought lower than that of a
wild animal.oo As before, the Metropolitan focussed not oniy on the
evil of individual acts of murder, but alse on their social® implica-
tions. For, indeed, repeated occurrences of murder affected an entire
people, in whose midst the murderers remained. In light of this,

37
Sheptytsky expressed concern for the future of the Ukrainian people.

The crimes of & few rickKed causing the suffering cf many.38

Moreover, whoever committed a homicide exposed themselves to the
vengeance of the "historical Nemesis,”39 and wouid be held accountable
at "the hour of justice and punishment.“40 For murder was "a terrible
crime that draws damnation from the heavens upon the soul and leaves
upon the body the stain of innocent blt:aoc!;"‘31 it "calls to the heavens

bl

for revenge.“4- In broader, <socio-historical terms, that vengeance
could affect the chances of an early end to the war; as $or himsels,
the Metropolitan could not foresee a resolution of the armed conflict

betore the spiritual crisis had been addresced:
"WWhoever observes the incredible audacity of those wha every
day continue to violate the divine Taw and in particular the
fifth commandment with incredible scandal for the common-
folk, weasily become persuaded to expect the gravest penal-
ties. To a certain extént, evervone almosi daily thinKs they
toresee the end of the war, but they have no basis for
thinking <o other than the ardent desire that the scandals
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should cease."”



The social implications of the widespread occurrence of homicide
were alsc carried over into the ecumenical sphere. In particular, when
new violence brokKe out that was directed against priests, Metropolitan
Sheptytcky condemned it not only as an attack upon the institutional
Church, but also as an offence against Christian unity. As he saw it,
the murder of priests could not but stir latent inter-denominational
tensions:

"...the Orthodox may blame such killings Ji.e., of their

priests/ on Catholics and thereby may be tempted to hate the

Universal Church and lose sight of any possibility of the

reunion of the Eastern Church with the Western Church.

When the priests of one rite die, as it would appear,

for the <cause of the faithful of another rite, then the

fraternal love which should unite all Christians is exposed

to great danger. Whoever aggravates the disunity between the

two denominations which are aiready in eccleciastical schism
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harms the Church and wounds it deeply."

In the very same way, anticlerical violence was c:éabIe of undermining
fraternal relations between Greek and Roman Catholics:
Whoewer divides and disunites two Catholic denominations
which differ only in rite and who thereby imposes grief,
offence and /incites/ hatred toward the faithful of another
rite, deals a heavy blow to the Church’s most essential

45
attribute: all-encaompassing fraternal love.”

In the end, then,; Metropolitan Sheptritsky was convinced that the real
ethical challenge that Christians were facing was that of remaining

faithful to the commandments and to Christian righteousness. From a



Christian standpoint, this path was the only security that human
relations, from the family to seociety and international relations,
could be maintained in a spirit of harmeny and order. Without these
basic elements, the moral foundatio&%of human social relations was
undermined, and the inevitabie consquhnce would be a continuvation of
the chaos and violence: |

"Let no ore among us foliow the medern political or social

csiogans which, supposedly in the name of the national good,

dare to withdraw God’s commandments as inappiicable or de-

trimental to our life, How many times in history have we

seen, and gontinue to see, what becomes of people who, out

of pride and malice, break the tablets of Bod’s commancments

and replace them with their own arbitrary will' How often we

have seen, and continue to see, what happens when fhe notion

of justice -~ which is the basis of all Chrisitan righteous-

ness - is removed from interpersonal and international rela-

tions. A1l of human culture, all of the achievements of the

human mind and heart accumulated over the ages will be

brought down and ruined. There will be chacs and barbarism.

There will be neither any moral order nor law. The Taw will

be anarchy <samovolia) and the rule of the strong over the

44
weak."



B. General principles

Respondirg o the centinuing social cerisic orought on by the war
and the Nazi occupation, Meiropoiitan Sheptytsky applisd Christijan
teaching at two Jevels of tha Church’s social tife: its external

relations with society and its internal life as a Christiar commeni tyv,

1. Principles guiding the Church’s external relations with society

In its external relations wity secular society, *he Ukrainian
Catholic Church firet of a1t had to deal with the wartime Nazi admini-
stration. The precise natyre of the Church’s reiationship with the
OCCUp¥ing regime was a crucial moment in the history of that Chureh’s
social  teaching and activity. Ue will therefore examine the ethical
reflection thit informed Metropolitan Shepivtsikv’s view of that reia-
ttonship, and then turn to a2 consideration of his ethical views on the

Church’s relation to UKrainian sociaty under Nazi rule.

