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INTRODUCTION

Christian Church holds a special place in the context of Ukrainian
national culture. It has always fulfilled and fulfills the role of the moral
regulator of social relations, the integrator of all spiritual factors of national
life into a single whole, it is the center of national character, it plays the role
of guardian of national customs and rituals, the protector of national interests
of the Ukrainian people in the most difficult times of their history. In
different periods of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Ukrainian culture
was greatly influenced by a whole set of ideas developed by progressive
figures of both the Orthodox and Greek Catholic Churches, who contributed
to the formation of a peculiar and original ideology of the Ukrainian nation,
focused on the rise of its national consciousness. The role of the Greek
Catholic Church in this process is difficult to overestimate. After all, the
union created the preconditions for the emergence of the national
intelligentsia. The formal equation with the Catholic clergy opened the
possibility for Ukrainian clergy to obtain secondary and higher education at
European level. Polish, Roman, and later Austrian and their own spiritual
institutions prepared not only priests: they produced the ecclesiastical and
secular intellectuals who started and successfully carried out the Ukrainian
national revival.

Among the prominent people of the previous century, it is difficult to
find a person who, even in his lifetime, would have achieved such greatness
and love from his people as Metropolitan of Galicia Andrey Sheptytsky.
A prominent theologian, scientist, educator, pedagog, politician,
philanthropist... But, it must be agreed that at the same time it is not easy to
find a person who has been attacked as much him. There is no need to give
an overview of the huge number of “historical works” in which the
“Ukrainian bourgeois nationalist” and the “fugitive” (as he was often called
by the Soviet scholarly men) was debunked, because there are no objective
books or articles among them. True works, unfortunately, were published
only abroad. The proclamation of Ukraine’s independence, which
Metropolitan Andrey sought so much, allowed us to look at this
extraordinary and truly powerful figure with very different eyes. Andrey
Sheptytsky’s diverse activities have not lost their relevance to this day. His
scientific, educational and pedagogical ideas withstood the test of time.
Their study and comprehensive analysis are necessary in the conditions of
building an independent Ukraine.

The main purpose of this monograph is to cover, as far as possible, the
ecclesiastical, scientific, educational, cultural, social and political activities



of Andrey Sheptytsky on the background of his epoch. Along with the main
purpose, the authors also tried to solve a number of specific problems:

— to analyze the documentary materials, which refer to the diverse and
multifaceted activities of the Metropolitan of Galicia (Pastoral epistles,
memorandums, letters, collections of documents, etc.);

— to give an objective evaluation of the memoirs of eyewitnesses and
scientific publications of the Ukrainian and foreign researchers about
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky;

— to trace the life path of a prominent religious, social and political
figure of the late XIX — the first half of the XX century on the background of
the general characteristics of the epoch in which he created;

— to cover activity of Andrey Sheptytsky in the field of education and
culture, raising the spiritual level of the Ukrainians;

— to make an analysis of Metropolitan’s major theological works,
following the evolution of his ecumenical views, to prove that Sheptytsky’s
ecumenism was not only limited to theoretical concepts, but also aimed at
achieving concrete results;

— to find out the motivation of Andrey Sheptytsky’s attitude to various
political regimes, which during his pastoral activity changed each other in
the Western Ukrainian lands (Austrian, Polish, Soviet, Nazi);

— to emphasize the peculiarities of the religious situation in
Transcarpathia (Subcarpathian Rus — Carpathian Ukraine) during the
interwar period (1938-1939) and to highlight the position of the
Metropolitan;

— to draw parallels between the epoch in which Andrey Sheptytsky
lived and worked and the current state of the confessional situation in the
Transcarpathian region of Ukraine.
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PART 1.
METROPOLITAN ANDREY SHEPTYTSKY
IN THE LIGHT OF THE DOCUMENTS

The first attempt to systematize and publish the pastoral letters of
Metropolitan was made in 1965 by Anatol M. Bazylevych. The first volume
included the works of A. Sheptytsky, covering the period from August 2, 1899
to September 7, 1901. The author rightfully noted that “in Ukraine, the works,
letters, documents concerning the figure of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, his
life and activities, were still not widespread, which is a significant barrier to the
knowledge and understanding of this outstanding personality, his inviolable
authority, his influence on the spiritual, socio-political, cultural development of
the Ukrainian people™. The collection includes “The Shepherd’s First Word”,
“Our Program”, “The Christian Family”, “True Faith”, “To My Beloved
Hutsuls”, “On the Edge of Two Ages”, “The Great Commandment”, “About the
Church”, “About dignity of priests”, “To the Ukrainian intelligentsia”, “About
repentance”, “About anniversary”, “To Rusyns settled in Canada™. In the
preface to the second volume of A.M. Basylevych, M. Hrynchyshyn rightfully
emphasized some of the difficulties that arose during the publication of
Sheptytsky’s works. “When in 1926, on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of
the Metropolitan rule by Kyr Andrey Sheptytsky, bishop Botsyan was writing a
literary review of Metropolitan’s pastoral messages that had appeared by then,
even then he could not obtain the texts of all the messages. And since then, the
second quarter of the century and the World War 11 have passed™>.

Anatol M. Bazylevych in his fundamental work “Introduction to the Works
of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky” clearly outlined the main purpose of his
work. “Not to create the archives as a main goal,” writes the author, “for this it
would be enough to collect the materials and arrange them properly, but the urge
or right to make the works of the Metropolitan accessible to the widest circles, to
the researchers on the one hand, and to the public on the other. The life of
Metropolitan, admired by his contemporaries, is an example, which is not

! Teopu Cnyrm Boxoro Murponomuta Amapes Lllentmipkoro. ITacTHpchKi JHCTH.
T. |. PenpuntHe Bupanss. JIbBiB: Monactup Monaxis Cryaiiicekoro YcraBy — Bunasamamit
Bigmin «Ceiuamo», 1994. 282 c.

2 Ibid. C. 1-266.

® Basuyenny M. Anarons. Beenenns y TBopu MuTpornonuta Anapes Llenrumnpkoro. [pari
VYxpaincekoro borocnoseskoro HaykoBoro Toapuctsa. T. XV. Toponto, 1965. C. B-5.
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passing away, and that’s why it shines on the present generations...”. The great
merit of A. Bazylevych lies not so much in the publication itself as in the attempt
to group and organize the works of Metropolitan. The author acknowledges that
the classification he proposes is somewhat conditional, since many of
Sheptytsky’s messages sometimes touch a dozen issues. It is worth agreeing
with such considerations. We should add that the periodization of the works of
Metropolitan proposed by the researcher has not lost its relevance today. Thus,
A. Bazylevych grouped A. Sheptytsky’s heritage into seven parts:
«1) theological-pastoral and ascetic works; 2) constitutional letters and
monastery statutes; 3) writings on the topic of Church unity (ecumenical views
of A. Sheptytsky — Aut.); 4) writings about ceremonial cases; 5) historical
works; 6) Metropolitan’s views on art; 7) writings on social topics and other™.

In chronological terms, A. Bazylevych divides the works of Metropolitan
into three periods: “The first period from 1899 to 1914, that is, from the time of
his accession to the episcopal throne in Stanislaviv until his removal to the
depths of Russia in September 1914. The second period is a period from then
until 1927, that is, until the Fifth Congress of Velehrad, in which Metropolitan
participated, and to the writing of [the work — Aut] “Eastern and Western
Mentality” (1927). The third period dates from the end of the great speeches
about union and conferences of Metropolitan, first of all in Western Europe, that
is, from 1928 to 1944, that is, until the end of his life. In the work of
Metropolitan, the most productive were the last and the first periods, except of
1903, when Metropolitan was ill and did not write»®. A. Bazylevych also paid
attention to Sheptytsky’s language and style: “As for the style of Kyr Andrey’s
writings, it differs in different works. Larger ascetic works... are characterized
by a heavy philosophical style... As for the language, he wrote in Ukrainian
language that was spoken in Galicia at the time...”’. By the way, the prominent
Ukrainian writer and contemporary of Metropolitan, Ivan Franko drew attention
to this: “Bishop, now Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, from the very beginning
of his accession to the bishopric began to accustom us to a different tone, other
forms, a different character that reigns in his messages. To begin with, he writes
his letters in a pure Galician-Rus national language instead of the moldy
pseudochurch language, spoken by his predecessors, that is, a mishmash of
Church Slavonic vocabulary with modern morphology. And sometimes, for
example in A Loud Message to the Hutsuls, he is not shy to speak a dialect — a

* Basusenny M. Anatons. Beenenns y TBopn MuTpononuta Anapes Illentuibkoro. Ipari
Vkpaircekoro borocinoseskoro Haykosoro Tosapuctsa. T. XV. Toponto, 1965. C. B 22-231.
5
Ibid.
® Ibid. C. B 232.
" Basusenny M. Anatons. Beenenns y TBopu Mutpononuta Anapes [llentuibkoro. Iparni
VYxpaincekoro borocmoBeskoro Haykosoro Tosapuctsa. T. XV. Toponro, 1965. C. B 235-236.
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matter, still unheard from our church dignitaries, who considered themselves to
be not only masters of souls, but also masters of a language that they considered
permissible to mutilate and pervert in their liking... And finally, most
importantly, Metropolitan Andrey, without comparison, knows more about life,
its real interests and conflicts, than his predecessors, professional theologians and
“Roman doctors”... Metr. Andrey talks about things as a European, he thinks and
forces to think anyone who wants to talk to him...”®. Sophia Sheptytska — mother
of Roman, in her memoirs, and G. Miriam-Luzhnitsky also wrote about the
formation of the future Metropolitan®.

In 1991 were published Andrey Sheptytsky’s “Letters-epistles”, dating the
years of the Nazi occupation of Galicia (1939-1944). The most famous of them
were the pastoral messages of Metropolitan “Do not kill”, “About education”,
“Propaganda of apostasy”, “About the liberal conscience”, “In the cause of
understanding”, “My answers” and more. |. Stefanyuk, the editor of these texts,
in his preface drew attention to the evolution of Metropolitan in his pastoral
epistles. “The content of the first pastoral epistles of Metropolitan Andrey,” the
author reasoned, “was mostly a simple catechism. Metropolitan Andrey, as a
good teacher of his flock, exchanged the small truths of the holy faith according
to the level of his faithful. Compared to the first letters, the last letters of
Metropolitan Andrey have a larger theological content... Another reason why we
publish this volume of Letters-epistles is that many of the affairs that
Metropolitan Andrey wrote about in the forties are still very relevant today. The
time when Metropolitan Andrey wrote them is not so far from us: it is separated
by one generation...”™.

The thoughts of Metropolitan in “How to Build a Native Hata” (Message to
the Clergy. From the Decrees of the Archbishop Cathedral, 1942) remain
relevant: “The ideal of our national life is our native nation-wide Motherland-
Hata... The task of the Ukrainian people will be to create such socio-Christian
circumstances that would assure the citizens of true and sustainable happiness
and have sufficient internal strength to counteract the centrifugal tendencies of
internal disintegration and successfully protect the borders from external
enemies. Such a powerful organization, which is reassuring happiness for all
citizens, can be the Motherland only when it is not artificially made up from

® dpanko 1. CouisyibHa aKiis, coriabHe MUTAHHS i CONiaNi3M: YBarW Hal MACTHPCHKHM
nocnanasaM MuTtpornonuta A. lllentuupkoro «O kBecTii comisutbHii». Bydignuuuil ykpaincokoi
JiepkaBHOCTI: XpecTomaris moJiTonoriyHux crareid Isana ®@pauka / Yropsia. /1. [asnuuxo. K.:
Bua. nim «KueBo-MoruisiHebka akanemis», 2006. C. 499-500.

° Ientuipka Coo¢is. Mononicte 1 mnoxnukanHs o. Pomana Ilenrtwipkoro. JIbBiB:
BunasuuurBo «Csivamo», 2015. 292 c.; JIBanamgusats suctiB 0. Anzapes lllentuupkoro no
matepi / Ymop. I'. Mepiam-JIyxnunpkuii. JIesis: Cait, 1994. 80 c.

0150 mxymox Murporomura Auapes Illentuipioro / Vrop. Tepesa Mepenm. JIbpis:
Caiuano, 2015. 144 c.
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different, heterogeneous parts, but only when it is like a monolith, one organism,
that is, a body, animated by one spirit, which develops from the inner vital force,
complements the internal connections and is healthy from its nature, strong,
conscious of its goals, not only with its material body, but also with its moral
body...”*". The Ukrainian hata must be protected if trouble arises. Isn’t Ukraine
in such a situation today? Interesting parallels between Sheptytsky’s ideas and
modern time we find in the current research of M. Marynovych: “Is every
compromise with the aggressor correct? No! Sheptytsky, at different times and
under different circumstances, gave very clear explanations: “Because this is not
peace, when someone has to agree to something with someone else’s will, and
therefore people try to break that agreement and fight — to wage war, because
that same agreement is not a peace for them, because it is contrary to the
understanding of what they desire™*2.

In 1995, the editorial board of J. Andriishyn, O.Hayova, L. Husar,
A. Kravchuk and O. Matsiuk began publishing the first most complete collection
of Metropolitan’s works™®. A. Kravchuk defined the main purpose of this
publication this way: “To acquaint the widest range of interested readers with the
ecclesiological and ecumenical heritage of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky and
to encourage new studies of this complex part of the recent history of the
Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church. We hope that this collection will encourage
scientific study of this important topic. Considering Metropolitan’s multifaceted
heritage (more than twenty volumes of material collected through postulation in
the canonization case and archival funds), this collection does not claim to be
complete. This is just a selection that, with its content and limitations, highlights
the present state of such researches. The editorial board tried to lay the

U Menruusknii A. Ik Oynysatu Pinny Xaty? JIsBiB: CBiuano, 1999. C. 3-4.

2 Murponormt Ampapeit [llentrmpxuit: XKurtst i JlisuemicTs, JIOKyMeHTH i MaTepiamm.
1899-1944 / Vnop. Oxcana I'aiioBa, Annpiit Kpasayk. T. Il. Ilepka i cycmineHe muTaHHS.
Kuura 2: mucryBanns / 3a pex. Auppis Kpauyka. JIbBiB: BupaBHMITBO OTIIB BacuiiaH
«Micionep», 1999.C. 970.

3 Murporommr Ammpeii Illentuipkuit: Xurrst i JismmHicts. ToxymenTu i Matepiam.
1899-1944 / Ymop. Oxcana I'aiioBa, Anmpiii Kpasuyk. T. Il. LlepkBa i cycminbHe mHTaHHS.
Kanra 1. ITactupceke BueHHS Ta AistbHICTE / 3a pen. Aunpis Kpasuyka. JIpsiB: BumgaBauITBO
oruiB BacwiiaH «Micionepy, 1998. 572 c.; Murponomur Anaped Ilentuupkuit: XKutrs i
HisutpnicTh. JlokymenTH i matepiamu. 1899-1944 / Ynop. Okcana ["aiioBa, Annpiii KpaBuyk.
T. Il. epksa i cycninbHe nutands. Kaura 2: nuctyBanns / 3a pea. Anapis KpaBuyka. JIbBiB:
BupmaBaunTBo otiiB BacwiiaH «Miciorepy, 1999. 571-1096 c¢.; Murpononutr Anzapeit
Ientuupkuit: XKurra i Jismericts. JokymenTn 1 martepiamu. 1899-1944 / Vmop. IOpiit
AgBaxymoB, Oxcana I'aiioa. T. Ill. Murponommr Arzpeii Illentuibknii i rpeko-KaTONMKN B
Pocii. Knura 1. Jlokymentu i martepiamu. 1899-1917. JIbBiB: BupmaBHHIITBO YKpaiHCBKOIO
Karonumpkoro YuiBepcutery, 2004. 924 c.; Murpononutr Anzapei lllentuupbkuit: XKurrs i
HisimericTs. Lepksa i LlepkoBra ennicts. Jloxymentn i Matepiamu. 1899-1944 / Ymop. Anapiii
Kpapuyk, Oxcana I'aifoBa. T. 1. JIsBiB: Monactup MonaxiB Cryniiickkoro YcraBy —
Bupasuununii Bigmin «Csivago», 1995. 524 c.



groundwork for new, still unexplored issues and to shed new light on the
findings of the previous researches. If this volume encourages current and future
scholars to disseminate and improve the knowledge of the primary sources of
our church historiography, and if it raises the level of understanding of the
Church’s concept and issues of Church unity, we will consider it successful”*.

The first volume, entitled “Church and Church Unity. Documents and
Materials. 1899-1944” included pastoral messages, letters and other works by
Metropolitan. Although they covered a long period of time, the authors, in our
view, managed to group them successfully into separate sections: “From Early
Unitarian Activity and Writings on the Church (1899-1913)”, “Correspondence
with Orthodox Correspondents (1901-1910)” , “Letters from Orthodox who
went to the GCC and from those who wish to join (1903-1942)”, “The Church
Issue in the Time of Military Disasters (1914-1919)”, “The Case of the GCC in
Eastern Ukraine (1918-1928)”, “The Case of the GCC in Belarus, Russia and
other territories outside the Lviv Archdiocese (1917-1934)”, “From the works
and activities of Metropolitan in the Case of Church Unity (1920-1939)”, “From
the External Relations of the GCC (1921-1943)”, “Protection of the Persecuted
Orthodox Churches (1929-1930)”, “From the Works and Activities of
Metropolitan in the Case of the Church and the Unity (1939-1942)”, “From the
Acts of the Archdiocesan Councils (1940-1943)”, “Correspondence with the
Orthodox in the Case of Understanding (1941-1943)”. The materials end with a
selected correspondence of 1941-1944". For the first time on the pages of this
volume, the editors put the main milestones in the life and activities of the
Metropolitan of Halicia®®. Some fragments of these messages have already been
published in other collections of Metropolitan’s works'’.

The second volume, consisting of two books, was called “The Church and
the Social Issue”. A. Kravchuk, who wrote an introduction, introduced the
concept of this publication to the readers. “Into this volume,” he wrote, “we tried
to include the documents and materials that would cover a key part of
Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s practical ethics in the first half of the twentieth
century, precisely the attitude of the Church to the society and states. The main
issue is developing in two planes, or around two groups of issues. The first group
concerns the role of the Church in society; how to apply Christian principles to

4 Murponomur Aunpeit [lenTurpkuii: XKurrs i JismsHicts. Lepksa i LlepkoBHa €IHicTS.
Joxymentu 1 marepianu. 1899-1944 / Ynop. Annpiii KpaBuyk, Okcana T"aiioBa. T. 1. JIbBiB:
Monactup Monaxis Cryaiiicekoro YcraBy — Bugasanunii Bignin «Csivamo», 1995. C. XVIII.

5 Murporomat Ampnpeii Ilenmaupkumii: XKurrs i isosnicts. Llepksa i LlepkoBHa €THICTS.
Joxymentu 1 marepiami. 1899-1944 / Ymop. Aunnpiii KpaBuyk, Oxcana I'aitoBa. T. 1. JIbBiB:
Momnactup MonaxiB Crynilicekoro YcraBy — Bunasnawanit Binnin «Civano», 1995. C. 446-472.

' Ibid. C. XXV-XXXII.

M [lenrumpknii A. Tocmanms mo6osu. Bpycrypu: Juckypeyc, 2015. C. 34.



the life of the human community?; how could the notion of “community” be
extended from narrow, clan or ethno-national categories to all-human, universal,
Christian categories? Here, incidentally, Metropolitan Sheptytsky contrasts the
so-called pagan patriotism, which he rejects, and the Christian patriotism, which
he offers to the Ukrainian people. The second group of questions concerns the
institutional level of church-state relations...»"®. Thus, the first part includes the
official teachings and pastoral letters of Metropolitan, and the second contains
epistolary materials. All the materials, contained in the volume, are divided into
three sections: the basics of Christian social life, the appeal to particular
communities and groups, and the application of Christian ethics to socio-political
reality. A. Kravchuk also emphasizes the three features of Metropolitan’s social
ethics: 1) close connection with the concept and duty of solidarity; 2) almost
prophetic insight into the diagnosis of social reality; 3) its flexibility, openness,
dynamism. The scientist draws attention to the need to promote more actively
the life and multifaceted activities of A. Sheptytsky. “Today, perhaps,”
A. Kravchuk states, “the greatest need is the honest presentation of the truth
about our church history, without ideological concerns, especially for the eastern
regions of Ukraine, where Metropolitan remains insignificant or perceived
through the prism of outdated prejudices. The reform of the historiographic
assessment of the UGCC is just beginning, and the figure of Metropolitan
Andrey is, without any doubt, the central point in this case™®. This volume
included documents covering the period from August 2, 1899 to
November 1943.

The second book of the second volume opens the letter of the famous
Ukrainian writer Andriy Tchaikovsky to Metropolitan®. In the author’s deep
conviction, “these letters united a Highly Blessed Rus people, who accepted
your nomination, like any fact of general importance, with disbelief. I confess
that | was not one of those pessimists, but they were the ones who added Polish
intrigue here and everywhere. Your letters should have allayed those doubts and
generated sincere sympathy for you. Such patriotic statements of the Bishop in

8 Murporonmr Ammpeii [llentumpkuit: Xurrst i Jismmricts. [TokymenTu i Matepiam.
1899-1944 / Vnop. Okcana I'aiioBa, Annpiii Kpauayk. T. Il. IlepkBa i cycminbHe NMUTaHHS.
Kuwura 1. [Tactupcbke BueHHs Ta misuibHICTB / 3a pen. Annpis KpaBuyka. JIbBiB: BugaBHunTso
otuiB Bacwiian «Micionepy, 1998. c. X.

9 Murpononur Amapeii Illentuipkuii: XKurtst i Jismmricts. [TokymenTu i Matepiam.
1899-1944 / Ymop. Oxcana T'aiioBa, Aumpiii Kpasuyk. T. Il. IlepkBa i cycminbHe mUTaHHS.
Kanra 1. ITactupcbke BueHHS Ta AisitbHICTh / 3a pen. Aunpis Kpasuyka. JIpBiB: BunaBruIreo
oruis BacuiiaH «MicioHep», 1998. C. XXI.

2 Murponomur Amapeii Ulentuuskuit: Kurrs i Jlisnsuicts. JoKyMeHTH i MaTepiami.
1899-1944 / Vnop. Okcana I'aifoBa, Annpiii Kpasuyk. T. Il. IlepkBa i cycminbHe NMUTaHHS.
Kuwnra 2: muctyBanns / 3a pex. Annpis Kpapuyka. JIBiB: BugaBHMITBO OTIIB BacwiiaH
«Micionep», 1999. C. 571-574.



the pastoral letters reassure and awaken confidence, and this is the basis for
understanding and further work...»*!. To this we should add, that
correspondence between Metropolitan and Andriy Tchaikovsky continued for a
long time. In 2002, on the initiative of Lviv historian B. Yakymovych, a unique
three-volume edition “Andriy Tchaikovsky. Memoirs. Letters. Research” was
published”?. It contains all the letters of the writer to Andrey Sheptytsky?.
A. Sheptytsky is also mentioned in Andriy Tchaikovsky’s Autobiography: “...It
was not for the first time in our history: not many years before [it — Aut.] in the
polonized Earl family of Sheptytsky, the young dragoon officer Roman was
appointed as the future head of the Ukrainian Uniate Church, for the purpose of
spreading the union throughout Dnieper Ukraine, and further in Russia with his
help”?*. B. Yakymovych wrote that “Memories from Ten Years Ago” is one of
the most rare books among all of A. Tchaikovsky’s works, because only few
copies of it have reached our time. In the book collection of Stepan Kovalyshyn
there is a unique copy of a book with a gift inscription to Andrey Sheptytsky:
“To the Most Holy Metropolitan Kyr Andrey in the proof of deep devotion.
Author»?.

As for the letters in the second book of the second volume, “Church and
Social Issue”, they are all grouped in chronological order according to the issues
(1899-1914. A social issue in the Austrian context; 1914-1923. New tasks during
and after the World War I; 1917-1929. New tasks in Galicia; 1920-1923.
Mission of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky abroad; 1923-1939. Struggling for
justice in interwar Poland; 1939-1941. Protecting the Faith against Soviet
atheism; 1941-1944. The Sanctity of Life. Resistance to the German occupation
power). Here is just a fragment from Metropolitan’s speech above the grave of

% Ibid. C. 572.

2 Yaitkoscekuit Amapiit. Croramu. Jluctu. Jlocmimkenns: ¥V 3 1. / YrnopsakysaHms
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Markian Shashkevych: “We are gathered somewhere by a great powerful idea,
and Markian was like its flag. This idea, which was an impulse for our national
revival, exists somewhere and it forever will be a stub of living healing water,
irrigating the branches of church and folk life, and freshing the greens of hope
for the future™?’. These words can also be confidently said about Metropolitan of
Galicia.