a. The Church’s relationship with the occupying Berman regime
Metropolitan Sheptvtsky’s position toward the Berman regime
during its occupation of Balicia evglued with time. 0On the basis of
available documentary sources, it s possible to identify three dis-
tinct perceptions that Sheptytsky had of the Nazi occupation and,
consequently, of three svccecsive postures that he adopted toward the
stete. In what was prrhaps the most dramatic political about-face of
Khis entire career, the Metropoiitan ctarted out Wwith an initially
positive perception of the German takeover as a lTiberation, then later
became more critical of certain aspects of German policy, and finally

votced and acted on a fundamental opposition to the Naxi régime. In



order to better understand this shifi of attitude and policy toward
the state, each of the three phases is examined individually, for in
each of them religious and socio-political factors were intertwined
- with the ethical principles that informed Sheptyteky's changing posi-

tton toward the German ctate.

i. Initial welcome

In the first place, Sheptytskv welcomed the arrival of the Ger-
mans in Galicia. In the days that followed the takeover, the Metro-
politan issued two key documents: on July ! 1941, a pastoral letter

Iy
in which he welcomed the proclamation of the independent Ukrainian
state and alsc greeted the Germans as “liberators”;Q? andv+our davs
tater, on July S, 2 second pastoral that greeted the “victorious
German army," expressed "gratitude for the liberation from the enemy,”
and which called priests to lead their pariches in a song of <caluta-
vion (mnoholitstuiia) for the "victoriou: German army" a2t the end of

a8
titurgies,

This initially favorable response was, in part, due te religious
and political considerations. From & religious standpoint, the change
from Scviet to the German occupation meant fircet of all that the Greek
Catholic Church in Wectern Ukraine was rid of official atheism, and
Sheptytsky fully expected that, under the Germans, Ukrainian Catholice
would enjor & greater measuire of religious liberty. And, in fact,
those expectations were fulfilled to a degree, as the Germans allowed
the Greek Catholic Church to renew some of its activity, which the
Soviets had suppressed. Second, as he had done in the first daves of
the Soviet occupation, so too now under German rule Sheptytsky re-

iterated the principle of “rendering unto Caesar® and called his
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people to “submit obediently %o the Just dictates of the state."

Third, as the German forces continued their advance in*o eastern
Ukraine, Sheptvtsky clearly saw this as opening up ﬁpportunities for
church wunity by way of an eastward expansion of Catho1icism.50 In
acdition to this concern for religious freedom and ecclesiastical
unification, the sense of Tiberation from Sovie! rule was also tied
c1osé1y to the political aspirations of Ukrainians, whao expected
Germany to heed their regquests for political autonomy.51 Metropolitan
Sheptytsky shared those hopes and would participate in wvarious re-
presentations to the German government in that matter. Both from a
religious and a political point of view, thén. Metropoiitan Sheptytsky
initially perceived the new situation as basically a liberation, and
he greeted the German presence accordingly,

Along with the religious and politicali conciderations that
entered into the accomocdating stance, thsre was alse an ethical
backdrop. Thus, the Metropolitan spelled out two key conditions on
which Christian obedience to civil authority would depend. The <irst
was that the state not contravene any divine laws:

"The sacrifices which are absolutely necessary in order to

achieve our goal /i.e., independent statehood/ will, First

of all, consict of obedient submission o the Just dictates

of /the civil/ authority, which are not contrary to divine
52

Taw,

The second condi*ion was an egalitarian principle which could serve ac
a criterion for judging the wisdom and justice of civil teadership and
civil digtates:

"From the government that has been called into being /by



Yaroslav Stets’ Ko/ we expect wise and just leadership, and

dictates which would take into consideration the needs an¢

the welfare of all the citizens inhabiting our land,

regardless of the religicus, ethrnic or social group to which
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thev may belona.”
In effect, respect for divine laws and equality before the law were,
in Sheptyisky’s thought, two constitutive alements of the "just
dictates” and "wise leadership” which Christians were required to
obev, The implicit, critical aspect of these conditions was that, when
they were not met, the Christian citizen ceased to be bound by civil

ocbedience.