Among the correspondents of A. Sheptytsky are Yevhen Olesnytsky, Rafail
Krynytsky, Mykhailo Tyshkevych, Hryhoriy Mykytei, Tyt Voynarovsky,
Andriy Biletsky, Dmitro Levytsky, Volodymyr Kubijovych and many others. In
his letter to Stalin, Metropolitan wrote with pain in his heart: “Propaganda of
godlessness in general, and in a special way in schools and among youths, is a
great mistake of the Soviet authorities on our territory. First of all, it impresses
and terrifies people, who are attached to their faith as the most important part of
the folk tradition, and causes that people, especially the masses of the peasantry,
do not have...”?® [The letter is, probably, incomplete — Aut]. A. Sheptytsky
complained to the head of the government of the UkrSSR Khrushchev about the
termination of activity of the metrical archive®.

In 2003, J. Pelensky published a correspondence of V. Lypynsky, from
which we learn many previously unknown facts about the life and activity of
Metropolitan of Galicia: “...Andrey Sheptytsky during his visit to Lypynsky on
November 5, 1929 bought from him all, except for family letters,
correspondence... including about ten thousand letters, which should go to the
National Museum in Lviv... The sold letters remained at Lypynsky until the end
of his life and could be transferred to the public not earlier than ten years after
his death. Later, less than a month before his death, urgently needing money to
go to the sanatorium, Lypynsky wrote a letter to Metropolitan (16. V. 1931) and,
mentioning an earlier conversation, asked to send him 500 USD. In return, he
offered the manuscript of his works, that he had begun, but couldn’t finish due to
the illness, as well as numerous notes on various socio-political topics.
Metropolitan managed to send only part of the needed sum (200 USD), which

Kuwnra 2: muctyBanns / 3a pex. Annpis Kpapuyka. JIpBiB: BugaBHMITBO OTIHIB BacwiliaH
«Micionep», 1999. C. 571-1028

7 Murponomut Amuppeii [lenturpkuit: JKuttsa i [isneHicts. JIOKyMeHTH i MaTepiaim.
1899-1944 / Vnop. Okcana I'aiioBa, Annpiii Kpasayk. T. Il. IlepkBa i cycminbHe NUTaHHS.
Kuura 2: mucryBanns / 3a pex. Anzpis Kpauyka. JIbBiB: BumaBHMIITBO OTIIB BacuiiaH
«Micionep», 1999. Murponomur Angpeit lentunpknii: XXurrsa i JdismbHicTs. JlokymeHTH i
Mmarepiamu. 1899-1944 / Vmop. Oxcana I'aiioBa, Annpiii Kpasuyk. T. Il. Llepksa i cycminbhe
nutaHHa. Kuura 2: nuctyBanHs / 3a pen. Anapis Kpasuyka. JIpBiB: BuaaBHHITBO OTLIB
Bacwian «MicioHepy, 1999. c. 595.
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Lypynsky received on May 29, 19317, In a letter to the editorial board of the
magazine “Theology”, V. Lypynsky praised Metropolitan’s perennial work: “All
the undertakings intended to revive the Ukrainian tradition and the Ukrainian
conservatism were met with the active assistance of Count Andrey Sheptytsky
and Metropolitan of Galicia of the Ukrainian Land™*'. In 2005, Solomiya
Dyakiv edited and published “Letters from Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky to
Hilarion Swientsitski*? — first and long-time director of the National Museum,
organizer of the museums in Galicia. This epistolary heritage reveals a great
number of topics and a wide range of issues on museum activity, as well as the
role of international cultural relations and cooperation between the National
Museum in Lviv and a number of European scientific and artistic institutions.
The letters were published facsimile. Some of them are handwritten (most are
done by the hand of Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky’s Secretary), the rest are typed.
However, unfortunately there is no comprehensive information about the
number of lost letters that have not reached our time. The collection of letters
contains interesting and at the same time little-known facts, that have not yet
attracted the attention of the researchers, which has led to the lack of their
publications, except for individual letters and fragments of them. The letters are
presented in chronological order, creating a general perception of them in
historical sequence, and covering the period from 1912 to May 1943%,

In 2004 Y. Avvakumov and O. Hayova edited a large volume of documents
and materials entitled “Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky and Greek Catholics in
Russia”, which covered the period from 1899 to 1917. The collection contains
documents kept in the Central State Historical Archive of Ukraine in Lviv, and it
covers the activities of Metropolitan Andrey in Russia, especially those
concerning the Greek Catholic movement among the Russians. The vast
majority of documents have not been published before, or have been published
incompletely or inaccurately. During this difficult work, which lasted for seven
years (1997-2004), 240 documents were selected by the editors, “the vast
majority of which are letters from Russian Greek Catholics to Metropolitan
Andrey and his letters of reply. By the way, out of 240 documents, only

® Jlucrysamus B. Jlummucekoro / Pemaxrtopm . Ilememcekwmit, P. 3amympkmii, X.
Ienenceka ta in. T. 1. K.: Cmonockum, 2003. C. 144 («ApxiB»).
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HauionansHoro myseto y JIbBoBi / Ynopsauuk Comnomis [IskiB. JIbBiB: YKpalHChKI TEXHOJOTIT,
2005. 108 c. + i
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55 are Sheptytsky’s materials — the rest are letters and memos received by the
Galician bishop from different persons. Speaking about the historical context of
the documents, J. Avvakumov conditionally identified several problematic nodes
that emerge from this epistolary heritage of Metropolitan: 1) Greek Catholics
between the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Russian Empire; 2) the role of
the Roman Apostolic See; 3) the situation of the Russian Orthodox Church and
religious revival in Russia. The editors drew attention to the fact that drafts of
letters for Andrey Sheptytsky were written by the Russians Ivan Deibner,
Alexey Zerchaninov, Leonid Fedorov (A. Sheptytsky believed that he did not
speak Russian perfectly — Aut.). “The story, told on these pages by the living
witnesses of those years,” the preface says, “is full of successes and failures,
victories and defeats, spiritual quests and hopes that have come true and that are
not destined to be fulfilled. With all its complexity and ambiguity, this story
touches the very fundamental, pressing and urgent questions of self-awareness
and identity of Catholics of the Eastern tradition, to whatever country or
nationality they belong. To paraphrase the famous statement of Mykhailo
Hrushevsky, let’s say that the documents that reader can read will help in the
search gg)r answers to the question: “Who are Greek Catholics and what do they
want?”*,

Collection of documents “Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky and Greek
Catholics of Russia” is ended with valuable applications (extracts from Vladimir
Solovyov’s article “The Slavic Question” (1884); Apostolic Message of Pope
Leo XIIlI on the Preservation and Promotion of Prosperity of the Eastern
Churches (1894); Circular Message of Patriarch Joakim 1ll and the Synod of
Constantinople Church to all the Orthodox Churches (1902); Memoirs of Father
Mykola Tolstoy (1914); Fragments of the discussion on Russian Catholicism on
the pages of the magazine “The Word of Truth” (1913-1915) and memoirs of
Mykola Trague about his stay in Galicia in 1908-1913 (1915-1916)*°. In a letter
to Russian Orthodox Bishop Antony Khrapovytsky in 1904, Metropolitan
Andrey stated ambiguously: “What is there to interpret for a long time about the
superiority of one Church over another? It is clear to everyone. There is only one
true Church of Christ in the world: whether it is Orthodox, as you call it, or
Catholic, as we call it. It is now split in half. But it was not divided by itself, it

® Murponomut Amppeii Ilenturpkuit: JKuttsa i [ismsHicts. JOKyMeHTH i Matepiaim.
1899-1944 / Vmop. Opiit AsBakymoB, Oxcama [aiioBa. T. Ill. Murponomur Amnmpeit
IenTumpkuii i rpexo-katomuky B Pocii. Kaura 1. JJokymenTu i matepiamm. 1899-1917. JIbBis:
BuparunTBo Ykpaincskoro Katonuipkoro YHiBepeurery, 2004. c. XLIX.
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was forcibly divided by politics. Therefore, it must be reunited, it must do it
certainly, it must do it necessarily, it must do it for Christ sake, for the sake of
true God! All noble souls, whether among Catholics or Orthodox, feel this
need”*’. Metropolitan Andrey has never changed this firm position.

During 2007-2013 Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky’s most complete four-
volume edition of the “Pastoral Epistles” was published®®. Well-known
Ukrainian archivists Oksana Hayova and Roman Terekhovsky were its editors.
In his introduction to the first volume, B. Dziurakh rightly noted that “hundreds
and thousands of pages can be written about Metropolitan. You can analyze one
or another aspect of his teachings or give a general description of his work. Yet,
nothing, even the best comments and analyzes, will change the happiness of
personal immersion into the word of the Good Shepherd of the Ukrainian land,
when a person has the opportunity to discover the “treasure hidden in the arable
land” of church history, and to directly share in the wisdom and the strength of
spirit that live in the words of Kyr Andrey”®. The first volume of this
fundamental edition includes the pastoral epistles of Metropolitan from 1899 to
1914. In the end of the publication there is an extraordinarily original work by
Bishop J. Botsian “Pastoral Letters of Metropolitan Andrey (Literary Review)”,
published in 1925%. The author, conditionally dividing Sheptytsky’s pastoral
heritage into two stages — the bishop’s and the metropolitan’s, summed up:
“Regarding the form, the letters themselves repeatedly mention that they were
written fast, in the midst of a great lack of time... More valuable, however, than
the style and the garments of the word is the heart that lurks beneath them — its
warm love, gentleness and noble tact, even in those cases where it is necessary to
say a bold word...”*". The first volume included 52 documents, the last of which
dates from September 6, 1914, when Russian tsarist troops were coming closer
to Lviv. Metropolitan states with sadness: “Awful destruction is all around us,

¥ |bid. C. 92-93.

* IlenTunpkuit Arapeit. ITactupchki nocnanus 1899-1914 pp. T. |/ Yropsaasuku: Okcana
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TaiioBa, Poman TepexoBchkuii. JIbBiB: OyHnauis «AHapei»; BugaBHuumii Binmin «Aprocy,
2013. XIV+119%4 c.

* Ilentuipkuit Arapeit. ITactupcbki nocnanus 1899-1914 pp. T. |/ Yropsaasuku: Okcana
TaiioBa, Poman TepexoBchkuit. JIbBiB: DyHnauis «Anapei»; BugaBauuuii Binmin «Aprocy,
2007. C. XLIX.

“0 |bid. C. 857-912.

“ Ibid. C. 912.

14



the whole villages are destroyed, some have disappeared from the face of the
earth. Homes burned, property ruined, thousands of families destroyed. Many
families have fled from scare: relatives do not know where the children went.
The people in abandonment left their native home. We have lost many of
ours...”*. Ukraine was entering an extremely difficult and at the same time a
heroic period of its history...

The second volume of pastoral messages covers the interwar period of the
Ukrainian history (1918-1939). World War | ended, the Western Ukrainian
People’s Republic emerged, Eastern Galicia was part of Poland for twenty years,
undergoing the sanctions regime, and in 1939 it was occupied by the Soviet
troops, who, according to the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, divided Europe. These
are just the most significant events that radically changed the geopolitical
situation before World War 1I. All this time Metropolitan remained the true
spiritual leader of his people. The volume included 72 documents, that is,
pastoral messages, as well as scientific works on the topic of church unity, “The
Mission of Monasticism in the Unification of the Churches” (1921), “The Role
of the West in the Unification of the Churches” (1923), “The Restoration of
Slavic Monasticism” (1923), “The Psychology of the Union” (1925) and “The
Two Mentalities” (1926). The collection is ended with the works of
Metropolitan on moral and pastoral topics.

The third volume of Andrey Sheptytsky’s pastoral epistles concerns the
period of 1939-1944, when German Nazism replaced Bolshevik’s occupation of
Galicia, and later it was followed by the “second coming” of the Bolsheviks.
“The card of history has turned, a new epoch has come™® — in such words
Metropolitan Andrey begins his pastoral message on September 26, 1939.
M. Marynovych, who wrote the preface to this volume, rightly noted: “That this
danger was really terrible, everyone could be convinced immediately after the
entry of the Red Army into Lviv. However, many Galicians meet the Soviet
troops with curiosity and hope. After all, the Polish authorities, whose ethnic
minority policies were more unforgiving and who punished mercilessly for any
attempt at seclusion, came to an end. So, in this sense, release seems to have
come for Ukrainians. The tragic division of the people ended, and the dreamy
“golden-haired Kyiv” became close and accessible again. Not one at the time
thought to himself: “Maybe all these rumors of the horrors of the Bolshevik
regime were fictions? Maybe it was all hostile propaganda, and the Soviets really
care for the ordinary people?” But further reality turned out to be more terrible

“2 bid. C. 829.
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than any rumors™*. Mass repressions, persecution of the clergy and ordinary
people, the politics of silence have become an ordinary thing. And all this
continued until the entry of German troops into Galicia. Metropolitan was
optimistic for a new government that would allow Ukrainians to live a state life.
“From the will of Almighty God, in the Trinity of the One, a new era began in
the life of the State United Independent Ukraine™®. Sheptytsky calls on
Ukrainians for unity: “All those who feel themselves Ukrainians and who want
to work for the good of Ukraine, let them forget about any party strife, let them
work in unity and consent to restoring our economic and cultural life, destroyed
so much by the Bolsheviks"*. Very soon Metropolitan will be convinced that
the Stalinist USSR and Hitler’s Nazism are “twin brothers” that are not
significantly different from each other. We must agree with M. Marynovych’s
claim that 1942 could be considered crucial for Metropolitan in his
condemnation of Nazi ideology”’. “This system of untruth, deceit, injustice,
robbery, caricatures of all ideas of civilization and order,” A. Sheptytsky writes
in a letter to Pope Pius XII. “This system of excessive selfishness on an absurd
level, completely crazy national chauvinism, hatred of all that is honest and
good, this system is something so phenomenal that stupor is perhaps the very
first feeling the one has got when he sees this monster. Where does this system
lead the unfortunate German nation? Only to such a degeneration of race, which
the history of mankind has never seen™®. Metropolitan also did not expect
anything comforting from the new arrival of the Bolsheviks: “Our Church will
be destroyed, ruined by the Bolsheviks. But hold on.. e

The fourth volume of the pastoral messages of A. Sheptytsky included
common pastoral messages covering the period from 1905 to 1943, as well
as selected works — “Catechism”, “Memoir from Zarvanytsia”, “Spiritual
Exercises”, “God’s Sowing”, “From the history and problems of our thing
(art — Aut.)”, “Sciences and spiritual apprehension...”, «General principles of
moral theology”, “Russian Catholic Exarchate”, “My memories of the

“Ibid. C. XI.
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% The volume is ended with the

subject of museum collections”, etc
“Sermons” (1937-1943)"".

Although he has repeatedly stated that the church should be out of
politics, Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky was quite active in it. With
enormous authority among the people, he could not but respond to the
political situation in the country, which in the first half of the twentieth
century was changing all the time. This is easy to see when reviewing a
number of collections of documents pertaining to the national liberation
movement in Eastern Galicia (1918-1922), the interwar period in the history
of the region, World War 11 (1939-1944), the preparation and liquidation of
Catholic Church in Western Ukraine by the Soviet authorities®. It is
documented that on June 29, 1941, the battalion, headed by R. Shukhevych,
was the first to enter Lviv, ahead of the Germans for several hours. At half
past seven, that morning, Metropolitan had already received a Kurin
delegation led by sotnyk Shukhevych, after which he blessed nationalist
soldiers lining up at his residence®. I. Kindrat recalled that on June 29, 1941,
he “found himself in the group of 28 defenders of Metropolitan and his
residence at St. George’s Cathedral. After barricading ourselves in the
church and the residence, we waited... It is plausible that the NKVD did not
have the time or the courage to attack us, and so everything ended without a

confrontation between us”®*.
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Interesting facts about the activity of A. Sheptytsky during World War 11
can be found in the four-volume document “Ukraine in the Second World
War”, prepared for printing by V. Kosyk. The pages of this publication
contain the “OUN-Bandera response to the Germans’ demand to withdraw
the proclamation of the statehood on June 30, 19417, which states
unequivocally: “The government [of J. Stetsko — Aut.] has the support of
such authorities as Metropolitan of the Uniate Church, Count Sheptytsky”*.
The Document “Further Information on the OUN-Bandera and the Murder
of Sciborsky and Senyk” provides information about the split that took place
at OUN and Metropolitan’s attitude towards this®®. According to the German
SD, A. Sheptytsky wrote in a letter to Colonel Andriy Melnyk: “The whole
Ukrainian public requires as a necessary prerequisite your mutual agreement
with Bandera and the termination of this dispute, so terrible and harmful to
the Ukrainian case. It is unthinkable that after the Bolshevik rule, the OUN
can bring us a fratricidal war with all the misfortunes that come with it™>’.
German special services have launched an investigation to authenticate the
letter.

On January 14, 1942 A. Sheptytsky, M. Velychkivsky, A. Livytsky,
M. Omelyanovych-Pavlenko and A. Melnyk wrote in a letter to Hitler: “...In
the Ukrainian central regions, the possibility of cultural and national
development is being withdrawn from the Ukrainians, while the difficulties
are created for the political press, traditional cultural and educational
associations are forbidden, schools are closed, permission for the activity of
scientific institutions is withdrawn and professors are unemployed, the
nation’s brain remains without the possibility of scientific activity, even
without the means of livelihood. Such a state of affairs provokes a great
discontent in the Ukrainian public about the future of national culture...
Unfortunately, today’s reality does not give Ukrainians this confidence.
Therefore, there is great concern and fear for the future of the nation among
the masses and in the ruling circles. The current state of affairs contradicts
the historical tasks of Ukraine, which derive from its geographical
position...”*®. By the way, the Soviet security agencies also closely followed

% Vkpaima B Jpyriii cpiTosiit BiliHi y KOKyMeHTax. 3GIipHHK HIMENBLKHX AapXiBHHX
marepianiB. T. 1 / YmopsakyBarus i mepexmoBa Bomomummpa Kocuka. JIeBiB: IHCTHTYT
ykpainosHaBcTBa iM. I. Kpumnsakesnua HAH Vkpainn, 1997. C. 214.
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ykpainosHaBcTBa iM. I. Kpunsaxesnua HAH Vkpainn, 1997. C. 283-285

* Ibid. C. 362-363.
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ykpaiHo3HaBcTBa iM. I. KpumsikeBuua; JIbBiBCchKMiA nepkaBHMEl yHiBepcuteT iM. I ®pamnka;
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the activities of Metropolitan during the war. There are many reports about
this on the pages of the collection of documents “Roman Shukhevych in the
Documents of the Soviet State Security Authorities (1940-1950)”. People’s
Commissar of State Security of the USSR V. Merkulov reported that “in the
formation of the SS-Halychyna Division and the Military Committee an
active role was played by... the representatives of the Uniate Church, headed
by Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, personally associated with Melnyk»®.
Anotgoer report referred to Metropolitan’s support for the Act of June 30,
19417,

A huge factual material is contained in the two-volume edition of the
documents “Liquidation of the UGCC (1936-1946). Documents of the
Soviet State Security Authorities”. A researcher of the State Archives of the
Security Service of Ukraine N. Serdiuk, analyzing the directive of the
UKrSSR KGB “On the Agential Work on the Line of the Greek Catholic
Uniate Church, headed by Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky”, stated: “...the
Vatican’s agents in the USSR, by underground methods, disseminate
Catholicism and, as appropriate, carry out espionage work for the benefit of
various foreign powers, and Metropolitan Sheptytsky is involved”®. In
general, A. Sheptytsky is mentioned in the vast majority of documents®. In
the preface to the second volume of this edition, which deals with the
liquidation of the UGCC, V. Serhiychuk states: “The offered documents
testify to the following: the representatives of the Soviet special services
managed to warm up the personal ambitions of Kostelnyk [H. Kostelnyk — a
former supporter of A. Sheptytsky, who betrayed his ideas and faithfully
served the invaders — Aut] so much, ambitions, concerning his
“messianism” in converting the Uniates to Russian Orthodoxy, that he had
already dreamed of creating a special Orthodox Church in Western Ukraine
under his leadership. Therefore, he wanted to influence the secret scenario of
the elimination of the UGCC, by requiring the representatives of the
Bolshevik authorities to take firm repression against the clergy”®. The OUN
could not help but respond to it: “Ukrainians are Greek Catholics! Can we,

InctuTyT yKpaiHchkoi apxeorpadii Ta mxepenosHasctsa iM. M. I'pymescskoro HAH Vkpainu,
1998. C. 86-87.
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therefore, calmly look when enemy, with the help of several broken units
from the Greek Catholic clergy, who have embarked on the path of betrayal,
is dragging the whole Greek Catholic Church into the abyss? Should we let
some timid clergy open the door to our villages and towns for the NKVD
fathers? Do we have to wait for our parents, children and relatives to be
confessed to informants and the NKVD workers? No!”®,

Therefore, in the twentieth century, one of the most prominent figures of
Ukrainian history was undoubtedly Metropolitan of Galicia Andrey
Sheptytsky. A prominent religious figure of that time, he played a significant
role in the growth of self-awareness of the Ukrainian people. It is difficult to
overestimate Metropolitan’s contribution to education, science, cultural
progress of the Ukrainians. Despite the fact that his activity was spread
primarily in Western Ukraine, however, it made a huge resonance with the
rest of Ukrainian lands. On this basis, the attention of researchers has always
been drawn to this great figure. Even during his lifetime Metropolitan’s
pastoral messages, memorandums and scientific works were published.
Unfortunately, the two world wars, the occupation of Galicia by the Soviet
and Nazi troops, the establishment of the communist dictatorship in the land,
led to the loss of many works of Metropolitan. Today a fruitful process is
underway to return from forgetting the great cultural heritage of Andrey
Sheptytsky. In the West, it started earlier, in Ukraine — after proclamation of
independence. Nowadays Ukrainian archivists have published several
multivolume publications of pastoral messages, letters, memorandums,
decrees, historical and theological works. Much work has been done in the
direction of the publication of the once banned and now open archives of the
Soviet state security agencies. We learned more about the Great
Metropolitan — a religious, cultural and political figure, who wanted to see
Ukraine as a free and independent state.

& Jlixeinamis YTKIL (1939-1946). JIOKyMeHTH pajsHCHKHX OpramiB 6esmexu / Yrmop.
Cepriit Kokin, Haranis Cepmiok, CranicnaB Ceparok; 3a 3ar. pex. Bomogumupa Cepriituyka.
T. I. K. TIIT Cepriitayk M. L, 2006. C. 64.
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PART 2.
METROPOLITAN ANDREY SHEPTYTSKY THROUGH THE EYES
OF CONTEMPORARIES AND IN THE HISTORIOGRAPHY

A large number of works about Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky came
out abroad, works, in which their authors tried to trace the major milestones
in his life, to show the role of Sheptytsky in raising the national and cultural
level of the Ukrainians, especially those who lived in Western Ukraing, to
analyze his views, versatile educational, cultural, ecumenical and political
activity. Foreign historians had the opportunity to express their views freely,
which could not be said about the researchers, who published their works
within the Soviet Union. Considering the fact that several hundred works
have been published about Sheptytsky’s life and work, we will view only
some of them.

The ecumenism of Andrey Sheptytsky has been studied by many
historians and even by his contemporaries. However, a special attention
should deserve a doctoral dissertation of His Beatitude Lubomyr Husar,
defended by him in 1972 at the Pontifical Urban University. L. Husar
mentioned: “Metropolitan Sheptytsky belonged to the few people, who,
being upset by the discord between Christians at the beginning of the
twentieth century, worked to change somehow such a tragic situation (the
split in the Christian movement — Aut.), acted at random, without any
guidelines or official instructions, guided by their own beliefs and wishes of
union, which, of course, affected the nature of their activities... Today, after
the time interval... we can highly appreciate the essential role of those
pioneers, among which Metropolitan Sheptytsky was, without exaggeration,
the most prominent”®. Metropolitan’s ecumenical activity was praised by
Vasyl Lentsyk: “From this angle one must understand all the activities of
Andrey Sheptytsky, his tireless work in the direction of the ecclesial unity of
all Christians, and the Ukrainian people in particular, in one Christ Church.
In this work on unification Metropolitan saw a special role and mission of
the Ukrainian people... Metropolitan Andrey realized what misfortune was a
Church break-up for our people, in addition a part of our Church, both in
Tsarist and the Bolsheviks period Russia, was used to the detriment of the
Ukrainian people. Considering the conditions of the Ukrainian people, he

% Tysap JlioGommp. Amapeit Illenmmupkuit Mutponommr ammskmit  (1901-1944)
MPOBiICHHUK eKyMeHi3My / Bunanus apyre. XKoBksa: Micionep, 2015. C. 23.
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believed that Ukrainians, more than anyone else, have a mission to work for
unification. Unfortunately, this very important case even now is
underestimated”®.

Famous English theologian and church historian J. Pelikan, anallyzing
A. Sheptytsky’s work from the point of view of today, wrote: “Andrey
Sheptytsky’s ideas of unification were theologically meaningful and
historically fascinating. It is safe to say that he was one of those, who
worked hard to make the unification of the Universal Church come true. His
great merit is that now, after the Second Vatican Council, the prospects of
understanding between East and West are better than ever in the previous
centuries. Everything points to the fact that the most difficult antagonistic
and doctrinal cases that have remained unchanged for 1,000 years, could be
solved today. It was once a great vision for which Metropolitan Andrey
Sheptytsky dedicated his entire life”®”. One of the closest associates of
Metropolitan, Kyrylo Korolevych (Paul Francois Sharon) thoroughly
described the activity of Sheptytsky in Russia, and it is evidenced by at least
the titles of the chapters (“Private visit to Russia”, “Father Ivan Deibner”,
“Father Olexii Zerchaninov”, “Pius X confirms the authority of
Metropolitan”, “Parish in St. Petersburg”, “Father Leonid Fyodorov”,
“Russian Greek-Catholic Synod, Petrograd in 19177, “Russian Greek
Catholic Exarch”, “Renaissance of the Russian Orthodox Church”,
“persecution of the religion”, “Greek Catholic Community in Moscow”,
“other Greek Catholics in Russia”, etc.). K. Korolevsky expressed
Metropolitan’s intentions in Russia in his own words: “I am Metropolitan
Sheptytsky, | offer you my mediation to establish contact with Rome”®,
A. Sheptytsky’s diplomatic missions were described by Josyf Slipyi in his
“Memories”®. In the Ukrainian historical science the ecumenical activity of
Metropolitan was researched by V. Basarab, O. Khomenko, E. Bystrytska,
J. Bilas, M. Vavzhonek, H. Hladka, L. Krupa, M. Marynovych, A. Smyrnov,
0. Surmach, O. Sheremeta and others.”
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Among the special works that analyzed the life and activities of Andrey
Sheptytsky, one should mention the work of Vasyl Laba, the first edition of
which appeared in 1965. Some sections of his work are titled this way:

CEINY

“Boyar ancestry of Sheptytsky”, “The boyish and school age of the future
Metropolitan Andrey”, “An important decision of Dr. Roman Olexandr Earl
Sheptytsky”, “Roman Sheptytsky as the Basilian monk”, “Andrey
Sheptytsky as a Stanislaw Bishop”, “Bishop Andrey Sheptytsky as
Metropolitan of Galicia”, “Metropolitan Andrey — Kniaz of the Ukrainian
Church”, “He who prays for his brothers”. This list of sections of V. Laba’s
work testifies to the comprehensive coverage of the life of Metropolitan.
However, the author himself considered his research a modest job. In the
preface to the book, V. Laba wrote: “The full biography of Metropolitan can
be arranged no sooner than when the title of that biography will sound “The
life of St. Andrey, Great Metropolitan of Galicia”. All that will be written
about him by that time is just the little parts that future hagiographer will
bring into one. | confine myself to recording in order the most important
events in the life of Metropolitan, and I’'m weaving a canvas for the network
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of virtues, ideals and deeds of the Great Metropolitan, and that will
perpetuate him in the grateful memory of the Ukrainian people. My modest
sketch of the life of Metropolitan Andrey is only a statement of my modest
special gratitude for him: my Tutor, Saint and long-time Hierarch™".

The works of S. Baran and V. Doroshenko were published even earlier’.
Both of these essays are similar to V. Laba’s work. They analyze in general
terms the main stages of life and activity of Metropolitan. Professor of
University of Toronto O. Baran is the author of the number of articles on
ecumenical ideas of Andrey Sheptytsky”. I. Khoma researched the role of
Sheptytsky in the life of Metropolitan Josyf Slipyj"*. According to N. Davis,
“it is no wonder that Earl Andrey Sheptytsky, the most prominent patron of
the Ukrainian national movement in Galicia and the Uniate Archbishop of
Lviv since 1900, was a loving older brother of the active Polish nationalist
General Stanislaw Sheptytsky”. Ukrainian-Polish relations at the turn of
the century have been researched by |I. Tsependa, L. Hentosh,
D. Blazheyovsky, O. Krasivsky, I. Pylypiv and other researchers’.

The famous foreign historian and political scientist 1. Lysiak-Rudnytsky
paid great attention to the personality of Andrey Sheptytsky. In the article
“Ukrainians of Galicia under Austrian domination”, he wrote that
Sheptytsky was “generally recognized as one of the most prominent Slavic
ecclesiastical figures of our century... It is just enough to mention that he
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founded new monastic orders, carried out liturgical reforms and promoted
theological researches. Keeping away from current politics, Sheptytsky did a
great service to the Ukrainian case, tactfully using his connections in
Vienna, as well as being a generous patron of the arts... Intellectually agile
and conscious of the needs of the time, he encouraged the clergy to
participate in public life. The fact that the Greek Catholic Church was now
headed by an important person, and at the same time a distinct, bright
personality, gave the Ukrainian national movement certainty in its own
power. However, Sheptytsky was not a narrow-minded nationalist, but a
man of a supranational vision: the idea, he devoted his life to, was a union of
Western and Eastern Christianity. It envisaged respect for all the features of
the Eastern religious tradition compatible with the Catholic dogma”’’. On
many questions, the solutions of which were vitally important for the
Ukrainians of Eastern Galicia, Andrey Sheptytsky took a compromise
position’®. In the work “Ukrainian National Movement” I. Lysyak-Rudnitsky
once again returns to the figure of Andrey Sheptytsky. According to him,
“under the leadership of a prominent figure — Andrey Sheptytsky,
Metropolitan of Galicia since 1900, the Greek Catholic Church became
closely linked to Ukraine’s struggle for independence”’. It is necessary to
agree with such considerations.

The figures of the Ukrainian People’s Republic, Lonhyn Tsehelsky and
Volodymyr Vynnychenko, hoped strongly for the support of Andrey
Sheptytsky. 1. Lysyak-Rudnytsky describes an interesting episode on the
pages of his serious work “Volodymyr Vynnychenko’s Social and Political
Worldview”: “When Tsehelsky noted that such a move (to make
Metropolitan the head of the All-Ukrainian Church — Aut.) would mean a
break with the Orthodoxy, Vynnychenko immediately replied: “We will
abolish Orthodoxy! It brought us under the eastern king, it led us through the
russification of Ukraine. Orthodoxy will always gravitate to Moscow. Your
(Galician) union is good for distinguishing yourself from Poland and from
Moscow. The Uniate, because of his nature, becomes a (nationally
conscious) Ukrainian. We will convene a synod of bishops, archimandrites
and representatives of lay people from Ukraine and we’ll advise them to
accept the union (of the churches) and put Sheptytsky in the forefront. Let’s

7 Jucsx-Pynumupkuii Ian. Ictopuuni ece. B 2-x Tr. T. 1. / Ilep. 3 anrm. M. Banik,
V. T'aBpumkis, . I'punaxa, A. Hdemwni, I'. Kusan, E. ITankeeBoi. K.: OcHoBu — IHCTHTYT
JIep’KaBHOTO YNpPAaBIiHHS Ta MicLeBOro camoBpsinyBaHHsA npu KaGineri MiHictpiB Ykpainu,
1994. C. 436-437.
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also get acquainted with Rome to make him the patriarch of Ukraine... Do
you think I’'m kidding?”®.

Researching the life and activities of Vyacheslav Lypynsky, I. Lysyak-
Rudnytsky also pays attention to Metropolitan of Galicia. Rightly referring
Sheptytsky to the bright representatives of the Polish-Ukrainian aristocracy,
a scientist wrote: “Considering the innumerable services rendered to the
Ukrainian case only by this personality, one can ask himself whether the
participation of more people such as Sheptytsky would not change the
outcome of the Ukrainian struggle for independence from defeat to
victory”®,

In contrast to the statements of Soviet historians, I. Lysyak-Rudnytsky
rightly noted that “Sheptytsky in the questions of national importance got
along with existing parties and did not consider it necessary to create a
separate Catholic political organization, which was Khomyshyn’s goal”®.
He was “tuned, when using a terminology of later times, more ecumenically,
and wanted to preserve the roots of the Eastern, Byzantine tradition in the
Greek Catholic Church”®. Thus, although 1. Lysyak-Rudnytsky did not
write a special work on Andrey Sheptytsky, but he analyzed various aspects
of his activity, gave an objective evaluation of Metropolitan of Galicia. V.
Veryha, M. Kuhutiak, M. Lytvyn and other scientists, investigated national
liberation struggle of Galician Ukrainians in 1918-1919 and A. Sheptytsky’s
participation in it**. The contribution of Metropolitan of Galicia to the
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XX cr.). JIsBiB: BumaBaunTBo «CBiTY, 1996. 448 C.; I'ymymsak M. [lepmmii mucronan 1918 poky
Ha 3aXiIHUX 3eMJIIX YKpaiHu 3i crmoragamu i sxurrenucamu wieHiB Komitery BukonaBniB
Jlucronanosoro Yuny. K.: JIubinp, 1993. 408 c.; 3axinHo-Ykpainceka Haponna PecmyOuika.
1918-1923: Icropis / KepiBHHK aBTOPCHKOTO KOJEKTHBY I BiANOBINaNbHUI peTaKkToOp
Onexkcanap Kapmuko. IBano-@pankisesk: Cisepeis, 2001. 628 c.; Kpacumicekuit O. 3a
VYkpainceky nepxaBy i llepkBy. I'pomanceka Ta CyCHiIBHO-NIONITHYHA  iSUTBHICTB
Mutponoinuta Anapest Llentunekoro B 1918-1923 pp. JIBiB, 1995. 86 c.; KpaciBcpkmit O.
Jurutomatrani Micii Annpes Hlentunekoro. Vrpaina: 3VHP: Icmopis i mpaouyii. J1., 2000.
C. 291-296; Kpaciscokuii O. 3a Ykpainceky aepkaBy i LlepkBy. ['pomancbka Ta CycmiibHO-
HOJIITHYHA TisutbHiCTE MuTponomura Auapes Ilentunskoro B 1918-1923 pp. JIesiB: IHcTHTYT
ykpainosHaBctBa iM. I. Kpumsikenua HAH Ykpainu, 1995. 86 c.; Kpacisepkuii O., ITmwmis L.
Murtpononutr Anzapern llentuipkuid i monscbka aepxkasa (1918-1923 pp.). Vrpaiucero-
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Ukrainian state-making processes has been successfully researched for many
years by V. Serhiychuk®.

An attempt to write a short biography of Andrey Sheptytsky was made
by Roman Holovyn. Analyzing the main moments in the life and activity of
Metropolitan of Galicia, the author noted: “I. Franko was passionate about
Sheptytsky’s broad activities and cultural work. He and M. Pavlyk often
visited Metropolitan in scientific affairs. They were amazed of the lifestyle
of the Earl- Metropolitan. He lived as an ascetic: a small room, alone in the
wool black cloak of a monk-student, with a black belt, with prayer beads on
his belt or in his hands, the most modest dish...”®. To the deep conviction of
the author, Sheptytsky was always worried about “the future of the
Ukrainian people. He did his best to prevent somehow the denationalization
of our intelligentsia™®’.

The figure of Andrey Sheptytsky takes an important place on the pages
of the work on the history of church, written by I. Ortynsky. According to

nonvcoki gionocunu ¢ I'amuuuni: Matepiand MKHApOAHOT HAYKOBO-NMPAKTHYHOI KOH(eEpeHLil
(21-22 nucromazma 1996 p.). Isano-@pankieesk: [hnait, 1997. C. 152-155; Kyryrsik M. Annpeit
lenTuipkuii y HaliOHATbHO-BU3BOJIBPHMX 3MAaraHHAX YKpaiHCbKoro Hapony. Cnadwuna
mumpononuma Anopes Lllenmuybkozo 6 HAYioOHANLHOMY Ul OYXOBHOMY Gi0pOONCeHHI YKpainu.
IBano-®pankiseek: ITnaid, 2000. C. 66-75; Kyryrsak M. Iannunna. CTOpiHKH icTOpIl: Hapuc
cycniutpHO-TIoNiTHYHOTO pyXy (XIX c1. — 1939). IBano-@®pankiscsk: Imait, 1993. 202 c. ;
Kyrymsak M. Ictopist ykpaincekoi Harionan-gemokpartii (1918-1929). T. 1. Kuis — Isano-
Dpankisesk: Ihnait, 2002. 536 c.; Kyryrsik M. Vkpaincbka Hamionan-gemokparis (1918-1939).
T. 2. Kuis — Isano-@pankiscek: Hoa 3ops, 2004. 704 c.; Jluteua M. Haymenko K. 1939.
3aximHi 3emmi Ykpainu. JIbBiB: IH-T ykpainosnaBctBa HAHY, 1999. 152 c. ; JlutBun M.,
Haymenko K. Icropis 3YHP. JIeBiB: IHctnuTyT ykpainosmaBctBa HAHY; Bunasamua dipma
«OJIBP», 1995. 368 c.; Pacenu B. Murponomur Amxppeit Illentumpkuit i mpobmemu
HAaIliOHAIBHO-TIONITUYHOT KoHcomipauii ykpainiiB (1900-1918 poku). Kosuee. HaykoBwmii
30ipHUK i3 ykpaiHcekoi ictopii / ITin pen. b. I'ymzsxa, 1. Cxounmsica, O. Typis. JIssis, 2000.
Y. 11. C. 189-211; Iigenrpom I'. Murponomur Annapeit Ilentumpknii: 1918-1919. JIbsis:
Micionep, 1991. 38 c.; Lienrpom I'. Mutponoaut Ha cTopoxi nepxaBu. Jlimonuc YepsoHoi
kanunu. 1994. Y. 1-3 (32-33). C. 2-5; Lgenrpomr I'. HamioHansHO-Iep:KaBOTBOPYi MOTIISIN
mutpornonuta Anapes llentumpkoro # momscpko-ykpainceka BiitHa 1918-1919 pp. Toascoko-
ykpainceki cmyoii. Matepianu HaykoBoi koH(epeHmii. 29-31 tpasus 1992 p., M. Kameners-
Topinecekmit. K., 1993. C. 172-183; Ligenrpom I'. Pum i Ykpaina: AocToIbChKHIT IPECTOI i
mutpornonut A. Hlentnupknit y 1918-1919 pp. [J36in. 1992. Ne 5-6. C. 107-113.

8 Cepriituyk B. I'pexo-katomumpka nepksa B 1944-1991 pp. Vipaincoruii icmopuunuii
oicypran. 1996. Ne 4 . C.101-112; Cepriiiuyk B. Heckopena uepksa. [ToqBmKHHITBO IpeKo-
KaTONMKIB YKpainu B 6opoTwOi 3a Bipy i nepxaBy. K.: Jlninpo, 2001. 494 c.; Cepriituyk B.
IMoctate Mutpomonuta Auzapest lllenTHIbKOro B yKpaiHCHKOMY HAl[iOHaJbHOMY OKHTTI.
Hepoicagnux, muciumens, 6020c106: MaTepiald MDKHAPOIHOI KOH(EpeHLil, NPUCBIYCHOT
60-piuuro Bix mHs cMepTi Mutpononuta Anzapes llentunbkoro. K.: YkpaiHcbka BHAaBHHYA
cminka, 2005. C. 5-21; Cepriituyk B. Ykpainceki nepskaBuuku: Aunpeit lentunpkuid. K.,
2015.440 c.

% 'onosun P. Bnaguka Aunpeii. Ansmanax «Iomony Vpainuy. Toporto, 1994, C. 45-46.

¥ Ibid. C. 109.
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the author, “Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky becomes the greatest
personality that the Sheptytsky family gives to Ukraine. He was not only the
absolute and undisputed leader of the Ukrainian Church for half a century,
but also the highest authority among the Ukrainian people in such difficult
times of Ukrainian history. He could be called the generous gift of God’s
Providence to the suffering Ukrainian people”®. The researcher made it
clear that “his view is not only directed to Ukraine, although it remains his
first goal. Due to the loyalty to the Ukrainian people, Metropolitan
Sheptytsky wants to bring to the unity all the Eastern Christians. He intends
to complete what Pociej’s Union began, and, in particular, what great
metropolitans from the seventeenth century, Josyf Veliamyn Rutsky and
Petro Mohyla, dreamed of: a Ukrainian Patriarchate in Kyiv in connection
with the whole Universal Church under the surface of Pope”®.

Some touches to the portrait of Sheptytsky as a politician were made by
well-known foreign scientists Volodymyr Kosyk® and Paul Robert
Magocsi®. The latter, in particular, noted that “Sheptytsky was a titanic
figure (both in physique and for his socio-cultural influence), he came from
a polonized Ukrainian family and, having found his Rus roots, sincerely
joined the Ukrainian national camp... As a result, Greek Catholic eparchy in
Galicia under the leadership of Sheptytsky gradually changed its position
and in the early twentieth century became a bastion of the Ukrainian
movement”®, The researcher also claimed that “in the neighboring Galicia
(1938-1939 - Aut.) Ukrainians, led by influential Greek Catholic
Metropolitan of Lviv Andrey Sheptytsky, looked at Subcarpathian Rus with
a great hope”®. Andrey Sheptytsky congratulated the Transcarpathians on
granting them autonomous rights by Prague, served a prayer at St. George’s
Church, and corresponded with Avhustyn Voloshyn. In his monograph,
Canadian historian P. Stercho quotes Metropolitan’s greeting letter to
A. Voloshyn on the occasion of his appointment as a Prime Minister of the
Government of Carpathian of Ukraine: “I’m sending my sincere wishes to
you and | assure you of my daily prayers for Your Excellency and for your
brothers in the Carpathians, subjected to Your power. May the Almighty
take your steps and fill you with the wisdom of God from heaven so that you

8 OpruHchkuit I XpeleHns, xpect Ta xapusma Yipainm. Jporo6ud, 1993. C. 109.

% Ibid. C. 109.

% Kocuk B. Vkpaina i Hivewunna y Jlpyriit ceitoBiit Biini. [Tapmx — Heto-opk — JIbeiB,
1993. 660 c.

® Marouii ITano Po6ept. Ictopist Vipainu. K.: Kpuruka, 2007. 640 c.

%2 |bid. C. 381.

% Marouiit II. P. ®opMyBaHHs HarioHatbHOI cBimomocTi: Ilimkapmarceka Pych (1848-
1948). Yixropon, 1994. C. 145.
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could lead the people, entrusted to you, to a complete freedom and versatile
well-being”®.  Modern Ukrainian researchers wrote more about
A. Sheptytsky’s attitude to Carpathian Ukraine®™.

Important and interesting in all respects is the work “Metropolitan
Andrey Sheptytsky”, written by Richard Tozhetsky, and published in 1988.
Having raised a number of complicated problems, the author elaborated on
the ambiguous attitude of various political forces towards Metropolitan: “We
still have an open question as to why Metropolitan did not find proper
obedience among different groups of Ukrainian society. There was a
nationalist underground brought up in the spirit of struggle after World War
I. The process of its reorientation developed very slowly, and it did not
intend to stop this struggle, in particular, as a result of an unrealistic
assessment of international conditions. It was extremely difficult to fill
hearts and inflammatory minds, even when it came to influencing clergy.
They came primarily from the peasantry and formed the backbone of the
national movement, and often nationalism, which grew up from the social
and national wrongs, inflicted to Ukrainians. Such clergymen were
convinced that if the Ukrainians were armed, then the Third Reich would
sooner or later listen to their demands, they believed in a common interest,
in ending the predatory policy towards Ukraine. To some extent, these
reasons led to the approval of the actions of those priests, who were
chaplains at various military units, which cooperated with or served in the
Wehrmacht (this refers to the “Nachtigal”, “Roland” or division
“Galicia”)”®. Inspite of this, “the consolidation efforts of Metropolitan are
well known to all Ukrainians””. R. Tozhetsky will research these issues for

% Crepuo II. Kapmato-Ykpainceka naepxasa: Jlo icTopii BH3BOTBHOI GOpOTHOH

KapriaTchkuX ykpainiiB y 1919-1939 pokax. Toponrto: Haykose ToBapuctso iM. T. Illeuenka,
1965. C. 101.

% Berem M. Kapmatceka VYkpaima. JokymentH i ¢dakth. Yxkropox: BumasruuTBO
.Kapmatu”, 2004. 432 c.; Beremn M. Bennu i Tparenis Kapnartcekoi Ykpainn. — Yxkropox:
Bunasuuurso YxHY «I"oBepnay, 2007. 296 c.; Beremr M. Kapnarceka Ykpaina B mopTperax.
Vikropoa: Bugasaunrso YxxHY «osepna», 2007. 376 c.; Berem M., Toxkap M. Kapnaro-
Vkpainceke JepxkaBoTBopeHHs: Jlo 70-pidds IIpOTONOIIEHHS JAEp)KaBHOI He3aJeKHOCTI
Kapnatcekoi Ykpainu. Yxropoa: Bunasaunurso YxkHY «I'oBepnay, 2009. 536 c.; Berem M.,
Tokap M. Bepmina nyxy. Jlo 80-piuus mporosonieHHs aAepxkaBHOI He3anexHocTi KapnaTcpkol
Vxpainu. Ykropon: Beeykpaincbke nepaBHe BunaBHHITBO «Kapmatuy», 2018. 324 c.

% Toxenpkuit P. Mutponomut Augpeit Illenturpkuii. Koguez: 36. mpamp 3 HepKOBHOL
icropii. JIsBiB, 1993. Bum.1. C. 108.

o7 Toxenpkuit P. Mutponomut Anapeit Llentuupkuid. Kosuee: 36. mpaup 3 HEpKOBHOL
icropii. JIbBiB, 1993. Bum. 1. C. 109.
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many times®. Modern Ukrainian researchers have repeatedly written about
the activities of Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky during the World War 1lI,
including the protection of the Jewish population®. Noteworthy are the
detailed monographs by Y. Kyrychuk, A. Rusnachenko and B. Yarosh'®. To
the deep conviction of V.-D. Hajke, Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky was a
great supporter of the Ukrainian division “Galicia”, and his close associate
V. Laba “took over the spiritual care of the division and had great merit in
this field. All parts of the division welcomed him gladly, and his Divine
Service on great holidays would remain in a memory forever. Each regiment

% Toserpkuit P. Mutponomat Auapeii Illenuupkuii i Hanionamsai npodiemu. Xpowika 2000.
2012. Bun. 3 (93). C. 255-275.; Toxeupkuid P. Mutponomur Anapeid llentuupkuit. Jlimonuc
Toncomu Ykpainu: T. 2. Penpecoana niepkea. Jporoouy: Binpomwkenns, 1994. C. 29-37.

% Bonsmoschknit A. qupisis «amumunaay: icropis. JIssis, 2000. 528 c.; BomsHOBChKHI A.
MiXK XPHUCTHSHCBKOIO MOPALTI0 1 HEMIOACHKHM 370M (peakiiss MHUTpOmonuTa AHApes
IlenTunpkoro Ha OKyNAIiHHY MOJITHKY HamioHad-comiamictnuHol Himewdnnn B ammanni y
1941-1944 pp.: Bix GpopManbHOI JOSIIBHOCTI 10 KPUTHKH 1 IPOTECTIB). [pyea ceimosa gitina ma
Ooni muproeo Hacenennss y Cxioniti €sponi. K., 2016. C. 7-70; Bouropkie borgan. I'pexo-
Karomuipka IlepkBa i Pansgnceka aepkaBa (1939-1950) / mepekian 3 anrimiiicbkoi Hatamii
Kouan, 3a penmakuiero Omnera Typis. JIeBiB: BumaBauirBo YkpaiHcekoro KaTomumbkoro
Vuisepeurery, 2005. xx + 268 c.; I'enuk JI. JismpHicTs mMutpomonuta A. lllentuipkoro B
Tamuuuui B nepiox Jpyrol cBiToBOi BiliHH. Kapnamu: moouna, emwoc, yusinizayis. 2012.
Auwr. 4. C. 129-136; I'ynuak T. Ykpaina: XX cromitrsa. K.: {ainpo, 2005. 384 c.; T'ypkina C.
Murtpononur Augpeit (Illentuipkuit) y nepion HiMenpkoi okymaiii 'aqnuuHu: HalHOBIIIA
icropiorpadis muranns (1989-2000 poku). Kosuee. JIsBiB, 2001. Y. 3. C. 563-565; Kirons P.
JismericTs MuTponionura Arppes lllentumpkoro 4acis Jlpyroi cBiToBoi BilfHM B yKpaiHCHKii
icropiorpadii. Iwmenicenyia i énraoa. Matepianu 5-i Beceykpaincbkol HaykoBoi KOH(epeHILi.
Opeca, 2009. Y. 3. C. 99-106; Kpyna JI. [JistmeHicts YI'KI] B wac HiMerpkoi okymanii 31941 o
1944 poxu. TepHoninvcokuii xomepyiunuii incmumym. Haykoei 3anucku “Martepiamu
JIOCITI/PKeHb BUKJIA/IA4iB iHCTUTYTY, npoBeaeHi y 2000 ta 2001 pokax”. Tepnomins: TKI, 2002.
C.129-136; Kpymna JI. [ismericts YT'KI] ming gac HiMenpkoi oxymauii Ykpaimm 3 1941 mo
1944 poxu. Hayxosi 3anucku: 36ipnux naykosux cmameii Hayionanenoeo nedacociunozo
yuieepcumemy imeni M.I1. [{pacomanosa / Yxn. I1.B.imutpenko, O.J1.Makapenko. K: HITY,
2000. 4.3. C.160-171; Kpynuuk JI. {uckpenuraniss Mutponomnta Anzpes Lllentunpkoro ta
VTKIJ six mpakTuka pamsHChKOl BIamu. [Jpyea ceimosa Gitina ma OO0xi MUPHO20 HACENEHHS Y
Cxioniti €eponi. Martepiani Mi>KHapoIHOI HaykoBOi KoHdepeHuii mamsri Mwurpononaura
Anppest Illentumpkoro. 30 mmcromama-1 rpymas 2015 poxy, m. Kuis / 3a pexn. Jleonima
®inbepra. K.: Iyx i Jlitepa, 2016. C. 111-122; Jlucenko O.€. Jlo nmuTaHHA NPO CTAHOBHUIIE
1epkBu B YKpaini y mepiox Jpyroi cBiToBOi BifiHH. Ykpaincvkuu icmopuunuil scypran. 1995.
Ne3. C.73-81.