Although these two conditions were spelled out in a document
addressed to the Ukrainian peopie on the occasion of the declaration
of Ukrainian statehood and did not refer cpecifically to the German
regime, there can be no doubt that they were intended to appiy to the
occupation authority as well. For Sheptytsky was speaking zbout the
nature of the civil authority that Chrictians were bound to obey, and
there is no rezson to believe that his conditions on civil obedience
wouyld have been elaborated any differently in respect to the Germans.
On the contrary, the Metropolitan later did indeed apply the same
criteria - adherence to diugne law and non-discrimination =~ to the
German authorities,

These careful qualifications on lovalty to the state came into
play mere months after the German takeover, as the Metropolitan became
better informed of the true intentions of the Nazis; but their mention

already in the first days of the German occupation, and the Metropo-
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Titan’s subsequent change of heart regarding the Germans. suggest

that bhis welcome to the "liberators® was actually a tentative and
conditional accomodation to the new situation rather than whelehearted

support for Naxi Germany, its ideology and its policies.

ii. Emergent Critique

As German policy began to reveal Hitler’s intentions, however,
Sheptrtskv’s +Favorable attitude became more critical. When Ukrainian
hopes fer autoromy were dashed by the annexation of Western UKraine
into the Geperalgouvernement <on Augus: 1, 1941) and by the arrests of
Ukrainian political activists, Metropolitan Sheptytsky jeoined the
voices of prctest.ss Similarly, despite official cbstruction, he made
etforts to send priests into eastern Ukraine.So

In this transitional period, during which he became critical of
the German occupation and even drew some parallels between it and the
time of Soviet rule, Sheptrtsky still stopped short of totally
breaking with Germany, This may bz attributed to two key Factors:
first, the reluctance to jecpardize the limited religious freedom
under German ruyle which, at the very least, was an improvement on the
conditions of the Church under Soviet rule; and second, the fear of a
Soviet return, which was prevalent in Galicia at the time and which
necessarily continued to orient much Western Ukrainian political sen-
timent toward Germany.

Yet, on the basis of Christian ethics, Sheptrtsky also began to
develop a critical stance. In 1942, he issued two Key documents that
spelled out his ethical views on the situation under German rule. The

main ethical problem, as he saw it, centred on the Christian commit-

ment to protect human life. Accordingly, in hic pastoral "Pro mvlo-



serdia®™ {(On Christian charity), Sheptvtsky deciared that when human
life was imperiled (as 1t was under the Nazi octupation), even %he
principle of private property was necessarily schordinated to the
Cheisitan Pty to save li-.‘e.S? Indeed, following the example of
Christ, that duty went so far 2as %o include placing one’s own Yife at
risk for the =ake of another.ss The sanctity of human life was given
an even more forceful expression in the pastoral “Ne Ubvj" (Thou shalt
not Killd; in 1%, the Metropoltitan condemned wvarious forme of
o
homicide, including state-sanctioned summary executions.s'

In  themselves, of course, these statements simply restated the
Christian standard of respect for human life; but their timing in
Nazi-occupied OBalicia addec a further, contextual meaning. For one
thing, they <chowed that, in spite of the religious and politica!l
concerns that seemed to favor German-Ukrarnian harmonr, Metropelitan
Sheptytsky did not lose sight of Christian ethical concerns; indeed,
the latter took precedence over political concerns. The ctatement of
Christian ethical principlec alse indicated Sheptyteky‘s critical
capacity and reaciness to challenge the legitimacy of German policy
when that policy contravened divine taks. And although this ethically
critical stance was directed to Ukrainian Catholics rather than to the

German authorities, it marked the beginning of a process that would

culminate in the Ukrainian Catholic Church’s defiance of German laws.

iii. RPesistance
Finally, Sheptrisky became convinced that the German state was
inherently evil (“almost diabolical*) and wcrse even than the Soviet

régime. According to his own account, he arrived at this opinion a



considerable time before his August 28-31, 1942 letter to Fope
Pius XI1, when he first dared to 9o on record with a condemnation of
the occupation.éo ~s the poiicy of svstematic violence and extermina-
tion became evident, Sheptyisky criticized it as contrary to the
Christian law of love:
"This system of lies, of deceit, of injustice, of pillage, a
caricature of every idea of civitization and ordgr; this
system of egoism exagerrated to the absurd, of tetally
crazed national chauvinism, of hatred of 311 that is
beautifyl and Qood, this system constitutes something so
phenomenal that one’s first reaction at the sight of this
monster is dumbfounded amazement. UWhere will this system

tead the unfortunate German people? This can bhe nothing but

the degeneration of the shuman/ race such as  has never

’

é1
before been witnessed in history.®

This marked the final stage of Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s evolving
views on the German régime and it was a position that was consclidated
and hardened by subsequant events; indeed, after *he cutbrezk of Rew
vinolence in 1942, Sheptytsky actually looked forward to the return of

the Soviets who, he hoped, would at least be able to restore peace and

order. In a letter to the Watican in March, 1944, the Metropolitan
wrete, "the arrival of the Bolsheviks wilt perhaps be beneficial in

the sense that it will put an end to the anarchy that fiow prevails
é2
throughout the tand."