10 Kupuayk FO. Vipaincekuii Hamionansauit pyx 40-50 pokis XX cTomiTTs: ineomnoris Ta
npaktuka. JIeBiB: JloOpa cmpaBa, 2003. 464 c.; Pycmauenko A. M. Hapox 30ypeHwmid:
HarionansHO-BU3BONBHUI pyX B YKpaiHi i HalioHaneHi pyxu omopy B bimopycii, JIutsi,
Jlatsii, Ectonii y 1940-50-x poxax. K.: VHiepcanpne BumaBHuutBo «llymbcapm», 2002.
519 c. + in.; Spom B.O. Cropisku momiTudHOI icTopil 3axigHoykpaincekux 3emens (30 — 50-1i
pp. XX cr.). Jlyupk: Pemaxuiiino-BumaBanunii Bimmin "Bexa" BIAY im. JI. Ykpaiuku, 1999.
184 c.; Spom B.O. ToramitapHnii pexxuMm Ha 3axigHOykpaiHChkmX 3emisx, 30 — 50-Ti pokn
XX ct. (ictopuko-nonitonoriynuii acnext). Jlynpk: Hagctupps, 1995. 176 c.
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and ceparate kurin of the division had their own priests, who were
subordinate to the high priest Mykhailo Leventz in the division
headquarters. The Divine Services for the soldiers were served every
Sunday and every holiday...”'®. P. Mirchuk wrote about the relationship
between A. Sheptytsky and the leaders of the OUN: Metropolitan
“confided the OUN in the ZUZ (Western Ukrainian lands — Aut.) about the
agreement between Germany and USSR to the occupation of Western
Ukrainian lands by the Bolsheviks — in case of Poland’s defeat»'®
T. Hunchak wrote about Sheptytsky’s activity as a chairman of the
Ukrainian National Council, which he embraced after the death of K.
Levytsky. The historian stated: “But under the German occupation even
the authority of Metropolitan did not help. On March 4, 1942, a
representative of the security service declared that the National Council is
impossible to be active any more. The reason for this was the signing of a
memorandum in defense of the rights of Ukraine by Metropolitan
Sheptytsky. But it was just an occasion to finally end the Ukrainian
National Council. The Germans demanded its dissolution, but
Metropolitan Sheptytsky only stopped its activities%,

Among the works of the Ukrainian researchers, the work of a scientist
from Ivano-Frankivsk, professor J.Yu. Zaborovsky deserves attention. His
book “Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky. An Essay on the Life and Service
to the Church and to the People (1865-1944)” was published in 1995. The
author briefly described the main periods of life and activity of Andrey
Sheptytsky, analyzed his views. One can not disagree with the author’s
statement that “glorious personalities are like high mountains whose snow-
white peaks can be seen for many kilometers, because their heights cannot
be covered with the trees or the folds of the earth’s surface. Metropolitan
Andrey Sheptytsky certainly deserved to be called glorious, because there
is virtually no part of Galicia’s socio-political life in the twentieth century,
where we have not met with deeds or at least significant influence of his
personality. Equal to him church or secular figures can be found only in
the XVIII century, for example, Viniamin Rutsky — Metropolitan of Kyiv;
and even in the X-XIII centuries. Among the kniazs are Volodymyr the
Great, Danylo Halytsky. It is no wonder, then, that Metropolitan
Sheptytsky has been called for a long time — not very successfully from the
philosophical point of view, but quite normally from the historical

10 Tajixe Bomst-Dpinpix. Yipainceka [lusisia «ammaunay. Ictopis dopMysanms i GoioBux
niid y 1943-1945 pokax / 3a 3ar. pea. B. Ky6iitoBuya. Tepromnine: Manapisens, 2018. C. 32.

192 Mipuyx I1. Hapuc ictopii Opramisanii Ykpaincekux Harionanictis. T. 1. 1920-1939.
Mionxen — Jlonon — Hero-Hopk, 1968. C. 585.

198 Pynuak T. Ypaina: XX cromitrs. K.: Juinpo, 2005. C. 220.
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perspective — “Kniaz of the Church”'®. The famous historian of the Greek
Catholic Church V. Marchuk, basing on the huge source material,
researched the promotional activity of Metropolitan of Galicia more
deeply™®.

The promotional activity of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky was
highly appreciated by the historian-theologian K. Panas. In his deep
conviction, Sheptytsky is one of the most striking figures in our history,
whose name will be inducted into the list of the Holy Fathers-Confessors
of the Ukrainian Catholic Church. The researcher identifies two important
matters that the Galician Metropolitan has accomplished: “Metropolitan
has devoted all his life and all his genius to the competition for the
Ukrainian Church, the spiritual stronghold of the Ukrainian nation, which
could not be destroyed by all the forces of the world and hell. The second
thing that this genius of our history dedicated his life to was the restoration
of the Ukrainian Kyiv Metropolitanate within its existence during the Kyiv
kniazs era and the proclamation of the Ukrainian Patriarchate.
Unfortunately, adverse political developments in Europe have hindered the
accomplishment of this great case™'%.

Describing the various activities of Sheptytsky, Mykola Bereslavsky
highlighted Metropolitan’s attitude to the development of Ukrainian
culture — collecting ancient monuments, helping Ukrainian artists, creating
gymnasiums and more. In the deep conviction of the researcher, “Bishop
Andrey was a great humanist, philanthropist, he advocated social justice,
helped the poor, needy. This is evidenced by his words and deeds™'’.
These issues are researched in the ground works of M. Bandrivsky,
O. Haidukevych, N. Kontsur-Karabinovych, S. Hnot, B. Holovyn,
N. Hrecheniuk, H. Huchko, O. Kekosh, M. Kryvenko, L. Krupa, H. Kurys,

104 3a60oposchknit 5. 0. Mutponmomut Ampapeii Illentunpkuii. Hapuc mpo sxuTTs i
ciryxiHHs HaponoBi (1865-1944 pp.). IBano-®pankiscek, 1995. C. 5.
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P. Lazechko, L. Lazechko, H. Lytvyn, O. Ohirko, O. Pasitska,
L. Roshchyna, N. Rusko'®,

198 Bamppiscekuii M. C. TTaM’STKOOXOpOHHA HisuTbHicTh AHapes Illenruupkoro. 3anucku
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cycminproi omiku ammanuan (1921-1939). Axmyansui npobnemu Oepocagnozo ynpaeninms.
36ipHuK HaykoBUX mpank / JIbBiBChkuid (iian YkpaiHCbKoi AkaneMii iepKaBHOTO YIIpaBIIiHHS
npu IIpesunentosi Ykpainu. JIeBiB: Bunx.-Bo JI® YAZY, 2001. Bum. 6. C. 299-309; I'mot C.
I'pexo-katomuupka I[epkBa 1 mpoOmema 30epeKEHHs MaM ATOK HAI[OHABHOI KYJIBTYPH
TanuunHu y MiKBOeHHUWM nepion. Icmopuuni nam smxu [aruuunu. Martepiaii HayKOBOT
kpae3HaBuoi koHdpepeHuii 21 mucronana 2002 p. JIeBiB: BugaBuuunii uentp JIHY imeni IBana
Opamnka, 2003. C. 126-135; I'not C. J{o muTaHHA PO isUTBHICTH [ PEKO-KaTOMMUIBKOI LEPKBH Y
CTBOPEHHI 3aXHCTiB Ta 3aXOpOHOK y ['ammuumHi B MiKBOECHHHWH mepion. Icmopis peniciii 6
Vipaini. Tpani XI-1 Mixxnaapornuoi HaykoBoi koHdepenuii (JIbBiB, 16-19 tpasus 2001 poxy).
JIeBiB: “Jloroc”, 2001. Ku. 1. C. 179-183; I'not C. [Jo6pounHHa IisibHiCTh [ PeKo-KaTomHIbKOi
nepksn y 20— 30-x pp. XX cT. (3a Marepianamm yKpaiHChKOI ramumpkoi mpecu). Hayxosi
30mumu icmopuunozo gaxynomemy Jlb8i6cbkoeo HAYIOHANLHO2O YHieepcumemy imeni leana
®@panra. 36ipuuk HaykoBux mnpaup. JIeBiB: JIHY imeni IBana ®panka, 2003. Bum. 5-6.
C. 211-219; I'mot C. 1. JIoO6pounHHa TisUTBHICT Tpeko-KaToNuIbKol nepkBu y 1921-1939 pp. (3a
Marepianamu [aymnpkoi mutpomomii). ABropedepar auc. ... KaHA. icT. HayK. CremiaJlbHICTh
07.00.01 — Ictopist Ykpaiuu. JIbBi, 2003. 22 c.; ['Hot C. Mutpononut Anxpeit llentunpkuii i
PO3BHUTOK HaliOHAJIBHOI KyIbTYpH ['alTMIMHN B MXKBOEHHHUH NIepion. Icmopis peniziti ¢ Yxpaini.
Mpami XII-i Mixnaponroi HaykoBoi koH(eperuii (JIpsiB, 20-24 tpaBrsa 2002 poky). JIbBiB:
“Jloroc”, 2002. Kun. 1. C. 113-117; I'nor C. IIpobnema 3axucty niteil B misibHocTi ['pexo-
KaTOJIIBKOI EPKBH MIKBOEHHOTO Iiepiony. Bichux Jlvsiecvkoi komepyiinoi axademii. Cepis —
rymanitapHi Haykn. JIeBiB: Bum.-Bo JIKA, 2002. Bum. 4. C. 54-66; I'mor C. Pomp I'peko-
KaTOJMIBKOI IEPKBHU y CYCHIJIBHO-TIONIITUYHOMY KHUTTi 3axinHol Ykpainu 20-30-x pokiB XX cT.
Ykpaincoxe Oepacasomeopenna: ypoku, npobnemu, nepcnexkmugu. Marepianm HayKOBO-
npakTuaHOi KoHdepenmii 22 mucronmana 2001 poky. JIesis: JI® YAJTY, 2001. Y. 1. C. 107-109;
I'mor C. CniBnpaus ['pexo-karonuipbkoi nepkBu JIbBiBChbKOi apXiemapxii 3 yKpailHCBKHM
IMIKUTEHANTBOM Yy Hepiof MDK JBOMa CBITOBUMH BiiiHamu. Manopiseys / BumauHS
HamionansHoro yHiBepcutery “KueBo-MormnsHebka akagemis”. Tepromins, 2002. Ne3 (38). C.
13-19; TonoBun b. Murpononut Anapeit lllentunpkuii — 6naropiHuk «IIpocBiTny. 30ipHUK
npanps. Tepromine, 2006. T. 2. C. 98-100; I'peuenrox H. KymabTypHO-OCBITHS HisIBHICTB
murpononura Anzpest lenrunskoro. Vkpaina — €spona — Ceim. MixHaponHuil 30ipHUK
HaykoBuX mpaip. Cepisi: IcTopis, mixkHapoani BinHocunu. 2013. Bumn. 12. C. 272-275; T'yuxo I.
Anppeit IllenTunpkuil sk MeleHaT YKpaiHCBKOI KyabTypu. Coyioeymanimapui npoonemu
moounu. XKypran. 2015. Ne 8. C. 87-94; Kekomr O. M. BuxoBaHHs Moiozi Kpi3h MpH3MY
nmenarorivHuX nonsiaiB mutpononuta Aunppes Ulentuiskoro. [ledacoziuni mayku. 2013.
Bum. 112. C. 53-59; Kekomr O. M. IIpocBiTHHIBKA AisSUIBHICTD MHTPOIOIHMTAa AHApes
IlenTuupKoro B KOHTEKCTI JyXOBHOTO CTAHOBJIEHHS CydacHOi Moiomi. Haykoei szanucku
TepHoninbCcbko2o HAYIOHALHO2O Neda202iuH020 yHigepcumemy imeHi Borooumupa I'namioka.
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Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky closely followed the processes that took
place in Transcarpathia. Uzhgorod historians dedicated their works to this
issue'®. An essay and memoirs about Andrey Sheptytsky were published by
the famous Ukrainian scientist from lvano-Frankivsk, professor VVolodymyr
Hrabovetsky''®. Although N. Kontsur-Karabinovych investigated the
liquidation of the Greek Catholic Church in Western Ukraine (Lviv Council
in 1946), her publications contain extensive factual material about

Cepis Ilenarorika. Tepromine: THITY, 2013. Ne 1. C. 25-30; Kpuserko M. O. Kuuroz6ipus
«Cryniony» y JIeBoBi (1909-1940): Ictopis, cydacuuii ctan Gponay. ABropedepar Juc. ... KaHI.
ictT. HayK. CrerianbHICTh 27.00.03 - Kuaurosnasctso, 6i0,110TeKO3HABCTBO,
6i6morpadosnasctso. K., 2010. 23 c.; Kpyna JI. CtBopeHHSs Ta JisUIBHICT 3aKJIagiB JULL CUPIT
mix marponarom Mmurpomonuta Auapes Llenrtuupskoro. Haykosi zanucku Teproninecokoco
0epoIcasHo20 nedazo2iuno2o yuieepcumemy imeHi Borooumupa I'namwoxa. Cepis: Ictopis / 3a
3ar. pen. npop. M.M. AnekcieBiyt. Tepromine: Jlitonue. 2003. Bum.l. C.73-76; Kypuc T.
Murtpononur Auapeit Ilentuupkuii: «J{oOpe pobute, mo ab6aere mpo OCBITY 1 3HAHHI»:
(OKurreBuit i TBopumii murix A. Ilenrunekoro). Ocgimanun. 1996. Ne 4. C. 27; Jlazeuxo II.,
Jlazeuxo JI. Menenaru ykpainchkoi KynsTypu: (Mutponomut Axppeit llentunbkwuit). /J36in.
2003. Ne 11-12. C. 133-137; JlutBusu I'. Pons murpononura Auapes lllenTunbkoro y po3BUTKy
muctenrBa lanmuunn. Haykosuii sicnux Isano-®@pankiecvrkoco Bozocnoscvkozo yHieepcumemy
imeni ce. Isana 3onomoycmozo «Hobpuii Ilacmupy. Boeocniés. 30IpHUK HAyKOBHX Mpallb.
Bumyck 8. IBano-®pankiBebk, 2015. C. 324-329; Oripko O. Murpononutr AHzapeit
IenTuupkuit — cnaBeTHUH YKpaiHCHKUI MEIaror, OMmiKyH i MeleHar ocBiTH. Haykosuil 8icHUK
Isarno-@pankiscokoco boeocnoscokozo yHisepcumemy imeni ce. leana 3onomoycmozo «/Joopuii
Tacmupy. Boeocnies. 36ipHUK HayKoBuX mpamp. Bumyck 8. IBano-®pankisesk, 2015. C. 61-70;
Macinpka O. Anppeit IllenTuipkuii y KOHTEKCTI CYCHiTbHO-€KOHOMIYHOTO pO3BUTKY I ammanHn
20-30-x pokiB XX ct. Hayrosuii gicnux Isano-@panxiscokoeo Bozocnoscvkoeo ynisepcumenty
imeni cs. Ilsana 3onomoycmozo «Hobpuii I[lacmupy. Bboeocniés. 30ipHUK HAyKOBHUX Mpallb.
Bumyck 8. IBano-®pankisesk, 2015. C. 71-77; Ilaciupka O. 1. Brims mMuTpononuta AHnpes
HlenTHIpKOro Ha TocHoapchKe JKUTTA TaNMIBKUX ykpaiHmi (kinemp XIX — meprma TpernHa
XX cr.). linea. 2014. Bun. 105 (2). C. 31-35; Pommna JI. O. MeueHarcbka IisUTbHICTD
murpononura Auapes Hlenrtunskoro. Hayka. Penieis. Cycninocmeo. 2008. Ne 1. C. 178-180;
Pycko H. Pone mmtpomomura Annpes IllenTumbkoro y 30epexeHHI caKpaibHOI CHaJIMHA
ranuyal. Haykosuil sichux Isano-@pankiscekoco bozocnoscvkozo yHisepcumemy imeni ca.
Isana 3onomoycmoeo «Hobpuii Iacmupy. boeocnies. 30ipHHK HayKoBHX mpamb. Bumyck 8.
IBano-®pankisesk, 2015. C. 330-337.

199 Maitopori M. A. Murpononut Anpapeii Illentunpkuii i 3akapnarrs. Haykosuii gicuux
Yorczopoocwerozco ynisepcumemy. Cepist Ictopis. Bum. 2012, C. 18-27; Beremr M. MoryTas
mocTaTh yKpaiHcekoi icropii: [[Ipo Mmutponomuta Amnapes Illenrtunekoro]. Kanenoap
«Ilpocsimuy na 1995 pix / 3axapm. kpaiioBe 1-Bo «IIpocBitay; [Ymopsnu.: I1.denaka,
.Barmait]. Yxropom: MITIT «I'paxcmay, 1995. C.142-144; Bacapa6 B., Berem M. JIgi mocTari 3
icropii ykpaiHcekoi mepku: Amnzaped IllenTumpknit i ApryctuH BomommH. VYikropon:
Bunasuuureo YxxkHY «loBepna», 2011. 210 c; bacapad B., Beremt M. Xuttsa i momuciu
murpononura Anzpes Hlentumskoro. Yxropon, 2003. 112 c.

"0 TpaGosempkmit B. Imoctposama ictopis Ilpuxapmarts. TucswoniTHil tiTommc
T'yuynsuan. T. 3. Bupanns npyre, nonoBHeHe. [Bano-®pankiBebk: Bumasnuureo «Hosa
3ops», 2004. 464 c.

I'pabosenpkuit B. Ictopis IBano-®pankisceka (CranicaaBoBa). 3 HaljaBHIINX YaciB 10
nmoyatky XX cromitrs. Yactuna 1. IBano-®pankiscsk: Hosa 3ops, 1999. 304 c.
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A. Sheptytsky’s recent life and activities™™. The multifaceted sociopolitical
activity of Metropolitan of Galicia through the prism of jurisprudence was
investigated by N. Prokop™Z.

1 Konmyp H. JlikBigamist rpexo-katonuipkoi 1epksu Ha CranicnaBiBuimHi. Kpacsnaseyn
Ipuxapnamms. IBano-®pankiseek, 2007. Nel0. C. 59-61; Konuyp H. JIsBiBchkuii codop 1946
POKy i IpoOieMH BIKUBAHHS TIPEKO-KaToNMHKiB. Haykoei 3anucku. Cepis: Ictopis. Bum. 3.
Tepuomiins, 2008. C.268-271; Koniyp H. JIbBiBchkuii codop 1946 poky Ta ioro micue B icTopil
YI'KU. Haykosi zanucku. Cepis: Ictopis. Bun. 2. Tepuominb, 2006. C.55-59; Konumyp H.
Hacninku JIsBiBchbkoro CoOopy i iX BIUIMB Ha CHCTEMY MDKHAPOTHHMX 1 MDKIEPKOBHHUX
signocud YI'KU. Emnoc. Kynomypa. JJyxosnicme. Yepnisui, 2006. Y.2. C.93-100; Konuyp H.
arpiapx Mocud) Crinmit: mrpuxu 10 noprpera peniriiHoro misua. Ianuuuna: HayKoBHil i
KyJIbTYPHO-IIPOCBITHIIl Kpae3HaBumii dacomuc. IBano-®dpankiBcbk, 2008. Nel4. C.397-400;
Konuyp H. IliaroroBka no mikBimamii YKpaiHCbKOI rpeKO-KATOJMIBKOI LepKBH B [ammduHi.
Jlimepamypa i xkynemypa Ilonicca. Bun.27.: PerionanbHa icTopist Ta KyJIbTypa B YKpaiHCHKOMY
Ta CcXigHOeBporelHcbkoMy KoHTeketi. Hixwmn, 2004. C.163-167; Konmyp H. Cranosume
VKpaiHChKOI IPEKO-KATONUIBKOI HEPKBU MIiCIsl BIAHOBICHHS PAISHCHKOI BIAIM B 3aXigHii
Vkpaini. Manopiseyn.: BeeykpaiHebkuii HaykoBuid xypHai. TepHomins, 2006. Ne 6. C. 14-17;
Konmyp-Kapa6inoBma H. AHTHyHilMHa MONITHKAa KOMYHICTHYHOTO PEXHMY ILIOJO TIPEKO-
karonuupkoi uepkBu y 1940-x pp. Haykosi 3anucku TepHONinbCbk020 HAYIOHANLHOO
nedaeo2iuno2o yHisepcumemy imeni Borooumupa I'namroxa. Cepist Ictopis. 2015. Bum. 2. Y. 2.
C. 38-42; Konmyp-Kapa6inosua H. I'pexo-karonmmipka nepksa. ITouatkm migmimisi. IBano-
Opankisesk: HoBa 3o0ps, 2011. 220 c.; Konuyp-Kapa6inoBuu H. Iloctate Mutpomonurta
Anppes lllentunpkoro B aHTUYHIiHHIN momitTHii pansHCbKOi Biagu. Haykoeuil eicnuk leano-
Dpankiecvkoco bococroscvkoco yuisepcumemy imeni ce. Isana 3onomoycmoco «Hdo6puii
Tacmupy. FBoeocnies. 36ipHuk HaykoBuX mpaub. Bumyck 8. IBaHo-®pankiBcsk, 2015.
C. 243-249; Konmyp-Kapa6inosma H. PenpecuBHi 3axonn paasHCEKOI BIagH CTOCOBHO TPEKO-
KaTOJHUIBKOI IepKBH micist cMepTi Murponomira Arapes lllentumpkoro. Haykoeuil gichuk
Yepuiseyvkoco Hayionanvrozo yHigepcumemy imeni FOpis @edvkosuya. Cepis Ictopis. 2016.
Ne 1. C. 56-61.

"2 Tipoxonm H. M. JlepaBHO-TIpaBOBi TOTJISAM MHUTpomoimTa Amapes LllenThimpkoro.
Astopedepar auc. ... kauz. opu. Hayk. Croeriansaicts 12.00.01 — Teopist Ta icTopist Aep:KaBu
i paBa; icTOpis MOMITHYHMX i MpaBoBUX BueHb; 081 — IlpaBo. Xapkis, 2017; Ipoxom H. M.
JlocmipkeHHsT TIPOYKpaiHChKOI JepKaBHUIBKOI misutbHOCTI MuTpomointa A. IllenTnibkoro
king XIX — nowarky XX cr. [lpaso, cycninecmso, depocasa: Popmu e3aemooii. Marepianu
MiXHapo(HOi HayKOBO-TIPAaKTHYHOI KoH(epeHmii. 15-16 ciuna 2016 p. Kuis, 2016. C. 14-16;
IMpoxor H. M. JlyxoBHicTb sk 3acajia yKpaiHCBKOI JepxkaBHocTi B 1okTpuHi A. lllenTuipkoro.
Ilpaso sk ecpexmuenuil cycninvruil pecynamop. Marepianu MiXKHapOAHOI HAyKOBO-TIPAKTUYHOT
koHQepennii. 19-20 motoro 2016 p. JIesiB, 2016. C. 12-14; Ilpoxon H. M. Konment
JIep)KaBHOCTI y TONITUKO-TipaBoBUX mormsgax Awujpes llenrtunskoro. [lpasooxoponna
yHKyin Oeparcasu: meopemurko-memodonoiuHi ma icmopuko-npasosi npooremu. Marepianu
MixHaposHoi HaykoBoi KoH(epeHmii. 13 ymcromama 2015 p. Xapkis, 2015. C. 239-241;
IMpokom H. M. TIlpaBoBe Oauenns wmutpormomutoM A, IllenTHipkiuM — yKpaiHCBKHX
XPUCTUSHCHKHX LIEPKOB Yy po30YZOBiI HalliOHaJIbHOI AepxkaBu. CyuacHi meHOeHyii po3eumxy
nayku. Matepiann MixxHapoaHOT HayKoBo-TIpakTHYHOT KoH(pepeHmii (15-16 6epesns 2017 p., m.
KwuiB). Kuis, 2017. C. 81-83; IIpoxon H. M. Poxp A. IllenTuipkoro B yTBepAKeHHI 3aralbHOrO
BHOOPUYOro MpaBa Ta HALIOHAJIBHUX IHTEPECiB yKpaiHIiB B ABCTpO-YropuuHi. [Jepocasa i
npaso: npobremu cmanogienus i cmpameeia pozeumky. Marepiamn MiKHApOJIHOI HayKOBO-
npakTHaHOi KoHdepeHii. 25-26 rpymusa 2015 p. Yxropon, 2015. C. 22-25; Ilpokonn H. M.
XapakTepucTuKa MisIbHOCTI momiThyHuX maptii A. lenTuunpkum B yKpalHCBKOMY
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Special attention undoubtedly deserves a monograph “The State-making
Concept and National-Patriotic Ideas of Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky”,
written by Volodymyr Basarab™*. The author is well known in the scientific

circles for his publications on the state-making activity of Metropolitan*'.

JiepkaBoTBOpeHHI Apyroi nosnoBuHu XIX cr. Pigenv eghexmuernocmi ma HeobXioHicms 6niugy
10pUOUYHOI HAYKU HA HOPMOMEOpYY OisibHicmb ma opuduuHy npakmuxy. Martepiamm
MixkHaponHOI HayKkoBO-TIpakTHIHOI KoH(pepeHwii. 5-6 mortoro 2016 p. Xapkis, 2016. C. 9-11,
Ipoxon H. Metozomnoriuni 3acafy IOCTiKEHHS NPOYKPaiHCHKOI JIepKaBHULBKOI AisSTIBHOCTI
A. Hlentuuskoro. I1paso i cycninecmso. 2015. Ne 6. Y. 3. C. 35-40; IIpoxon H. Murpononur
A. IllenTunpkuii B ykpaiHChbkoMy AepxkaBoTBopeHHi 20-30-x pokiB XX CTOMITTS. AxmyanvHi
npobnemu deporcasu i npasa. 2016. Ne76. C. 159-163; Ilpoxon H. O6puc mpoykpaincbkoi
neprkaBHHIBKOT AisttbHOCTI A. Illentuipkoro. Ilpaso i 6esnexa. 2015. Ne 3 (58). C. 35-41;
IIpoxon H. IlapmamenTtapu3m i BuOOpYe IpaBO B TEOPETHYHIH CIIAAIIMHI MHTPONOJHTA
A. entuupskoro. Haykosuii sichux Misgchapoonoeo eymanimaprozo yuigepcumemy. Cepis
Opucnpynenuis. Bumyck 17. T. 1. 2015. C. 60-63; IIpokomn H. Poss A. lllenTuipkoro B ictopii
ykpaiHcbkoro nepxaBoTBopeHHs KiHIST XIX — mepmoi monoBunum XX cr. bwoaemens
Minicmepcmsa ocmuyii Vepainu. 2016. Ne 1. C. 28-33.

3 Bacapa6 B. JlepaBoTBOpYA KOHICIILIis T HAL[OHATEHO-IIATPIOTHYHI 116l METpOMONMHITa
Awnppest lllentunpkoro. Yxropoa: I'paxna, 2019. 232 c.

14 Bacapa6 B. [epxapuuupki inei Auapes Illenmuibkoro B nepion JIpyroi CBiToBOi BiliHu:
KOHIICTILIIsI HE3AIeXKHOCTI YKpaiHu Ta 3acymkeHHs nomituku [itepa. |X Mixcuapoonuii konepec
ykpainicmie. Ictopist. 306ipHuK HaykoBux crateil. HAH Ykpainu, IM®E iM. Puibcbkoro. Kuis, 2018.
C. 145- 157; bacapab B. JlepaBoTBopui Ta marpioTiuHi inei A. IllenTumpkoro B icTopHaHOMY
KOHTEKCTi. Haykosuil sichuk Yaceopoocvroeo yuisepcumemy. Cepist: Ietopist. Bum. 2(39). Yikropon:
«["oBepma», 2018. C. 11-20; bacapa®é B. Mozeni mepxaBoTBopeHHs1 y npamsix A. IllenTuipkoro.
Hayxoesuii gichux Yoiceopodcwkozo yrisepcumemy. Cepist: Icropist. Bum. 1(38). Yakropon: «I"oBepiay,
2018. C. 11-18; Bacapad B. Hamionansno-marpiotnuti inei A. Hlentuipkoro [Ha ocHOBI mpari
«ITepectopora mepen KOMyHI3MOMY]. Jepoicasa y meopii i npakmuyi yKpaincbkoeo HAYiOHATZMY.
Marepiamm VI BceeykpaiHcbkol KOH(EpeHIil 3 MbKHApOIHOK ydacTio. IBano-DpaHKiBCbK, 26-27
uepBHst 2015 p. / Hayk. pen. O. M. Cuu. Isano-@pankisesk: Micto HB, 2015. C. 16-27; Bacapab B.
Ocmncniernst A. IllenTimpkuM crieHapifo OUTBIIOBHIEKOTO TiepeBopoTy B Icmanii (Ha OCHOBI
niepenmoBr A.lllenmurpkoro 10 «IlacTopchbKoro MociaHHs eCIIaHCHKHX €IUCKOMIBY). Mamepiamu 11
MidcHapooHoi  Haykoeo-npakmuyHoi  e-KoHgepenyii  «MynbmuOucyuniiHapHi - akaoemiyHi
oocniocennsi i enobanvhi inHosayii: 2ymanimapri ma coyianshi Haykuy (MARGIHSS 2016), 28-29
mmmas 2016 poky, m. Kwuis). Kuis, KHITY, 2016. C. 22-24; bacapab B. IlepcriektnBu Ta peaii
CTAHOBJICHHSI HE3aJIOKHOI YKpaiHM Kpi3b mpu3My nomitiyHux ineit A.lllenruipkoro. Exoromiui,
NOMUYHI Ma KYIbMypPONOSIuHI  ACneKmu €6ponelicekoi inmezpayii Yxpainu 6 ymoeax HoGux
2106ani3ayitl HUX GUKTUKIG: Mamepianu donoeioeti Midcnapoonoi naykoeo-npakmuuhoi Kongepenyii
(. Vaiceopoo, 16-17 keimmusi 2018 poxky). Yxropon: «empBerrkay, 2018. C. 355-359; bacapab B.
IMpobnema erocti LlepkoB y cBiTii eKyMeHiuHMX ifei mutporomira A.lllentuipkoro. Mamepianu
MIICHAPOOHOT HAYKOBO-NpaKkmuyHoi Kongepenyii Bomuncokol npasocnaghoi 6020cno8cvkoi akademii
VIIL] KII «/lepoicasomeopenns i nomicricme Llepkeu: icmopuuHi npoyecu ma cy4acHi peaniiy
(18.05.2017). Jlyupk: Bunasruurso BomuHcbkoi mpaBociaBHoi GorocioBebkoi akamemii EIKQN,
2017. C. 27-34; Bacapab B. Pepomomiitni nporiec 1917-1921 pp. B YkpaiHi Kpi3h Npi3My MOCIaHb
mutpornonuta Aunpes 1llentuipkoro. Jlimepamypa ma kymemypa Ioniccs. Bum. 87. Cepist
«Icropruni Haykmy. Ne 7. Hikun: HIY im. Toroms, 2017. C. 130-140; bacapab B. Ponb I'pexo-
KaTOJMIBKOI [IEPKBH y NPOLEC CTAHOBJICHHS YKPAIHCHKOI JIepyKaBHOCTI (Ha Marepiali IOCJaHb Ta
mactiB Auapes Ulenrtuupkoro). Kapnamcvka Ykpaina — Hesanesxcna Oepocasa. Marepiamm
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The monograph analyzes in detail 62 documents, showing a clear civic-
patriotic position and, according to the author, the “political competence” of
Andrey Sheptytsky, who throughout his life was a rational diplomat, and
who realistically treated the historical circumstances and foreign policy of
the states, that influenced the life of the Ukrainian nation. The analyzed
pastoral messages, letters, memorandums and other documents helped the
scientist to trace the evolution of the state-building ideas of Metropolitan of
Galicia, to see him not only as a prominent church figure, but also as a
diplomat, who is capable of making important, complex, and sometimes
compromising decisions for the good of his people. V. Basarab argued with
good reason that many arguments of the Metropolitan of Galicia echo the
reality of modern Ukraine, concern the problems of state formation, unity of
the Ukrainian people at the spiritual, social and political level. In his
numerous speeches Andrey Sheptytsky emphasized the need to build a new
Ukraine, based on the Christian morality and patriotism. Throughout his life
he sought to establish Ukraine as an independent state among other
European countries.

Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky’s life path and rich creative heritage
have also been reflected on the pages of collective monographs and in
various encyclopedic publications®>. M. Marynovych’s monograph contains
a thorough analysis of the preaching heritage of Metropolitan Andrey

MDKHApOIHOI KOH(epeHILii, nprucsdeHoi 80-piqdro mporosonreHHs HesanexHocTi Kapmarcekol
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Sheptytsky in terms of its accordance (or inconsistency) with the
methodological principle, nowadays called “positive sum”. Metropolitan
derives the genesis of this way of thinking from theology, and the author
finds examples of its use in the messages of Kyr Andrey in the field of
economic relations, national relations, state building, interfaith and
interreligious relations™'®. Positive is also the fact that Ukrainian scientists
have defended a number of dissertations in the recent years™"’".

Thus, the writings of foreign and national historians give high praise to
the ascetic activity of Metropolitan of Galicia Andrey Sheptytsky. Historians
have emphasized his great contribution to the development of the Greek
Catholic Church and culture in Galicia, raising the level of national
consciousness of the entire Ukrainian people.
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PART 3.
LIFE PATH AND SOCIO-POLITICAL ACTIVITY
OF ANDREY SHEPTYTSKY

According to one of the researchers of the life and activity of
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, Vasyl Laba, the Sheptytsky family was
one of the oldest in Ukraine and originated (as evidenced by ancient letters)
from the XI11 century.'*® A somewhat different point of view belongs to the
contemporary historian J. Zaborovsky, who believes that the Sheptytsky
family of the counts derived themselves from the Galician boyars of the
fourteenth century and had a great church tradition. The scientist proved that
only from the eighteenth century the family gave to the Ukrainian Church
several abbots, bishops and two metropolitans: Lviv bishop Varlaam (1710-
1715), Athanasius — bishop of Lviv and Metropolitan of Kyiv (1715-1746),
Athanasius — bishop of Przemysl (1762-1779), Lev — bishop of Lviv and
Metropolitan Of Kyiv (1778-1779). In the middle of the XIX century this
family encountered a fate, typical for the Ukrainian nobility: the transition to
Roman Catholic rite and as a result — Polonization™**.

On July 29, 1865 in the family of Earl Jan (lvan) Sheptytsky and Sophia,
a son was born to whom his parents gave at christening the triple name
Roman Maria Olexandr. The Sheptytsky family lived in the village of
Prylbych, near Yavoriv. Parents were not only highly educated, but also
highly respected people of their time. His father, Ivan Sheptytsky (1836-
1912) was a Member of the Austrian Parliament and his mother — Sofia
(1837-1904) — was a daughter of the famous Polish writer Fredr. The future
Metropolitan owed much of his erudition to them. He was fluent in many
foreign languages, including Latin, Hebrew, Greek. During one of his many
trips abroad, in France he served a church service in French. By the way,
Sofia Sheptytska was also fluent in English, German and French.

According to the researchers of his life and activity, Roman Maria
Olexandr was marked with great piety from the very beginning, which was
also a result of family upbringing. Since 1875 he began to take private
lessons at home first, passing half-time exams at a Polish gymnasium in
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Lviv. In the fall of 1879 he continued his education in Krakow at St. Anna
Grammar School, where he was accepted to the fifth grade right away'?. On
June 11, 1883, Sheptytsky received a certificate of maturity, which testified
to his excellent knowledge of school subjects. He served in the Austrian
army for one year, but on June 22, 1884 he left it. There are different
versions about the leaving of military service by Sheptytsky. In our opinion,
it is necessary to agree with the opinion of J. Zaborovsky that the reason for
this step was a disease of scarlet fever, which passed to the joints of the
hands and feet'?!. The disease will progress, which will eventually lead to
paralysis.

While still in military service, Sheptytsky studied at the Faculty of Law
at the University of Krakow. After his resignation, he continued his studies
first at Krakow and then at Breslav (Wroclaw) Universities (1883-1887).
After graduating from them, on May 10, 1887, the future Metropolitan
receives a Doctorate in Law. Thus, at first Roman Sheptytsky is only a
secular person.

How did Sheptytsky decide to devote himself entirely to religion? This
choice may have been influenced by a trip in 1886 to the Vatican, where he
had a conversation with the Pope?. The mother of the future Metropolitan
“immediately recorded the details of this memorable audience. When she
told Cardinal Ledokhovsky and Macella about it, they immediately said:
“This is truly a Providence”. Leo XIII also did not forget about this visit and,
as we shall see later, reminded about it eleven years later”*?®. Famous
Russian philosopher Vladimir Solovyov and Ukrainian historian VVolodymyr
Antonovych made an important impact on this choise™®. It is only known
that in the same year Sheptytsky finally decided to enter the Basilian order.
In the monastery he adopted the name Andrey. “Twelve letters from Andrey
Sheptytsky” by Hryhir Meriam-Luzhnytsky, give the next explanation of the
reason for this choice of the future Metropolitan: “Thanks to my uncles and
You, Dear Mother, | understood what | am and what I should be: as a monk |
ask for help from Uncle Varlaam, as archiereus I ask for help from Uncle
Atanasius, and before the audience at the Caesarea or in the Apostolic
Capital in Rome, | ask for help from Uncle Leo. When the moments of
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powerlessness come and | become a child, then I turn to You, Mom, and
immediately | feel bigger and stronger...”?.

Already in 1896, Sheptytsky was appointed as an abbot at St. Onuphrius
monastery in Lviv. And since this year Andrey did not limit himself only by
monastic activity, but he goes “to the people”, which later in time has
brought him great fame and authority. On June 17, 1899 Sheptytsky was
appointed as the Bishop of Stanislaw, and he was only 34 years old at that
time. From the Pastoral Epistle to the Clergy, dated August 1, 1899, it is
clear that Sheptytsky did not have a great desire to take up this important
position: ““...As soon as the news came to me that | should become a Bishop
of Stanislaw, | defended myself against this government for a long time and
did everything that I could to get rid of it”'?°, However, he also remained in
this position for not a long time, because since October 21, 1900 Pope Leo
X1l named Andrey Sheptytsky Archbishop of Lviv and Metropolitan of
Galicia.

Throughout his life Metropolitan Andrey repeated to his people that he
required them to do three things: 1) to know their faith well, 2) to find out
the faith of the Orthodox brothers, 3) to pray for unification. He also
expected them to treat the Orthodox fairly and cordially. But he demanded
the same attitude to the Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church from the Orthodox
Ukrainians'®’. In support of these words, A. Baran quotes A. Sheptytsky’s
message “To the Clergy”: “Hierarchs in Ukrainian lands have been placed
today in the same position as they were at the end of the sixteenth century
(ie the Brest Union). If they want to solve the problems that the situation
afflicts them with, for the sake of God and for the good of the Ukrainian
people, they must so wisely investigate the condition of our Church as to
comprehensively consider the consequences of the solution of hierarchs of
the sixteenth century”*?,

Metropolitan Andrey has done a great deal during his period of activity.
First of all, he had to take care of upbringing the intelligent and educated
priests. For this purpose, he sends talented young men to study in different
countries of the world. In total, Andrey Sheptytsky gave way to the lives of
about 200 religious figures. When Canadian Ukrainians asked him to
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improve the liturgy, Metropolitan Andrey in 1902 sent to Canada three
permanent Ukrainian priests from the Order of the Basilians, whom he
placed near Edmonton. To make sure that such an act led to some qualitative
changes, he made a trip to Canada in 1910, during which he visited a large
part of territory from Montreal to Vancouver.

In his sermons, Metropolitan Andrey paid great attention to the education
of the Ukrainian people in the tradition of Christian morality. Often he
presented his ideas in written appeals to the people. There were more than a
hundred of such appeals. He was the author of several dozen popular books.
Everything Metropolitan did as a contributor, philanthropist and initiator of
charitable actions is difficult even to list. He gave almost all his income to
people’s purposes. According to contemporary Ukrainian researchers
Z. Sukhanova and N. Sulyma-Matlashenko, “there are many people living in
Lviv today, who have used material assistance of Metropolitan at difficult
times of their life”"*.

With the arrival of the Imperial army in Lviv on September 6, 1914,
Metropolitan was arrested and taken deep into Russia. An important role in
his arrest was played by the fact that at the same time as the arrival of
Russian troops, Sheptytsky made a call to the people to remain in their faith.
Some historians mention that Sheptytsky’s arrest has been linked to the fact
that he actively worked for German secret services, although there is no
cogent evidence™™.

February Revolution of 1917 found him in Yaroslavl. One of the first
orders by the head of the Provisional Government O. Kerensky (then the
minister), was the order to release Sheptytsky. Although, it was not so easy
to do that. In March 1917 Kerensky informed Sheptytsky that he could
choose his own place of residence in Russia. Metropolitan decided to go to
Petrograd. There, with the help of his acquaintances, he managed to obtain a
request for the return of the personal archive, which had been confiscated
earlier. The Provisional Government, at the insistence of Sheptytsky,
allowed the legalization of the activities of the Greek Catholic Church in
Russia, and appointed Exarch Leonid Fedorov as Metropolitan. But due to
the difficult military situation, it was not easy to get to Galicia. Sheptytsky
had to travel through neutral countries, “that’s why Metropolitan’s further
road to his homeland ran through Stockholm. When crossing the Russian
border in Finland, everything was taken away from him and from his
companions, including even travel food. After Stockholm — Hamburg..., then
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— Switzerland, Austria with the intention to get to Rome to meet Pope
Benedict XV, but the trip to Rome did not take place at that time, because,
while being a citizen of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Metropolitan did not
have access to Italy, who fought at side of the Entente, so on September 10,
1917, after three years of absence, A. Sheptytsky arrives to Lviv’*, One
can only imagine how the inhabitants of Lviv met their Moses. There have
been church services in his honour in many countries around the world.

On November 1, 1918 Metropolitan Andrey met a group of Sich
Riflemen officers and blessed the formation of the Western Ukrainian
People’s Republic. However, on November 3, the situation changed and
Sheptytsky was placed under house arrest. This was perhaps the greatest
torment for him, a man, who accustomed to communicating with the people
on a daily basis.

Following Galicia’s accession to Poland as a result of the Saint-Germain
Peace Treaty, Metropolitan Andrey continued to travel to different countries
of the world. The purpose of these trips was to achieve unity among the
Ukrainians, whose destiny was scattered all over the world. At that time,
Galicia was under heavy social, national and cultural oppression, when the
Polish government suppressed everything that was Ukrainian. Historical
documents testify to this fact convincingly. Well-known Polish writer and
publicist Zbigniew Zalouski wrote that in the former Eastern Galicia cultural
and economic organizations were eliminated step by step, schools were
closed. And in Volyn — where 80% of the population in the village were
Ukrainian peasants — there were only 8 Ukrainian primary schools out of
2000%2. However, as noted by Z. Zalouski, “...despite this, the polonization
of the “local elements” was not successful. Under the influence of pressure,
the process of national consciousness, especially in the countryside, was
spreading. The army “tamed” troubled Ukrainian villages in the Ternopil
voivodeship, shot peasant demonstrations in Volyn. In prisons, in the Bereha
Kartuzska, the police mocked the arrested Ukrainians, and in response, the
bullets of terrorists killed the Minister of Sanitation Government, the school
curator, and innocent ordinary people. Tensions and animosity grew. The
contempt of the ruling generates the hatred of the oppressed”®. The
assimilationist policy of Poland in the Western Ukrainian lands first of all
affected the state of public education. Under pressure from the Polish
national democrats, the Sejm passed a law in 1924 about the transition of
Ukrainian public schools into two languages. According to this law, history
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and geography in bilingual schools should been taught in Polish, and the
study of Polish became compulsory. According to S. Kulchytsky’s
estimation, in 1921-1922 the number of Ukrainian and Polish public schools
was almost equal in Eastern Galicia, about 2000 each. In 1937-1938 the
number of Ukrainian schools decreased to 360; and instead — 2000 bilingual
schools appeared. The number of Polish schools almost did not change. That
is, bilingual schools were mostly organized on the basis of the Ukrainian
ones™®*. The Polish authorities were outraged by Metropolitan’s appeal to his
people “Under the One Flag”: “Hard times and coming black clouds make us
unite more than ever before and, in truth, in our own strong unity, defend
what we all know best... We will seek and defend social justice, the
development of social protection of the peasantry, of the workforce, of all
workers in general, and above all socially wronged”***. The Chairman of the
Ukrainian People’s Labor Party V. Okhrymovych protested against the
capture of A. Sheptytsky by the Polish authorities™®.

Ukrainian deputies to the Polish Sejm S. Baran, S. Bilak,
D. Velikanovych, S. Vytwytsky and others repeatedly protested against the
closure of the Ukrainian schools and against the prohibition of the official
correspondence in the Ukrainian language, but their deputies’ requests
remained unresolved. The replies of the Sejm’s Bureau Director
A. Rutkowski were extremely vague and too general™’. The Polish
authorities systematically engaged in checking the loyalty of the Ukrainian
population. Thus, on November 6, 1923 a school inspector, while inspecting
a private school named after Shashkevych in Stanislaviv, concluded that
Adolfina Makohon is unreliable in this institution. In his opinion, she was
“the organizer of the groups of the Ukrainian pedagogical societies in
Stanislaviv” and “was prone to antipanism”*®,

On January 20, 1920 the Poles abolished the autonomous rights and self-
government of Galicia, thereby breaking their obligations to the Entente
states to grant a Ukrainian national autonomy to the land. In fact, the
Ukrainian school was under the authority of the Polish Ministry of
Education. Ukrainian departments were closed at Lviv University, to which
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Ukrainians responded by creating Lviv (secret) Ukrainian University (1921-
1925), which had more than 50 departments and about 1500 students™.

The policy of denationalization led to resistance of the Ukrainians of
Galicia. So, the district commander of Kolomyia complained to the local
starosta that Petro Pavliuk, Mykola Zaikovsky, Mykhailo Ovzaruk, Mykola
Huzol, Mykola Budziak (54 people in total) were conducting anti-Polish
agitation in the school*’. The Ukrainian pedagogical societies of Galicia
were in a deplorable financial situation. One of the documents states that in
order for the Kolomyia Society to operate fully, it is necessary to collect
monthly taxes of 700 zloty’s**,

Authorities persecuted priests, who gave marriage certificates in
Ukrainian. Thus, on November 22, 1924 the Stryi starosta Stefan Novak
wrote to the Stanislaw Voivodeship that priest I. Karatnytsky “gave metrics
in the Ukrainian language”. Parson Anatol Barylevych also committed
similar “crimes”, when he wrote such testimonies to P. Kostiv and
M. Bryndzey, he was forced to rewrite them within 14 days™*.

In the 1930s, the situation of Galicia’s Ukrainians deteriorated further.
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky was one of the first to rise to the defense of
his people. He addressed his pastoral letter to the entire civilized world. The
letter was published in the Transcarpathian newspaper “New Freedom” and
became, to some extent, a constant topic for discussion. It said: “Around one
hundred churches have been dismantled and destroyed. Some were burned
by the hand of unknown criminals. Worship is prohibited in closed churches
and chapels, both inside and outside them. There are precious ancient
monuments of church architecture among the destroyed churches. The tools
of religious worship are often destroyed. People were forced, sometimes by
violence, to accept the Catholic faith in the Latin rite... Innocent people were
repeatedly beaten and removed from their homes. It is not even free to teach
catechism there and preach in the mother tongue of the people» .

Speaking of the interwar period, it is necessary to agree with the
assertion of modern historians that “in these circumstances, the UGCC, led
by Metropolitan, was perhaps the only cementing force of the society, and its
course on independence was, at least culturally and religiously, not only
successful but also appropriate. It is a pity that the efforts of Metropolitan
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and the Church have not always been properly understood throughout
society»™*,

Often there were contradictions between Sheptytsky’s line and the
methods of combating the Poles by the OUN. Metropolitan, indeed, has for a
long time maintained close relations with organizations such as UNDO,
OUN and other. And this fact was constantly used by the Soviet historians to
attack Metropolitan. However, most of them forgot or did not want to notice,
that it was Sheptytsky, who condemned the terrorist act of OUN members
against Polish Minister Bronislaw Pieracki. Metropolitan understood that
this would provoke new repression against the Ukrainian population of
Galicia.