These, then, were the three successive positions from which

Sheptytsky approached his relations with the German occupying regime,




ATthough religious and political factors were at pla in the pro-
gression from one stage to the next, they were ultimately overridden
by ethical principles. Accomedation to and acceptance of the occupa-
tion had, in part, resulted from the favorable interpretation of the
German invasion, whose immediate effect was the expulsion of the
Soviets and which was seen as consolidating the first steps toward the
political autonomy of Western Ukraine. At the same time, the promise
of conditional civic obedience hinged on "just dictates," that is, it
required that the dictates of the state respect divine laws and the
equality of all citizens. In the next stage, which was characterized
by a c¢ritique of certain German policies through direct representa-
tions before the authorities, the Metropolitan took issue with the
German cisregard for Ukrainian political aspirations and Ukrainian
Catholic efforts to achieve church unity., But, more importantly, his
critizal posture was ethically informed in that it applied the Chris~-
tian conditions on civic loralty to the actual situation x% hand; the
result was & condemnation of state-sanctioned violence and an affirma-
tion of the Christian duty to defend the sanctity of human 1life. The
final <stage - resistance in the form of non-vioclent civil dicobe-
dience, notably through the organization of illegal sanctuary and
estape operations for Jews - had neither political nor religious
underpinnings. It cerved neither the purpose of Ukrainian independence
nor the eastward expansion of Catholicism, but was simply the result
of the application of Christian ethics into practice. By opposing the
official policy of deportation and extermination of Jews in both word
and deed, Sheptrtsky led the way for those UKrainian Catholics who
were prepared to risk their lives in order to hide, shelter or smuggle

the fugitives to safety,



As in the preceding Soviet period, Metropolitan Sheptytsky
initially adopted a position of qualified submission and obedience
toward the German occupation authorities. However, whereas we have
noted concurrent patterns of accomodation and resistance in  the
Church’s aztivity during the Soviet occupation, in the period of the
Nazi occupation Metropolitan Sheptyvtsky’s position toward the state
anc his social action underwent a definitive shift from accomodation
to resistance. Although political and ecclesiastical concerns did
enter into that shift, they were not the decisive factor; the shift
was ultimately grounded in Christian ethical reasoning and, in fact,

can only be understood in light of that ethical reasoning.

. The Church’s relation to Wirainian society: nationbuiiding and the

principles of statehood

Catholic social teaching on the principles of the state had a
very particular, contextual thrust in Western Ukraine in 1941. The
fall of Poland in 1939 and, two vears later, the withdrawal of Soviet
forces gave rise to new hopes for Ukrainian autonomy and culminated in
the declaration of and independent Ukrainian state. Thus, the
Ukrainian political 'cstruggie entered a new phase. The Ukrainian
Catholic Church identified with and endorsed that historical process
and Metropolitan Sheptytsky felt that the situation called for reflec-
tion on the Christian ethical principles that ought to quide nation-
building.

The Ukrainian national ideal was the creation of a viable,

native, national homeland {ridra vsenatsionai’na Khata-Bat’Kiv-




shch.vna}.°3 The crucial element was viability, and although as a human
construct the natton-state was certainly not to be confused with
natural organisms, in its ideal form it was to reflect very closely
the organic life observable in nature.éq Necessarily, then, the prime
focus of nationbuilding was to be placed on the censolidation of inner
strength, solidarity and social unity. #As for external obstacles to
nationbuilding, Sheptyisky Felt that they could only be left up to
God, in whose hands was the destiny of nations.os From a Christian
standpoint, the way to nationhood was through internal regeneration.
Accordingly, the Church would spell out the social ethics and thereby
cultivate the social conditions that were necessary to sustain a
viable national entity:
"The task of the Ukrainian people will consist of creating
such Christian social conditions as would guarantee real and
lasting happiness to citizens and would have sufficient
internal strength to overcome the centrifugal tendencies of
internal disintegration and to successfully defend the bor-
ders from enemies outside. The motherland can be just such z
powerful guarantor of happiness to all its citizens only
when it will not be a whole that is comprised artificially
of many and various parts but when it is an organism similar
to a monolith; that is, & body which is animated by one
spirit; which develops out of its own innmer vitality; which
compensatec for (dopovniuie) its own deficiencies; which is
naturally healthy, strong, and aware of its aims; and which

éé
is not only a material but /also/ a moral body."

At the time of writing the 1941 pastoral, "Idealom nashoho



naisional‘noho =zhrttia,” it appeared to Metropolitan Sheptytsky that
"divine providence will give the UKrainian people /a chance/ to fulfil
their natural right - to choose and establish a system of gevernment
for their homeland.'éy it was therefore necessary to see to it that
the Ukrainian pecple would exe