In September 1939 Soviet troops appeared in Lviv to occupy Western
Ukraine under the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact. Doctor of Medical Dentistry in
Rochester, a Ukrainian by birth, Ivan Kindrat recalled: “In this situation the
danger, at least the deportation, threatened to Dr. Panchyshyn, a deputy of
the parliament and to our spiritual leader, Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky.
So the OUN’s rulers created and armed with rifles and grenades a student
kurin (about 40 people) to defend them. | was in the group of 28 defenders
of Metropolitan and his residence at St. George Cathedral. After barricading
ourselves in the church and the residence, we waited... It is plausible that the
NKVD did not have the time or the courage to attack us and so everything
ended without a confrontation between us™*.

On September 17, 1939 Metropolitan of Galicia and Archbishop of Lviv
Andrey Sheptytsky illegally convenes a church exarchs to hold a union
action on the territory of USSR, informing the Vatican of his intentions
postfactum. M. Charnetsky was appointed as a bishop in the lands of Volyn,
Polissia, Chelm Land and Pidliashia. Metropolitan’s brother Kasymyr
Sheptytsky had to act in Russia and Siberia. Father Josyf Slipyi, the future
successor of Bishop Andrey, received instructions for his missionary activity
on the territory of the Dnieper Ukraine, and A. Nemantsevych had to go to
Belarus. The occupation policy of the Third Reich in the East did not make it
possible to carry out a united action in a legitimate way. During these
processes A. Nemantsevych was arrested and subsequently shot. The same
fate befell Metropolitan’s brother.

The Bolsheviks behaved very audibly on the western Ukrainian lands.
On October 25, 1939 in a note from the representatives of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine to the secretary of the
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Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine M.O. Burmystenko,
it was stated there that it was necessary to “immediately collect the tangibles
from the private collections of Earl Dzieduszycki, Goluhowski, Borkowski
and Sheptytsky (owners ran away, collections without care)” **® into the
Museum of Art Industry in Lviv and nationalize them. In a letter to Cardinal
Eugene Tisserrant, Andrey Sheptytsky described the times of the first Soviet
occupation as follows: “...It is a system completely devoid of anything that
is or could be merciful, or even benevolent, even to the poorest. Everything
that comes from the authorities seems to be aimed at diminishing, ruining,
destroying and causing pain; with all that, it brings incredible clutter.
Numerous new posts, bureaus, committees, representatives of all authorities
in Moscow and Kyiv — and all those governments, that do not have a clear
line, imagine that they are called to do everything and that they can do
everything. All orders are threatened with death, every department of all
these governments demands and always threatens death; it seems that all
these workers can afford to kill anyone without the risk of being
punished”™*".

Andrey Sheptytsky repeatedly appealed to the Soviet officials with
letters, asking for help and for loyalty to the Constitution, that was inforce in
the USSR: “Although freedom of conscience is guaranteed by the
Constitution, it is so interpreted in schools in Western Ukraine that the
school binds the freedom of children, who want to pray before science, and
who are being punished for prayer. And this should, in the eyes of parents
and the whole community of Western Ukraine, diminish the authority of the
Constitution, and it could prove in school, in some units, samples of
deviation from the directional line, defined by the Constitution”*¢. He even
ventured to write a letter to J. Stalin: “Big mistakes made by the Soviet
authorities in Western Ukraine, and the consequent state of the people
entrusted to my pastoral care, compel me to appeal to your highest authority
with such representation and supplication...The propaganda of godlessness
in general, and especially in schools and among youths, is a great mistake of
the Soviet authorities in our territory. First of all, it strikes and terrifies
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people, who are attached to their faith as the most important part of the folk
tradition, and it causes that people, and in a special way — the broad masses
of the peasantry, do not have... (letter not completed — Aut.)”**. He also
wrote a letter to the head of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Ukraine N.S. Khrushchev about excessive taxation of the clergy and
peasants'. In another letter to N.S. Khrushchev, A. Sheptytsky requested
permission for priests to serve patients in hospitals™".

With the coming of the Red Army, persecution of the church and
believers began, although the occupying power feared to oppose the UGCC
openly. Atheistic propaganda began with the destruction of prayer houses
and synagogues. So, in the city of Kovel of the Volyn region, according to
the decision of mayor of the City Council, Pshenychny, two synagogues and
one church were closed. The synagogue’s property was transferred to the
club of “Kharchoprom”. In the city of Volodymyr-Volynsky the service in
the synagogue was banned and a sewing workshop was organized. In the
city of Dubno of the Rivne region, three synagogues and a church were
banned, and their buildings were used for commercial institutions.
Neglecting the thought of believers, there were confiscated prayer houses in
the village of Lokachi of Volyn region, in the village of Vovnyche in
Demydov district, Rivne region®>.

According to the calculations of I. Andrukhiv, from September 1939 to
July 1941, almost 400,000 people were detained and deported from the
territory of Drohobych, Lviv, Stanislaw and Ternopil oblasts, of whom
nearly 50,000 were executed before and during the first days of the war.
Thus, almost every ninth inhabitant of the region has been repressed by the
Soviet authorities. According to approximate calculations of some historians
of the Russian Orthodox Church, 53 Orthodox priests were arrested in the
former Polish territory, 10 of whom were later released, the fate of 37 is
unknown, and six died or were shot'*3. A. Rusnachenko stated: “The control
over the potentially hostile society was carried out by the Soviet authorities
through three consecutive deportations of the population, first of all Polish.
All members of the former civilian and military authorities, civil cervants,
political and public figures and their families were a subject of deportation.
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In general, almost every tenth inhabitant of the Western Ukraine has been
the victim of repression, deportation, imprisonments and executions. The
Soviet government in 1939-1941 repressed 3-4 times more people than the
Nazi’s on the twice smaller territory”>*.

The attitude of the Soviet power to monasteries and monks was
thoroughly investigated by M. Vuyanko: “With the coming of the Soviet
power in Western Ukraine in 1939, new leadership tried to interfere with the
normal life of the monastery (Stanislawiv Monastery of Basilian Sisters —
Aut.). Sad processes of interrogations, arrests and investigations began.
Bolshevik officers made sure that the Sisters simply found themselves on the
street, without any means of existence. Using long-standing personal
relationships, Sisters have been searching privately for work, at risk of being
exposed at any time. The Sisters went to live with acquaintances, relatives,
and more often with strangers...”™®. A parson from the village Voinyliv
wrote in a letter to Metropolitan about the consequences for the parish of the
resolution of the National Assembly of Western Ukraine on the
nationalization of church and monastery lands: “After the arrival of the Red
Army | experienced everything that other people did, succumbing to
everything that could not be avoided! The land property was taken away —
leaving no stumps, but before that | had to witness the catastrophe of fire,
that destroyed all the farm buildings on August 2, 1939 — it also burnt down
all the gathering from the field, which had been taken by that time. As a
result, the rest, along with the land, was taken away by the state, my
possessor did not give me a year’s rent, and left quite poor himself*.

In December 1939 Metropolitan Andrey consecrates Josyf Slipyi as a
Bishop and appoints him as his successor. In Metropolitan’s will of July 26,
1940, it was stated: “Yosyf Slipyi has been well known to the whole clergy
of the Lviv Eparchy for years, because after 15 years as the rector of the
Lviv Theological Seminary he has done great services for the whole
Eparchy, and above all for the clergy and for all of you All. Fathers who,
under his leadership, were brought up in the years from... The work, on
which he had worked, sacrificing all those years, on God’s leave lies in ruin,
the bomb during the war destroyed completely the Church of St. Spirit,
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valuable library of the Theological Society, which was kept with it, was also
destroyed, the preeminent and precious seminary museum and the libraries
of the Seminary and the Theological Academy were confiscated and
transferred; museum — to the National museum, Library — to the university
library. That total annihilation of his work was a heavy cross for Josyf,
which he took with the help of Almighty and raised his soul...”*’.

Josyf Slipyi became a reliable successor of Andrey Sheptytsky. An
ardent supporter of catholicity, he has repeatedly stated: “...Ukrainian
people, be yourself again. Get rid of your age-old ailment of strife and
quarrels, of service to strangers, of seduction and humiliation, because to our
shame they still are present in our national ecclesiastical leadership circles.
Get rid of your age shortcomings, stand on your own feet in Ukraine and in
the settlements!

...People, raise your head, straighten your hands!..

By the proclamation of July 1, 1941 Metropolitan of Galicia
congratulates the Wehrmacht, hoping that the German army would defeat
Bolshevism: “By the will of the Almighty and Merciful God, in the Trinity
of the One, a new era began in the life of the Cathedral Independent Ukraine.
The People’s Assembly, held yesterday, approved and proclaimed that
historic event. In informing You, the Ukrainian People, of such listening to
our prayers, | call You to show gratitude for the Almighty, faithfulness to
His Church and obedience to the Authority... The Ukrainian people must
show in that historical wave that they have a sufficient sense of authority,
solidarity and vitality in order to earn a position among the peoples of
Europe, in which he could develop his all God-given power. Prove through
solidarity and conscientious fulfillment of responsibilities that you are ripe
for the State Life»"*°. Sheptytsky put great hope in the wisdom of the new
power: “We congratulate the victorious German Army as a liberator from the
enemy. We give our obedience to the established Government. We recognize
(we acknowledge — Aut.) Mr. Yaroslav Stetsko as a Chairman of the
Regional Board of the Western Regions of Ukraine. We expect from the
government, which He called to life, a wise, fair leadership over the citizens,
which would coordinate the needs and good of all citizens, who are living in
our land, regardless of what religion, nationality and social strata they
belong to. God bless all Your works, Ukrainian people, and let Him give to
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all of our Leaders holy Wisdom from heaven™®. On July 5, 1941 Andrey
Sheptytsky urges the believers and the clergy to meet Hitler’s army
favorably: “We congratulate with joy and gratitude the victorious German
army, which has occupied almost the whole region, for liberation from the
enemy... All those, who feel Ukrainians and want to work for the good of
Ukraine, let them forget about any party strife, let them work in unity and
agreement to restore our economic and cultural life destroyed so much by
Bolsheviks. Then there is a hope in God that on the foundations of solidarity
and hard work of all the Ukrainians a Cathedral Ukraine will rise not only as
a great word and idea, but as a living, viable, healthy, powerful state
organism, built by the sacrifice of the lives of some, and by anthill work,
iron efforts and labor of the others™'®*,

In his famous Pastoral Message “Our Statehood”, dated December 1941,
Metropolitan convincingly states: “It is clear as the palm of your hand that
the Native Hata (Ukrainian state — Aut.) will not appear, that there will be no
Ukrainian monolith, when the Ukrainians-independents, between all the
differences that divide them, will be not able to make as much unity as
possible. This unity is necessary for Ukraine, and this need imposes on us all
duties, and the whole future of the Motherland depends on the fulfillment of
that obligation. If you want a nation-wide Hut with a deep and sincere wish,
if that will is not just a phrase, an illusion, then it must be manifested by
action, and that action must lead to unity. To unity in all directions...”*%,

In December 1941 he was convinced that fascism was no different from
Bolshevism and would condemn fascist ideology, which contradicted
Christian morality. As we can see, Andrey Sheptytsky is quite cautious in his
conclusions, since he condemns it only as a minister of the faith of Christ.
And in early 1942 he would condemn fascism not only in terms of religion
but also in terms of politics. There is no doubt that the fascists’ elimination
of the restoration of Ukrainian statehood on June 30, 1941, had the greatest
impact on this.

Speaking against the fascist regimes’ occupation, A. Sheptytsky put his
personal life at risk. He repeatedly appealed to senior Nazi officials to
protest against the persecution of the local population, including
representatives of Polish and Jewish nationalities. Many facts are known
when he was hiding people, persecuted by fascists. He was not arrested not
only because he was very popular among his people, clergy, and in the
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church circles, but also because such an act could have led to a backlash
from Ukrainian national forces, including OUN and UPA.

Concerning Andrey Sheptytsky’s protection of the Jewish population of
Eastern Galicia, let us allow ourselves to give a large enough, but necessary
in our case, quotation from a book “Meetings and Conversations in Israel” of
a well-known Ukrainian diaspora researcher, Dr. Peter Mirchuk:
“...Ukrainian Metropolitan, alone in Europe at that time, in a separate letter
to Hitler and Himmler, protested against the brutal persecution and
extermination of the Jews, and subsequently at his residence in Lviv, in the
dungeons of St. George Cathedral, saved the lives of a dozen rabbis with
their families and commissioned all Ukrainian priests, monks, and nuns to
help the Jews and save them from death.

Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s heroic stance and his humanitarian action in
favor of the Jews is widely known among the Jews themselves. Jewish
scientist Leon Gayman... quotes Rabbi Dr. David Kagan as saying: “I swear
to the Bible that Earl Sheptytsky was one of the greatest humanitarian
philantropists in human history and the best friend of the Jews. | testify to
this not only because he saved my life, my wife’s and my child’s life, and
not only because he was able to save many other Jews from certain deaths at
the hands of the Nazis. Please bear in mind not only what he did, but also the
motives behind his actions. At that time Earl Sheptytsky was already an
older man, physically infirm, but a giant spiritually. Over 80 years of age,
paralyzed and on the eve of his death, he certainly did not seek any political
benefits or respect for himself. It was all over him. If the German Nazis
found the Jews in the dungeons of St. George Cathedral or in the
monasteries, they would shoot or hang priests, monks or nuns on that same
place, and burn down a church or monastery, or demolish and convert them
into a stable for their horses. And if Metropolitan was willing to risk his own
life, life of his priests, monks and nuns, he did so solely on the grounds of
true, noble Christianity, friendly to the Jewish people and with a sense of
national dignity” %,

The same opinion was expressed by Dr. Kurt Levin: “Israel has found
few friends in critical moments of its history. The local population was
usually indifferent to the fate of the Jews. Few sympathized and even fewer
ventured to help. And in that hour of horror the Jews found a true friend in
the person of His Excellency, Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky...
Metropolitan’s residence was a small baroque style ward near St. George
Cathedral... The doors of Metropolitan’s Residence were always open to
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anyone who wished to visit Metropolitan. It happened often that a Jewish
delegation from any town in the vicinity of Sheptitsky’s area came here with
a donation request for Jewish charitable or religious needs. In fact, in those
localities many synagogues were built with a donated tree from Metropolitan
Sheptytsky’s forests...

The Jews thanked for this by their highest reverence and gratitude. As
Metropolitan visited a city or a village, he was greeted by a large Ukrainian
congregation, headed by Ukrainian priests and, necessarily, a rabbi... During
the German occupation Metropolitan helped the Jews and hid them, and in
the name of Christ called for such treatment towards the Jews from all the
people of the Ukrainian Catholic Church. He issued a special Shepherd’s
Letter in the case of the Jews under the very eloquent headline: “Do not
kill!”. He went so far as to send a protest letter against the persecution of the
Jews to the “Executioner of Europe” Himmler...”**,

Following the prohibition of the government of Yaroslav Stetsko, which
arose as a result of the Act of June 30, 1941, in Lviv in February 1942 the
Council of Seniors emerged, headed by former Member of the Parliament
Kost Levytsky, whose moral leader was Andrey Sheptytsky. However, the
Council of Seniors existed only until the end of the month®®.

On November 9, 1943 Volodymyr Kubiyovych, Head of the Ukrainian
Auxiliary Committee (UDK) and J. Pobihushchy, the captain of the division
“Galicia”, submitted into the newspaper “Lviv News” information about
Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky’s commitment to the formation of Ukrainian
military units, including the mentioned division in the structure of
Wehrmacht. Participation of three dioceses of the Galician province in the
German-Ukrainian celebrations also testifies to this. Myroslav Maletsky
recalled: “My destiny was decided by Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky,
though it sounds audacious and strange on my side. The fact is that the
underground of the OUN had ambiguous thoughts about the formation of the
division. Some believed that the youth should go to the UPA, while others,
on the contrary, believed that unarmed and untrained soldiers should go from
the UPA to study in the division. There were also other thoughts.

Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky — a man of tremendous popularity and
enormous authority — supported the idea of creating a Ukrainian division and
said the prophetic words: “There is almost no price that should not be given
for the creation of the Ukrainian army”. It finally decided my fate and I went
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to the division™®. Interesting in all respects is the book of memories of a
former German officer of that division, Wolf-Dietrich Haike, who shared his
thoughts on the internal climate in this military unit. “The Ukrainian
soldiers,” he wrote, “mostly volunteers, came from Galicia and rarely came
from other Ukrainian lands. Most of them were a raw human material, with
almost no military training, only rarely with military capabilities. Still,
everyone wanted to become soldiers. Their age ranged from 16 to 70 years
old, 90% from 18 to 30 years old... In Himmler’s order to all the chiefs of
staff from July 14, 1943, the next was said: when mentioning the Galician
division, | forbid ever to speak of the Ukrainian division or Ukrainian
nationality”*®’. However, the question of the fate of Galician Metropolitan
and his congregation in these cases remains open. But it is a fact that before
his death, Metropolitan Andrey called on the UPA to end the fight. In a
conversation with the Head of the Department of History of Ukraine at Lviv
State University, who at the same time was an agent of the NKVD, of which,
of course, Sheptytsky did not know, Metropolitan said that he “had been
fighting the UPA for two years, and in his messages he strongly
condemned it”*%%,

In 1944 the Bolsheviks reappeared in Lviv. The eyewitness wrote: “The
Bolshevik cavalry, moving towards us, was dirty, shabby and looked like an
horde™®. The coming of the Soviet army in 1944 differed little from their
coming in 1939. A. Sheptytsky had to conduct a moderate policy, seeking
concessions from the new occupant. So, on August 29, 1944 he wrote a letter
to the secretary of the Lviv Regional Committee of the Communist Party of
Ukraine, 1. Hrushetsky, asking him to allow the God’s service in hospitals:
“l ask to leave the churches with the Church Services in all the hospitals of
Lviv region, in all city hospitals in Lviv and in the parish of the Medical
Institute in Lviv™'™°. Grushetsky’s answer was standard: “1.According to the
Soviet constitution, the church is separated from the state. 2. There are
Soviet laws in all Soviet institutions. 3. A hospital is a Soviet institution that
applies Soviet laws accordingly. 4. Soviet medicine treats all citizens
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regardless of their religious beliefs; the patient should receive help from our
doctors. 5. Religion is a personal matter of every citizen of our country,
which he or she may carry out at home or in appropriate religious
institutions. 6. Nuns or Sisters of Charity, when they get a job in hospitals —
medical institutions — must obey the internal regulations of the hospital
facilities”"".

In addition, Andrey Sheptytsky demanded that the “students of the
Theological Seminary” should not be taken to the Red Army, and that the
Soviet authorities should leave the printing press in the theological
consistory*®. In a letter to the Chairman of the Soviet People’s Commissar
of the UkrSSR M. Khrushchev, Hrushetsky wrote: “We believe that there
should be a Soviet order in the Soviet hospital, and therefore the chapel
should be closed... What about the conscription to the army of students of
the Theological Seminary, we instructed the Military Commissariat to
refrain from recruiting for a time, but we believe that they should be subject
to the same rules as the Soviet students. The printing press has remained in
the monastery so far, we ask for your permission to take it for the needs of
the Executive Committee of the Regional Council of the Workers® Deputies
and the Bureau of the Regional Communist Party”*®, Hrushetsky asked to
open a special committee in Lviv region, and to send to a permanent job
there a “highly skilled specialist of the church issues at the Executive
Committee of the Regional Council of Workers’ Deputies™ ", which was
done soon.

The Bolsheviks made mass arrests against the local population. At
St. George’s Cathedral, they conducted searches and arrests among the
students of the Theological Seminary, where Banderites and weapons were
found'™. The State Security Authorities, through their agents “Halytskyi”
and “Vyshnyakov”, have “established close supervision of Metropolitan”.
People's Commissar of the State Security of the UkrSSR Savchenko reported
to M. Khrushchev that “in Sheptytsky’s opinion, the arrests of the clergy of
the Greek Catholic Church are the result of machinations of the Orthodox
Patriarch in Moscow”’. On September 17, 1944 Colonel VVoloshchenko and
Lieutenant Colonel Alekseev reported to the State Security Commissar
Savchenko: “...Germanophile Sheptytsky was deeply disappointed with the
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Germans. On July 29, 1944 Metropolitan turned 79 years old, and he had a
great reception for the clergy. Metropolitan, in his own words, expressed
such an extreme optimism in his speech that he surprised the clergy:
“Everything is in the hands of God,” Metropolitan said, “and everything will
end, without a doubt, very well”*”’. However, many reports from the NKVD
authorities were of the opinion that such a sharp change in Sheptytsky’s
attitude to the new government was only a hidden dissatisfaction with the
Bolsheviks.

They watched not only Sheptytsky, but also his supporters, who were
later arrested and sentenced. Academicians of the UkrSSR Academy of
Sciences Kolesa, Shchurat, Wozniak, who appeared in the operational
reports of the NKVD as “Ukrainian bourgeois nationalists”, were accused of
a favorable attitude towards Sheptytsky. D. Manuilsky accused the composer
Vasily Barvinsky: “You raised Sheptytsky on the shield, this Polish tycoon,
who, by pulling on the lace, supported by the Vatican on the one hand, and
by the nationalist circles on the other hand, carried out his reactionary,
hostile to the people, policy, and you supported him, you raised him on a
shield, and you did not have the courage now to speak to the youth, just to
kneel down and say: “Judge us, we have fooled you, we have betrayed you,
we are guilty, but we ask you to forgive us, we acknowledge our mistakes.
Not everyone stated this™ ",

Even after the death of Andrey Sheptytsky, the authorities forced
Ukrainian writers to stain the light image of Metropolitan of Galicia. Thus,
in a letter to the poet Petro Karmansky, the deputy editor-in-chief of the
UkrSSR State Political Publishing House, G. Zatsepilin wrote: “We
considered it necessary to supplement your manuscript a little with the
materials about Sheptytsky, about his relations with nationalists, about the
treacherous role of the Greek Catholic Church during the Patriotic War... If
you consider it necessary to add something, then it can and should be done...
If these facts outline any new aspects of the “activity” of the Vatican and its
agents in the person of Sheptytsky and Uniate Church, then such additions
certainly should be made™*™.

However, all this will take place after the death of Metropolitan of
Galicia. “On Wednesday, April 11, 1945, at about 8 o'clock in the evening
the NKVD, in the force of about 600 people with three tanks, laid siege to
St. George’s Mountain, they got inside and began to “rage”. From the
Metropolitan Chapel it was taken more than 100 thousand rubles, intended

7 bid. C. 217.

8 KymsypHe sxutTa B Vipaini. 3axinmi semi. Jokyments i Matepiama. T. 1. 1939-1953.
K.: HaykoBa nymka, 1995. C. 272-273.

¥ Ibid. C. 675-676.
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for the needs of the Metropolitan Ordinary, Theological Seminary and
others. From the Metropolitan Office they took away all the ancient, as well
as the modern, archive, all acts, etc. They took away everything else that
belonged to it. Two cars of prayer books and other spiritual books were
taken away, and the rest of the books and prayer books were thrown out,
trampled and destroyed»'®°. There were actions that are more immoral:
“From St. George Cathedral they took away all the gold things, they left no
tangibles. The audit was extremely brief and detailed. On Tuesday they
broke the Ex’ Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s cellar in the pub. From there they
took away a whole supply of wine, intended for the Church Services in the
whole Galician Eparchy. The amount of wine exceeded 1600 liters. They
took more than two hundred kg of candles. For two weeks they had been
taking away all goods from the Metropolitan Chamber: Persian carpets,
furniture, packed suitcases, packs... All the rooms, as well as the
Metropolitan Chapel, were sealed and there was an inscription: “Do not pen
the door, for breaking the seal — the punishment of death”. Until now
(June 25, 1945 — Aut.) the NKVD agents continue to manage there, and in
the Metropolitan’s bedroom the NKVD “sergeant” sleeps with an unmarried
woman”'®*. But Metropolitan could not see this all. Andrey Sheptytsky died
on November 1, 1944,

The church and political activities of Andrey Sheptytsky, closely
intertwined, make it possible to evaluate his ideas, ideals and his actions of
the universal significance, they can not be limited by only one single
historical phenomenon or one nation. The most important values of the
Christian-politician and the Christian of God’s Church exist in his person.

80 JTitomuc Heckoperoi Ypaimu: JokymenTH, Matepiany, cnoragu. Kunra 1 (IlizroTysamu
1. Jlsanpka, I1. Makcumyk, 1. Ilatep Ta iH.). ABT. nepeamoBu S1. Jlsuibka, P. baunnceknii. JIbBiB:
IMpoceira, 1993. C. 251.

181 Ibid. C. 254.
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PART 4.
EDUCATIONAL, CULTURAL AND SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITY
OF METROPOLITAN ANDREY SHEPTYTSKY

At the end of the 19th century, under Metropolitan Sembratovych, the
church was in a real crisis. Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky tried to
overcome this crisis, to bring the church to the level of new tasks, make it a
fact not only of national revival, but also of national state formation, to make
it as a completely national, Ukrainian religious association. A. Sheptytsky
clearly stated his life credo in a pastoral letter “To the Ukrainian
intelligentsia”: “In every work and in every word... I seek only the good of
the people, for whom | feel like my heavy and holy duties. These
responsibilities are imposed on me not only by my position as Metropolitan,
but also by the solemn swear, made on the day of joining the monastery, that
I will, according to my strength, work for the Ukrainian community, because
| have a strong conviction, that puts me in the ranks of patriots, of which |
wanted to be the best™®,

Metropolitan’s devotion to his swear and to his vocation was carried
through the years and never receded from its foundations, though his life’s
journey was difficult. Therefore, bearing in mind his own ascetic activities,
he rightly noted in a sincere “Word to Ukrainian Youth”: “And it is easier to
shed blood in one minute of enthusiasm, than to hardly fulfill the duties
through long years and move the heat of the day, and the heat of the sun, and
the malice of the people, and the hatred of the enemies, and the lack of our
people’s confidence, and the lack of help from the closest one’s, and in the
midst of such labor, do your task until the end, without waiting for the
laurels before the victory, nor the reward before the merit!”*®®

The very appearance of A. Sheptytsky in the bosom of the Greek
Catholic Church was sensational, and the sacrifice of his step — undoubted
(title, position, career, estate — to a persecuted “khlop church”). The most
impressive was not a fact that he became a Greek Catholic from a Roman

182 Mutponomur Ilenmumpkuit Auppeii. Teopw. T. 2. Toponto, 1965. C. 190.

183 TajikoBcpkuit M. Haris i Jiep>kaBa B OOTOCJIOBCHKIM CHAALIMHI MUTPOTIONUTAa AHIpeEs
entuupkoro. Haykosuii 36ipnux YBY. Marepiamu xoudepenuii «Hapon, Hamis, nepkasa i
yKpalHChKe NHTaHHA y eBporeiickkoMy BuMipi» (JIbBiB, TpaBens 1993). Mrionxen — JIbBiB,
1995. C. 195.
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Catholic, but how he became a Ukrainian from a Pole'. This was an
important factor in raising the national consciousness of the Galician people
and the reason for continued hostility towards him from the Polish
authorities and the community.

It should be noted, however, that both Ukrainian politicians and the
national press met him, to put it mildly, without applause. Brilliant abilities
and education, rapid advancement in the Greek Catholic ecclesiastical
hierarchy caused to first treat him as a Polish agent. Speeches and actions of
Sheptytsky in defense of the Ukrainian movement seemed to dispel doubts
about the sincerity of his religious and national approach. But when he,
feeling moral necessity, took on some unpopular position, the critics were
not afraid to say that his true Polish aristocratic colors were manifested in
him, and compared him to Valenrod of A. Mickiewicz.

Another reason for this hostile attitude was a comparatively tolerant
treatment of Moscophiles by A. Sheptytsky. Before coming to the
Metropolitan throne, he was a bishop of Stanislav for one year. At that time,
he did not yet orient himself in public life and cooperated with the
Moscophiles, who were the majority among the clergy of the Stanislav
diocese. At the same time, he understood that the Moscophiles’ tendencies
were related to the serious and real problems of religious and national
identification. As I. Khymka notes, “Greek Catholics had an Orthodox face,
Roman Catholic citizenship and... an enlightened Austrian soul. All these
elements did not reproduce the new religious synthesis™*®*. It was very
difficult to choose your own right path in such circumstances. That is why
A. Sheptytsky stated that in solving any national or religious issues, it is not
enough to be guided by feelings, but, above all, by the mind. However, even
much later, in 1943, he had to state bitterly: “Such thunderous
manifestations as Moscophiles in many reviews are almost a mystery to us.
I have never had the opportunity to re-read the notorious research about this
national ulcer, and | do not even remember whether there are at all any brief,

184 This Ukrainian nature of a future Metropolitan is described well by S. Herman in his
novel: “— Sir made a mistake, Mr. Sheptytsky, — secretary of the dean's office of the law faculty
of Jagiellonian University, a small, thin man in silver pence, gave Roman a questionnaire,
submitted a minute ago. — A mistake? What's the mistake? — Roman asked. — Here, in the
column "nationality”, Mr. wrote "Rusyn". For Count Sheptytsky, you agree, it sounds like ...
uh ... not quite, to say, okay... Roman took the questionnaire, re-read it and, without making any
corrections, gave it to the secretary. — Everything is written correctly here. — Right? You say
everything is spelled correctly? Well ... | wish my lord, Count Sheptytsky, all successes, — said
the secretary, and his pence flashed with a cold glare” (I'epman C. Via Pomana. Xutrst
murpononura A. Illentuipkoro. K.: SIpocnasis Bax, 2019. C. 9).

18 Xumka I. I'peko-KaToNMIbKa MEpKBA i HaliOHATbHE BiApokenHs y [anmmummi 1772-
1918. Koguee: 36ipuuk crateii 3 mepkoBHoi ictopii. Yucio 1. JIsBis, 1993. C. 77-78.
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but deeply considered, observations of this ulcer in our literature. When the
struggle between these two parties [the “Moscophiles” and the
“Ukrainephiles” — Aut.] was most severe in our region, there were no serious
judgments from both sides about the mutual relations or intentions of the two
parties. They mutually quarreled, they accused each other of treason, and no
one came up with a question to ask what causes them and their opponents to
think as they think*®®.

Such a moderate attitude of A. Sheptytsky caused dissatisfaction in the
certain circles of the Ukrainian intelligentsia not only during the beginning
of his activity, but also during his stay at the Metropolitan’s throne. The
open conflict of A. Sheptytsky with the editor of the newspaper ‘“Dilo”
L. Tsehelsky in 1908 is a good example of this.*®’

New Metropolitan was welcomed with some caution in the church
community. The reason for this was his dissimilarity to his predecessors.
Prominent Ukrainian writers I. Franko and M. Pavlyk, who often visited
A. Sheptytsky with scientific affairs, were surprised by the way of life of the
Earl-Metropolitan. He lived as an ascetic: a small room, alone in a woolen
black monk’s cowl, belted by an ordinary black belt, with prear beads on his
belt or in his hands, the most modest dish, the doors of his wards at St.
George’s Mountain are always open to all around him and to everyone else,
even to the enemies.

However, not only the extraordinary personal modesty of A. Sheptytsky
caused the general astonishment and attention to his personality, but also
another extraordinary circumstance at that time. Even in the Stanislav period
of his life, he addressed a pastoral message to the believers of the Kosovan
deanery — “To my beloved Hutsuls”®, In its content this message is not
exceptional: A. Sheptytsky later will return repeatedly to the moral problems
raised here. But the form of the message is a kind of a manifesto — it is
written in the Hutsul dialect. To understand the significance of this act, it
should be mentioned that at that time even a common orthography did not

18 [IlenTnmpxuit Aunpeit. [TacTupcski mocmamus 1939-1944 pp. T. 3. JIbsis: BugasHumnTeo
«APTOC», 2010. C. 570.

87 Jepinpxuit K. IcTOpis MOMITHYHOI AyMKH TATHIBKHX yKpainmie, 1848-1914. XKosksa,
1927. C. 494-495. This conflict did not prevent Lonhyn Tsehelsky from praising the
Metropolitan’s longstanding actions: “Metropolitan Sheptytsky... extended his authority to all
Ukraine and to Ukrainian emigration in Europe and overseas. And since Orthodox Ukrainians
do not have any prominent ruler, Metropolitan Kyr Andrey became the spiritual leader of the
entire Ukrainian people, and Orthodox Ukrainians bow to His respect and recognize His
authority” (erenscokuit JI. Mutpomonut Auapii Llentuupskuii. KopoTkuii )UTTEMHC 1 OTIIST
Horo nepkoBHO-HaponHOi HisuibHOCcTi. JIpBiB: BumaBHuurBo oruiB Bacwiian «MICIOHEP,
1995. C. 20-21.)

88 [Menruupknit A. [Tocnamus mo6osu. Bpycrypu: Tuckypeyc, 2015. C. 104-139.
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exist and it was used an extremely complex mix of Church Slavonic
language with Ukrainian. Although A. Sheptytsky never used the dialect
again, all his further messages were written in a language accessible to the
people, clearly and understandable, in Ukrainian. 1. Franko paid a special
attention to this side of his activity: “...Since his coming to the bishopric,
A. Sheptytsky began to accustom us to a different tone, other forms...
Instead of the moldy pseudo-church language, a discerning mishmash of
Church Slavonic vocabulary with modern morphology, which was used by
his predecessors, he writes letters in purely Galician-Rus vernacular, and
sometimes, for example, in a strong message to the Hutsuls, he is not
ashamed even of speaking a dialect — an impossible matter in the speech of
our dignitaries.

He does not speak as his predecessors, highly, authoritative, hypocritical,
as if having a static tone, does not walk on the walkways and does not
‘proclaim’, but speaks simply as equal to equal, as a man to people, advises,
mentions and sometimes flames without being afraid to use a vigorous word
when situation requires it”®.

Despite such a biased attitude, Metropolitan Andrey’s activities in the
social, political and cultural spheres, his courage in the name of the nation
and religion won him recognition in Ukrainian society, the respect and
commitment of recent opponents.

Sheptytsky’s cultural and educational activity was aimed at raising the
morale and spirituality of the people to the level at which there appeared a
conscious and mass readiness for practical work in the matter of national
state building. A. Sheptytsky was engaged in extensive philanthropist
activities, he provided material assistance to individual artists, to talented
youth, conducted pedagogical work at schools, sports and educational
societies (“Prosvita”, “Native School”, "Plast"), maintained newspapers and
magazines, organized mass events with the obligatory combination of the
two principles — national and religious. “The Church of Christ”,
Metropolitan stated, “is always far from resisting the development of culture,
the arts and sciences; on the contrary, it helps and powerfully develops it.

189 ®panko I. CoujanbHa akiiis, colianbHe MHTaHHS i comianism / ®panko 1. 3i6panHs
TBOpiB y 50 TT. T. 45. K., 1986. C. 378.; In the deep conviction of J. Hrytsak, Sheptytsky
“treated his flock with sincere sympathy... developing the mentality of the Ruthenians out of the
ritual practices of the church, he headed...” (I'punak f. IIpopok y cBoiit BiTunsui. ®panko Ta
itoro cminsrota (1856-1886). K.: Kpuruka, 2006. C. 41); For more on |. Franko’s attitude to
Metropolitan’s ~ figure, see.. ByniBamumii  ykpaiHCchKOi  jepxaBHOCTI:  XpecTomaTis
noJitonoriyanx crarei IBana ®panka / Ynopsaa. [I. asmruko. K.: BunaBanunit 1im «Kuepo-
Morunsucbka akageMisy», 2006. C. 29, 30, 336, 498-511, 513-515, 519-521.
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The church neither lightens nor disrupts those good signs of culture that
serve man...”*%,

Metropolitan looked at the Galician people through the eyes of a
politician. He understood that in order to rise to a level of statehood, the
Galicians needed knowledge and printed editions. Sheptytsky generously
financed printing houses, “Biblos”, etc., he founded a Ukrainian publishing
house in Zhovkva in Basiliyan Monastery and started the magazines
“Missionary”, “Our Friend”. In 1930, Bishop founded the Ukrainian
Catholic Union, which published the weekly “Meta” and the literary and
scientific journal “Dzvony”.

Taking care of the economic development of Galicia, Metropolitan
purchased several estates, which were divided among the peasants. He was
an initiator and co-founder of the “Land Mortgage Bank” in Lviv (1910),
which loaned peasants money for the land they acquired. By contributing to
the parceling of large land holdings, A. Sheptytsky aimed not only to solve
the purely economic problems of the region, but also to develop agricultural
science, to spread its achievements among various, especially the poorest,
sections of the population. In the divided folwark at the Korshiv village, near
Kolomyia, the company “Agricultural Master” became the owner of the
land, on which the bakery school was founded. In Mylovan, near Tovmach,
a yard and several dozen morgens of the field were obtained were given to
“Prosvita” for the establishment of the first Ukrainian horticultural school;
the summer camp for children from poor families also worked there. In
Sknyliv, the courtyard and the large garden were occupied by the students,
who open workshops of handicrafts, mechanics, and so on. In Zarvanytsya,
300 morgens were given to the students for farming and 250 for the
orphanage. M. Marynovych made the most complete and thorough analysis
of Metropolitan’s pastoral messages on economic topics .

The above list clearly characterizes one of the main directions of
A. Sheptytsky’s multifaceted activity — his constant concern for the future of
the nation — children, especially orphans. He helped the kindergartens and
orphanages. The first Ukrainian Women’s Gymnasium ‘“Native School”,
where Basilian sisters gave orphan girls a secondary education, was built at
his expense. Not the Polish government, but Sheptytsky after the First World
War gathered orphans to give them custody. Spending a million dollars, he
arranged several orphanages for them, where they were educated and
mastered with various crafts.

10 150 mymox Mutpomomura Anapes Illentumpkoro / Ymop. Tepesa @epenrr. JIbBiB:
Caiuano, 2015. C 58.

191 Mapunosra M. Mutporonut Auapeii [IIeNTHIBKHH | NPHHITAT «TIO3UTHBHOT CyMu» /
nepenmoBa Anapiana CruBonbkoro. JIpBiB: Bugasuunreo Craporo Jlesa, 2019. 248 c.
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Every year Metropolitan conducted a wellness campaign for poor
children. He built a number of houses for children in Pidliuta of the Dolyna
district, among the Carpathian forests. Here in great climates and under the
tutelage of good educators, several thousand children between the ages of
4 and 14 have gained strength and intelligence. Here they were taught
prayers, history, Ukrainian studies, Ukrainian language and behavior.

Health problems also played a prominent role among A. Sheptytsky’s
interests. In September 1903, he founded the People’s Hospital, which later
turned into an extremely huge hospital. The impetus for its creation was the
activity of a doctor E. Ozarkevych, who, concerned about the fact that
Ukrainians were not accepted to Polish hospitals, dreamed to open a
Ukrainian hospital, where our doctors would acquire and improve difficult
medical professions. To this aim he founded a voluntary medical society in
1903. Metropolitan supported the initiative, provided considerable financial
assistance, formulated the direction and scope of its activity: "for the lower
and suffering humanity without difference of nationality”. Treatment and
medication were free. Nursing courses were opened at the Theological
Seminary, 228 girls graduated, and, as a result, the hospital was provided
with its’ support medical staff™%,

However, this hospital was not the only one that functioned at
A. Sheptytsky’s expense. In 1925, in the Yaniv suburb of Lviv, he
transferred a house for the branch of the Lviv medical clinic — the “Society
for the Tutelage of Youth”, where the “Mothers’ Advice” was also located.
In the village of Pidliute, on the territory that belonged to Metropolitan, a
sanatorium, based on sulfur-iodine sources, was organized. In the Sokal
district, in the mountains, in cooperation with the “Teachers” Community”, a
permanent “Plast” camp functioned at his expense, and in 1911-1912 the
students’ medical community, with his assistance, created a sanatorium for
the students™®,

Admitting the healing value of nature, A. Sheptytsky took care of its
protection. In 1925 he was elected a member of the Shevchenko Scientific
Society. At the request of the Commission of Nature Protection under the
Shevchenko Scientific Society, Metropolitan ordered to create on the lands
of the Lviv metropolis a reserve of cedar forests on the Egg Mountain near
Pidliute and the steppe vegetation near Devil’s Mountain (in Rohatyn
Parish). These were the first nature reserves established in Ukraine.

192 For more details see.: 3a6oposchkuii SI. FO. Hapuc mpo JKHTTS i CIyKiHHS UepKBi Ta
uapoyosi (1865-1944 pp.). Isano-®pankiscek, 1995. C. 19-20.

% Memukn i MemuimEa B KUTTI Ta misbHOCTI MutporoymTa Ammpes IllenTHIbKoro
(Mo 150-piqust Bix mHS HapoypKeHHs): Oibmiorpadiunmii mokaxunk / ykmag. M. C. Hampara,
O. M. Kpinb, C. B. Bacinbesa, JI. C. Merenbcbka; Hayk. pen. A. B. Marnbosanwit. JIbiB, 2015. 94 c.
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However, most of all, Metropolitan Andrey was interested in the cultural
development of the Ukrainian people, their education and upbringing. He
assisted artists, choral art, church and folk art and other societies and
communities. Metropolitan established dozens of scholarships, which gave
the opportunity to hundreds of young men to get education as a medical
doctor, a lawyer, a teacher in the universities of Western Europe. He helped
H. Krushelnytska, F. Lopatynska and A. Hayek to receive an art education.
A. Sheptytsky purchased a separate room for Lviv artists (the villa of Polish
artist J. Styk), where the art school of O. Novakivsky and the workshops of
M. Sosenko and O. Kurylas were located. The culmination of the cultural
and educational activity of Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky was the founding and
material support of the “National Museum” in Lviv. In 1905 he founded a
Church museum in Lviv, which the curatorium renamed as the National
Museum nfmed after Metr. A. Sheptytsky. For this museum A. Sheptytsky
bought 15 thousand exhibits, paying two million kroons. Sheptytsky
managed to buy a magnificent palace for a museum for 34,000 USD, though
the owner-chauvinist didn’t want to sell it to Ukrainians. On December 13,
1913 Sheptytsky presents a unique collection of Ukrainian art of the XI-
XX centuries to the museum. Art historian Hilarion Swiencytsky organized
the museum exhibits, making the National Museum the largest treasure in
Ukraine: by 1939 it had more than 80,000 exhibits in 10 departments, it
published 16 volumes of scientific notes, and organized about
70 exhibitions. The museum had a unique library: more than 30 thousand
volumes of albums from different sections of Ukrainian studies and art
history. According to K. Korolevsky, the catalog of ancient Slavic books,
published by 1. Swiencytsky could “compete with a similar Russian edition
made by Karatayev™'*.

It is important to note that A. Sheptytsky considered art not only as a
prominent means of forming the general cultural level of the people, but also
as one of the main factors in the upbringing of a nationally and religiously-
conscious society. This is clearly evidenced by his letter-message of
April 25, 1941, “On Church Singing” and by a letter of August 8, 1942, to
prof. V. Kubiyovych on the project of the art school for drawing teachers.
“Undoubtedly”, he writes in the letter, “an awakening factor in education is
the awakening of the aesthetic sense and the cultural direction that education
gives to that sence. But drawing teachers, Ukrainians, have a second
overriding importance: they must give a noble and sublime direction to
patriotism... Our young people, who had to go to the Polish secondary

19 Koponescoxuit K. Mutporomut Auapeit [lenturpkuii (1865-1944). JIsis: Ciuano,
2016. C. 107.
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schools for a long time, often have no idea about the most important figures
of the Ukrainian people. We do not yet have the illustrated history of
Ukraine, but we have famous and great artists, about whom the youth has
never heard of in the ordinary, even Ukrainian high school. We have such
Murashko, Narbut, Novakivsky, even Repin, and, in the 19th century,
Levitsky. Only a drawing teacher can acquaint the Ukrainian youth with
them, and only wise and well-educated drawing teachers can awaken in the
Ukrainian youth the talents and artists, who would show us how
Khmelnytsky or Mazepa looked like. Or, better to say, not only how they
looked like, but how they should look in our thoughts, hearts, concepts™%.

Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky made great efforts to develop a system
of national and religious education, which was attached by him to a great
importance. In his first pastoral letter to the believers of the Stanislaw
Diocese of August 2, 1899, “The First Word of the Shepherd” the future
Metropolitan states that education is more valuable than wealth'®. As
mentioned above, Sheptytsky constantly took care of secondary education,
Institutes’ education of the Ukrainians, and not only in the territory of
Galicia. In particular, thanks to his personal mediation, the Ukrainian
Economy Academy in Podebrady was saved from liquidation by the Czech
authorities.

Naturally, Metropolitan paid the highest attention to the development of
spiritual education. The seminaries in Przemysl and Stanislaw were built
with his help. The last one, when opened in 1906, was given perhaps the
most valuable gift — 4000 books from Sheptytsky’s personal library, among
them many rare and ancient editions and manuscripts. On September 1, 1901
a pastoral letter was issued with a plan for the complete reconstruction of the
Lviv Grand Seminary, which was central to all of Galicia: almost a third of
the teaching staff and the board were renewed, and the Seminary rules were
simplified.

However, “feeling that the results of this reorganization will be slow,
Metropolitan for his family money often sends the best seminarians to
theological studies in Rome, Innsbruck and Augustineum (in Austria),
Friborg (Switzerland). Soon these efforts gave a successful result and the
most important ecclesiastical positions were held by people of European

% Mutponosmr Ammpeii Ilenmumpkuii: JKutts i [isneHicts: JJoKyMeHTH i Matepianm
1899-1944. T. Il. Lepksa i cycminbhe nutanus. Ku. 2: JluctyBauns. JIsBi: Micionep, 1999.
C. 978-979.

1% Branuka Angpeit. Amsmanax «lomony Yipainuy na pix 1994. Toponto — OHrapio,
1994. C. 44.
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education (no lower), and often much higher than in other Catholic dioceses
of Western Europe or America™?’.

It is important to note that A. Sheptytsky never divided education into
“purely religious” and “purely secular”, on the contrary, he constantly
emphasized their interdependence and interconnectedness. Metropolitan
sought to equip the clergy and believers not only with theological
knowledge, but also with “sufficient knowledge of Philosophy, Sociology
and Political Science, world general science”, to give impetus to the
development of Law education, because he rightly believed that “in our
people there is a general lack of a clear and firm sense of law, ... a lack of
talented legislators between our people, because even a famous lawyer can
be a weak legislator™'%,

Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky’s ideas were largely realized in the activities
of the Theological Academy, founded by him, which opened on October 6,
1929. in Lviv. At that time it was the first and only one higher theological
Ukrainian school, which was to continue the traditions of the Kyiv-Mohyla
Academy, on the one hand, and on the other, to be guided by the models of
foreign theological schools. A few years later Academy became not only an
important center of theological sciences, but also a center of studies in
history and literature.

A. Sheptytsky was not only the founder of the Academy, but he also
constantly took care of it, participated directly in its activities. Since 1933,
he taught the asceticism of the Western and Eastern Churches. He appointed
as the Academy’s rector such a prominent religious and cultural figure as the
future Cardinal J. Slipyi**. Metropolitan involved the most famous
scientists, who were in Galicia at that time, into the scientific activity and
into teaching at the Theological Academy: lawyers L. Hlynka,
R. Kovshevych, O. Nadrag; art historians V. Sas-Zalozetsky, I. Svencitsky;
historians 1. Krypiakevych, M. Chubaty, V. Struten; philologists
V. Sonevytsky, K. Chekhovych; archaeologist J. Pasternak; geologist
Y. Polyansky;  philosopher M. Konrad;  physician  Z. Hordynsky;
anthropologist 1. Rakovsky; sociologist B. Kasymyr. This list is far from
complete, but it makes it possible to evaluate the wide range of teaching
courses taught at the Academy.

It is no wonder then, that contemporaries treated the development of the
Academy as a nationwide affair, as an important step towards the creation of

97 3aoposceknit 5. }0. Murponomut Amapeit Ilentunpkuii. Hapuc mpo xuTTs i
CITy>KiHHS 1epKBi Ta HapooBi (1865-1944 pp.). IBano-Dpankisebk, 1995. C. 18.

198 [Tlenruupkuii Auppeii. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIsis, 1991. C. 33-34.
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a new Ukrainian national university. The Academy lived up to these
expectations. “The national tasks of the academy,” was written in the journal
“Our Call”, “in the sphere of preparation for the social work... are, to some
extent, accomplished. Graduates of the Academy are well-versed in all major
movements of philosophical thought and in the major problems of sociology,
and can well fulfill their role as leaders and organizers of different sections
of our national life. Some knowledge of modern law will be a good weapon
for them in the modern struggle for the individual and national interests of
those Ukrainians, among whom they will have to work. Knowledge of
Ukrainian ecclesiastical art and archeology among the younger generation of
Ukrainian clergy can be helpful in the case of preservation from destruction
of many valuable monuments of our ancient culture and it can be helpful in
the creating of our museums”?%.

However, it was not destined for the Theological Academy to turn into a
national university, as A. Sheptytsky wanted it. The Polish chauvinist
authorities vetoed this plan by Metropolitan, declaring that they would not
recognize diplomas from such an educational institution. It should be noted
that this was not the first and, unfortunately, another failed attempt by
Metropolitan to create a Ukrainian National University in Lviv. As early as
1908, at the Pan-Slavic Congress convened in Prague on his own initiative, a
resolution was proposed to promote the opening of a university in Lviv. It
was failed at the suggestion of the head of the Russian delegation V.
Bobrynsky, who was then a member of the State Duma, leader of the
National Party, and later, during the World War I, as a governor of Galicia
and Bukovyna, became famous for his Russification policy and, in
particular, for the deportation of Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky to Russia®®".

A. Sheptytsky’s great speech of June 28, 1910 at the 11th meeting of the
22nd session of the Imperial Council in Vienna, where he presented the case
of establishing a Ukrainian university in Lviv, became very famous not only
in Galicia, but also throughout Western Europe. The deep argumentation,
given by A. Sheptytsky, influenced the authorities, and despite the
opposition of the Polish ruling circles in 1913, as well as the official note of
the Russian ambassador in Vienna, where the opening of the Ukrainian
university was called a “hostile act” towards Russia, the Emperor issued a
decree on the opening of such a university on September 1, 1916.
Unfortunately, these plans of A. Sheptytsky failed to materialize because
everything was crossed by World War .

20 Hany kmay. 1933. 16 kBiTHS.

2L For more details look: Murponomat Auapeit Illenmiupkmit i rpeko-katouku B Pocii,
Kuura 1: Jlokymentn i matepisim, 1899-1917 / Ymopsukysanu FOpiii ABBakymoB i Okcana
Taiiosa. JIpBiB: BunaBHuuTBO YKpaincekoro Katonunpkoro YHiBepcutery, 2004. 924 c.
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Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytskyy did not limit himself only by
patronage and organizational activity in the field of culture, education and
science. Three times the doctor — of theology, philosophy and law — he was a
scientist of the European scale, and he had considerable personal scientific
achievments®,

Paying particular attention to the problems of education and pedagogy,
A. Sheptytsky was aware that the grounds of any system of national
education are spiritual, philosophical and methodological foundations. They
are intended to determine the meaning and valuable orientations of
pedagogical activity, as well as the relationship between the universal,
national and personal in the “human—world” system.

In existential terms, education as a cognitive aspect of human being and
as a concept is much broader in its content than institutionalized activity
within its specific historical forms, it is one of the aspects of human
education. This understanding of education and the detailed development of
the philosophical foundations and moral principles of educational activity
can be found in the works of A. Sheptytsky.

Referring to Ukrainian youth, Metropolitan wrote: “You go to every kind
of school... you do well when care for education and knowledge. Because,
after Christian righteousness and the grace of God, knowledge is the greatest
power that man can command”?®.

It is important to emphasize that, while highly appreciating education and
science as a manifestation of the cognitive activity of the human mind,
A. Sheptytsky constantly pointed to the interconnection of the goal and the
ways of education with Christian principles, the very essence of Christianity.
Already at the beginning of his Metropolitan activity, in 1901, worried about
the spread of religious indifference, agnosticism and atheism in the circles of
educated Ukrainians, he wrote a special pastoral letter to the Ukrainian
secular intelligentsia, explaining why Christianity is still important in the age
of rationalism. “Jesus Christ and His Holy Church”, he stated in another
pastoral epistle, “is not at all opposed to science and enlightenment. On the
contrary, they spread and spread it”?*. To support this words A. Sheptytsky
cited numerous statements of Jesus Christ, in which he called himself “the
light of the world”, “the Truth”, the “way” and for the purpose of his coming
into this world he considered freedom for people, which they could attain
through enlightenment, if they will understand the testimony of truth.

%2 Jlenuuk B. Hassama mpans. C. 195-205; #ioro x: Cryra Boxuii MuTpononut Anmpeit
IlenTuupKuii Ta ykpainceka Hayka. Bozocaogisn. T. 55. Pum, 1991. C. 166-181.

208 [T TenmuubKuit Amnppeit. JIncru-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIesis, 1991. C. 6.

204 TBopu cayru boxxoro Murponomura Aunpes Ulentumekoro. Ilactupcebki mcTH
(2. 111. 1899 — 7. 1X. 1901). T. 1. Toponrto, 1965. C. 5.
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Therefore, “education is about one thing: knowledge should be a true
knowledge, it should relate only to the truth, and not to falsehood, not to lies.
True knowledge is the power of human and false knowledge, based on
iniqgi{)gy, is a true ailment for a human, an injury and a misery for the whole
life” .

Linking the progress of European culture with Christianity, which freed
people from the darkness of paganism, A. Sheptytsky noted that true culture
and education in Ukraine have Christian roots. “In all our history”, he wrote,
“you will not find an era of such great and such impetuous progress in
culture and education as it was during the time of St. Volodymyr the Great,
when Rus-Ukraine adopted Christianity’?%.

With the primary aim of achieving an organic union of national revival
with the spiritual revival, Metropolitan rightly believed that “there is no
greater sign for our people today, as unity, and no more important work for
our clergy than the work on national and Christian unity of the people”®”.
The precondition for such unity is the awareness for all strata their common
interests, regardless of party or congressional affiliation. In order to achieve
such a situation, in his opinion, Ukrainians, first of all, should abandon their
provincialism and rise to the level of the world culture and seek solutions to
their problems on the basis of human values and Christian morality. Science
and education must say their weighty word in the case of formation of the
national consciousness. Meanwhile, A. Sheptytsky states with annoyance
that the question “where is everything that makes the Ukrainian people a
human organization so infinitely far from the natural organism, that our
community seems more like a pile of sand, single grains of which have
nothing to do with the others, than a mighty tree, in which life develops, full
of strength and health”, this question remains open, because “we either have
very few or do not have at all any philosophers or moralists who would
study our national psyche”?%,

This situation is also typical for the other spheres of national and social
life, in particular, for politics. “In many ways, we are still primitive people,
for whom demonstration, phrase and noise often seem more important than
quiet cold thought and long-lasting work. In our society there are too many
people, who consider themselves professional politicians, although they have
no specialty and no specialized knowledge. This situation itself changes

professional work into rhetoric?®.

25 [[lenruupkuit Arpeit. Jiuctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JTseis, 1991. C. 6.
206 [[Tenrruupkuit Augpeit. Juctu-nocnanus (1939-1944). Jseis, 1991. C. 6.
27 Ibid. C. 408.
2% |hid. C. 409.
%% Ibid. C. 410.
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On what basis should a system of national education, that would
overcome our “primitive patriotism”, be built? In general terms,
A. Sheptytsky tries to answer this question in the great theological work
“Christian Righteousness”, where he thinks about the nature and
interconnection of knowledge, wisdom and faith, theory and practice, where
he reveals the connection of these epistemological concepts with the
category of good.

By the natural human knowledge he understood the right reasoning about
things, which are gained with experience and with the reasoning of that
experience. Wisdom is the knowledge of the highest cause of all, of God, it
is the highest and most perfect knowledge, which does not come from
human experience, but is a reflection of God’s knowledge. Faith itself
applies to wisdom and to human knowledge. The source of faith is the first
truth, God. Human knowledge is not so directly related to God. However, in
another sense, faith, as a revealed truth, is linked to knowledge, because in
the process of knowing one is free to choose what to believe in and what to
believe not?™.

The concept of faith is also considered in relation to the categories
“theoretical-practical”. Faith as a reflection of God’s truth is attributed to
theory, because the human mind is united with God through it. At the same
time this truth of God is the supreme goal of cognitive activity, a kind of
theoretical ideal for which practical activity takes place. Faith emerges as a
concept that encompasses both theory and practice. The theoretical (higher)
knowledge, obtained through faith, is the first and the most important,
because it relates to the truth of God. However, the appropriate practice, that
is predetermined by this truth and is in need of this truth, is a very important
moment in people’s lives, as it is related to human progress.

The epistemological categories of knowledge, wisdom, faith, theory and
practice, which are being in some moving intercconections, turn out to be a
system, the structural element of which is the category of grace. In this
system a true knowledge cannot be in a soul, which has no grace. So is with
faith. Only a person, sanctifyied by grace, can know what to believe in
(theory) and how to act according to that belief (practice). Therefore, human
cognitive activity can be righteous and successful both in its immediate and
subsequent consequences only if it is combined with grace.

Thus, the philosophy of education, proposed by A. Sheptytsky in the
work “Christian Righteousness” proves logically, harmoniously and

20 [lenmumpknii Anmpeii. XpucTusuchka TpapeuicTs // llenTurpkuii A. Teopu-opeua.
Pum, 1978. C. 258.
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philosophically that between knowledge and wisdom, knowledge and
goodness, theory and practice there should be no antagonistic contradictions.

On the contrary, knowledge becomes a true knowledge only when the
logical-epistemological (theoretical) and praxeological (practical) aspects are
combined with axiological (valuable), and when they are interpreted by the
understanding of good (grace). In fact, the separation of human knowledge
from its spiritual and moral foundations, the loss of good (grace) as the main
reference point, leads to the “pride of mind”, which is a direct path to the
“trouble from the mind”, an example of what is the current ecological state.

A. Sheptytsky assured that knowledge should not be a weapon, it is not a
force in the positivist sense of the term, it is the basis for the ascension to a
higher wisdom — Divine revelation through spiritual self-perfection. “The
wisdom of God is the best, highest and most valuable sign of the human
mind. It is the reason that a wise child stands higher than a man, who
undertakes to teach others. Such a child may not have all the information, he
possesses, but if he does not have the Wisdom of God, then the child
exceeds him with the bright, clear and powerful sign of mind that puts that
child above his intellectual conditions of life. The power of the mind and its
light is not in knowing many details, but in knowing well what is known, in
being as far from errors and deceptions as possible, and in having the most
correct notions of common questions, bypassing, perhaps, millions of details
about the conditions, the one cannot get in. The one who knows that our
earth is a ball and it rotates around the sun, knows much more than the one
who does not know this, but he cannot count all the grasses and their roots
on the whole morgen”?".

This somewhat long quote clearly shows how far Sheptytsky was ahead
of his time in his understanding of the process of knowledge. After all, he
lived and created at a time when in European (and not only European)
philosophy, science, education, almost individually dominated the various
streams of positivism, in which knowledge is reduced to experience. For
Sheptytsky cognition is an active process of consciousness activity for
knowledge production. To know is not only to get certain information about
the object, that is being studied, but also to understand its meaning.
Information activity, which is often reduced to knowledge, is only a
technical work of the mind. That is why cognition should be taken in the
unity of informational and mental (hermeneutic) activity. However, this is
not enough. At the end of the XX century humanity has finally realized that
cognition must answer not only the questions “how?” and “why?”, but also
the question “what for?”, it means that it has to carry self-esteem from the

2 Menruupkuit Augpeit. JTuctu-nocnanms (1939-1944). Jseis, 1991. C. 7.
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standpoint of good and evil. It is on this integrity of the process of cognition,
that A. Sheptytskyy focuses his attention.

Later A. Sheptytsky repeatedly returned to these problems. In particular,
in the Decree of Ep. Council (1942) “On Liberal Conscience”, written by
Metropolitan, he thoroughly analyzed such concepts as psyche,
consciousness, conscience and morality. He points out that in some
languages, including Greek and Latin, the definitions of conscience and
consciousness are denoted by the same word. In the Ukrainian language
these two definitions are also combined, though they are denoted by
different words: so-vist (conscience), so-vidomist (consciousness). The word
“sumlinnia” (conscience) consists of the same two roots — So-mninnia.
Therefore, conscience should be considered as a special kind of
consciousness — moral consciousness. The definition of “consciousness” in
its own sense is used only to define psychological consciousness. The latter
“is the sum of those observations that a person makes, while paying attention
to its psyche, its inner life. It is an observation of internal phenomena, of
impressions, expressed by thoughts, feelings and expressions of desire and
manifestations of thinking and understanding”?*2.

Such internal observation, on the one hand, is self-awareness, a state of
consciousness, when the human personality is both an object and a subject of
cognition. On the other hand, consciousness cannot be reduced to self-
observation: a person “only in the work observes the manifestations of
actions, thoughts, desires, feelings, impressions, meanings, but it has no
consciousness, no will, no mind or power to withdraw impressions from the
outside world”?**. Therefore, the way to comprehend the powers of the soul,
of own spiritual intelligence, lies through the study and understanding of the
external manifestations of these powers.

A. Sheptytsky, however, states that even after going through a long and
difficult path of knowledge, after discovering the presence of a spiritual
being in itself, after reaching the concepts of spirituality, complexity,
intelligence, immortality, etc., a human being still remains an unknown
abyss for itself, an unsolved mystery, because the nature of spirituality
remains beyond the limits of conscious, in the realm of the unconscious.

The supernatural world also belongs to the unconscious of a human
being. The grace of God as a state, the virtues, gifts of the Holy Spirit as the
power of the soul are not known in themselves, but become the object of
knowledge only in actions, manifestations, and are revealed through
experience and reasoning in a vague, unclear, incomplete form.

22 [[TenTuubKuit Anppeit. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIsBis, 1991. C. 310.
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72



Finally, the sphere of the unconscious includes the manifestations of the
organic nature of man, as well as the acts of will or reason that occur in the
subconscious.

Thus, the psychological consciousness is not identical at all to the
psyche, and even more — to human spirituality, it has certain limits of
existence. However, the boundaries between the conscious and the
unconscious are not inviolable, they depend on the abilities, experience and
general education of man.

According to A. Sheptytsky, psychological observations are grouped
around two objects of knowledge: on the one hand — an unchanging being,
God as the Absolute-Being and the reason for everything that exists; on the
other hand — the outside world, first of all — the human society. At the same
time, psychological consciousness is not reduced to a simple, more or less
clear, statement of the presence of phenomena and their signs. In this
consciousness the object of knowledge is also our relation to God and to the
outside world, to other people. “In these observations, consciousness passes
into conscience, in relations with God and other people we also observe our
responsibilities. Conscience is the consciousness of the moral side of our
relations to God, to ourselves and to people. Just as psychological
consciousness explores, understands, seeks knowledge of internal
phenomena, so does conscience explore those signs or shortages that make
our actions morally good or evil. It is — our actions with the knowledge of
the rules of that action, with the natural law”** The law-maker of the
natural order — law is God.

As already noted, psychological consciousness depends on the speed of
reason, on the gift of observation, on education and personal experience.
Conscience, in addition, is also influenced by passions, human habits, the
influence of the environment, education, moral atmosphere. That’s why
conscience embraces a narrower circle of phenomena of inner life than
consciousness.

Moral principles, and especially the rules of applying them to life, do not
lie on the surface, their awareness, their transformation into conscience
requires the work of the mind, which is not always sufficient. This leads to
false forms of conscience. One such form of false conscience is, according to
A. Sheptytsky, a liberal conscience that denies or diminishes the meaning of
moral laws, based on the individualistic principle of permissiveness. What is
the result of this position is well demonstrated in the novels, written by
Fyodor Dostoyevsky. However, the liberal conscience also had its
apologists, the most famous of whom is F. Nietzsche. His superhuman,

24 lenruupkuit Augpeit. Juctu-nocnanus (1939-1944). Jseis, 1991. C. 312.
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blond bestia is the result of this very understanding of conscience: God is
dead, so he is God himself, that is, the creator of morality.

Drawing attention to the danger of such perversions of conscience,
A. Sheptytsky asks pastors and all believers to fight them. The bearer of the
liberal conscience “reverses the moral order: instead of judging one’s wishes
according to the prescriptions of the conscience, one judges the duties of the
conscience according to the prescriptions of one’s desires. Sin becomes a
second nature, the element, in which man lives, and when there are still
traces of faith in him, he slowly applies the truth of faith to his way of life,
transplanting the mercy and goodness of God and attributing to the Almighty
the granting of such freedom, which only his own liberal conscience
allows”?". That’s why such conscience leads to a state of deep moral decline
and is a severe illness of the soul, which is difficult to treat.

At the same time, A. Sheptytsky states that liberal conscience should be
distinguished from the broad conscience. “The broad conscience, how it is called
by the theologians, is a wise and peaceful judgment, which, in some
circumstances or for some good reasons, is not bound by human law”?°. In
other words, it is a conscience that is based on the so-called principle of
probabilism, the essence of which is that not all moral norms have the meaning
of natural, divine law and are eternal, some of them are created by humans and,
therefore, can be rationally rethought, refuted and changed in the process of the
historical development of mankind. However, broad conscience never leads to
the denial of morality as such, which distinguishes it from the the liberal
conscience.

Another very important mistake in the science of conscience, according to
A. Sheptytsky, is the fact that “conscience replaces the moral law and conscience
is considered to be a single rule of moral action with the objection of objective
rule, which is the law”?*". Such an error is peculiar to atheism, which, inspite of
its contrudiction to God’s laws, acknowledges the existence and necessity of
moral norms in human society. Nevertheless, moral standards must have the
feature of law, which means, that they should be universally recognized and
universally respected. Such status, according to atheists, is given to them by
social will, public opinion. According to A. Sheptytsky, such social morality
inevitably acquires the character of an imperative, an absolute, which means that
it doesn’t allow not only disobedience but also criticism, and declares
everything, that does not recognize it, a crime. In its relation to individual

25 [TenTuubKuit Amnppeit. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIeBis, 1991. C. 314.
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consciousness, it will have the character of coercion, and not a voluntary duty,
without which, in fact, there is no morality.

However, public opinion is not absolutely timeless, it is changing, and its
declared generality cannot be a guarantee against error. “History also teaches
how general thought bent in front of tyrants and how its outside look
differed for its inside look”*2, In addition, a society, where all social groups
and the individuals would be in total agreement on all moral principles, does
not exist at all.

Thus, taking morality as the basis for public opinion, atheists, in the first
place, inevitably come to deny the existence of unchanged and stable moral
norms, and, secondly, they “dissolve” the individual in the society, make
him a little screw in the social system.

Analyzing this issue, A. Sheptytsky raises an actual problem of the
modern society. In the philosophy of morality from the time of Hegel, it is
customary to distinguish between moral and morality. Special attention to
this distinction was paid by the prominent Russian philosopher V. Solovyov,
with whom A. Sheptytsky was personally familiar in his younger years and
who influenced both the formation of the outlook and the choice of the life
path of the future Metropolitan®®, which will be discussed further.
According to Solovyov, morality is always corporate — it includes the
principles of behavior of a particular community (class, nation, etc.), which
are based on certain preferences. Moral is universal — it includes the tenets of
behavior of the individual as part of the human race. Moral is an absolute
morality, one at all times for all nations, for all mankind. Solovyov calls it
God. That is why talking about class or national moral is groundless.

Corporate morality knows such definitions as “our”, “stranger”, “friend”
and “enemy”. And from here — if the enemy does not surrender, he is
destroyed, and if he surrenders — he’s also destroyed, together they destroy
both the potential enemy and, in general, the suspects. Morality recognizes
the absolute importance of each individual, regardless of their predicates and
corporate affiliation. The murder of a savage, says Solovyov, is the same
crime as the murder of a genius and a saint®?.
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Such a position is completely shared by A. Sheptytsky. In his view,
neither individual nor social conscience can be the basis for moral sanctions.
These sanctions belong only to a conscience, which is based on the
acceptance of natural and divine law.

According to A. Sheptytsky, synthesis of psychological and moral
consciousness is achieved through the unity of education and pedagogy.
Therefore, the problems of education have always been in the focus of
Metropolitan’s attention, and he constantly mentioned them in his pastoral
messages. A kind of generalization of his views was the speech “On
education”, proclaimed at the Ep. Cathedral in 1942. Basing on this report,
on December 10, 1942 Cathedral adopted the Rules “On the Education of
the Youth”, which were developed by Metropolitan and, in his expression,
they form a small code of Christian education. It should be noted that
A. Sheptytsky himself considered this work far from complete and planned
to return to it in a few years®*’.

According to A. Sheptytsky, education is not only extremely important
but it is also extremely difficult. It is “the highest and wisest problem a
person can meet”??. Therefore, following Hryhory Nazianzin, Sheptytsky
calls education “the art of the arts” and “the knowledge of all knowledge”.

The purpose of education, according to A. Sheptytsky, “is such a
development of the child that he or she would become an adult with
developed and carefully nurtured all the possibilities of mind, will and heart.
That development depends, obviously, on the concept of a person, who is the
leading mistery of education. This concept again depends on the whole
outlook that a human has to live with”?%,

A. Sheptytsky distinguishes three types of outlook that determine the
appropriate directions and ideals of the educational process. The first is the
materialistic, in which man is treated as a natural being, and therefore
education is directed to develop the abilities and forces that a man has to
have to meet material needs.

The second is the humanistic outlook. Here, a man is the supreme
autonomous being capable of endless development of science, art and
culture. The bearers of this worldview in education will seek the
development of all human nature with all its attributes and powers, they will
do it to flush out the bearers of the highest and most comprehensive
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civilization; will nurture a comprehensive knowledge, poetry and all kinds of
art, creative or critical®*,

The third type of outlook is Christian. In it, a person is treated as a child
of God, combining natural and supernatural, and education is directed to the
development of all the virtues of the Christian life, the most important of
which is love for one’s neighbor.

A. Sheptytsky draws attention to the fact that human love is twofold: one
is the love of reason and will, the love, that Christians have to love all their
neighbors; second — is the love of the heart, which encompasses all human
nature and soul, it is not a subject to the order of will. ““...This is the love that
people naturally love their closest ones — it is the love of family, of relatives
to children, of children towards relatives and among themselves. It is the
love of friends and fellows, it is the love of own people”™??.

The love of the mind and the will is more complete in the nature that is
not spoiled, but because of perversity of human nature, because of original
sin, there is a rebellion of passions against reason and will. Therefore, only
the love of heart is truly Christian. According to A. Sheptytsky, this is
indicated by the fact that in the Holy Scripture God represents His love to
the people in expressions and images that are inherent to a human love of
heart.

“The love of one’s neighbor, and rather the love of God”, emphasizes
Sheptytsky, “the love, which embraces all our neighbors as the children of
God, or at least called to become the children of God, this love raises man
above all creation, above the whole material world, and teaches him, in the
example of Jesus Christ, to give even his own life for salvation, for the life
of neighbors. The top of that love reaches to heaven, but its foundation rests
so much on human nature that there is no man, who would not feel the need
for love in that natural inclination of the human heart for compassion and
mercy”?%.

Thus, the love of the heart is the supernatural nature, the embodiment of
God’s grace. However, the concept of the heart, which is widely used in
theology and philosophy, but often in different meanings, needs to be
invaded here. In his understanding of this concept A. Sheptytsky relies not
only on the theological tradition, where, by the way, there was no unanimity
in its interpretation, but also continues the traditional for the Ukrainian
philosophy cordocentric line, which dates back to the times of Kievan Rus,
but finds its highest incarnation in the works of H. Skovoroda and
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P. Yurkevych. He rightly believes that the appeal to this concept will solve
the eternal problem that “divides the philosophers of antiquity, the Fathers of
the Church, and all theological schools into two opposing groups, which are
only rarely complemented: on the one hand, the intellectualist Aristotle and
all the intellectualists of the Christianity with St. Thoma and the thomists,
and on the other hand, all mystics from Plato to Bonaventure and the
followers of Duns Scotus. The problem that divides them is next: whether
the center of the human psyche is mind or will, intellect or affect”?’,

The same problem, though in a different aspect, is inherent, in
Sheptytsky’s view, to a modern theology and philosophy: identifying the
concept of the heart, including Christ’s, with a certain physiological organ,
whish is done by some representatives of theology, leads to their
confrontation with philosophy and science, “because modern philosophers
place love, hatred and other affects of the spirit not in the heart as a centre,
but in the brain?%,

The reason of the problem, according to A. Sheptytsky, is that there is a
change in the content of concepts: the heart as a symbol for defining the
inner spiritual life of a person begins to be understood as a certain material
organ, and this, in turn, leads to the identification of psyche and soul, that is,
in fact, to denying the latter. In addition, a human as a person is integrity,
and this integrity is emphasized by the concept of “heart”, which
characterizes a certain synthesis of such spiritual essential forces as reason,
feelings, will, etc. Therefore, it is unlawful to take a one-sided approach to
determining the essence of man, proclaiming him the bearer of reason or
will, reducing the essence of man to the totality of social relations, or,
conversely, extorting his fundamentally asocial individualistic-biological
nature.

These are the theological and philosophical foundations of Christian
education, which must make a person “a holy citizen of heaven”.
A. Sheptytsky, however, notes: “Education itself, obviously, cannot do
everything; the will of the man and his work over himself are very much
involved. But to encourage him to do the work, to teach him to work
properly over himself, to instill the love of that work in his heart and to
enrich his mind with the knowledge of everything that is needed for that
work, is the task of education”?%.

The main link in education should be the family, because “the Christian
family is a school of Christian life, and also a school of mutual, national and

227 |bid. C. 142.
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universal life. For how long this school is healthy, for how long it gives out
numerous and healthy units — for so long the people are both healthy and
strong”?*°. However, the process of upbringing is not limited only to the
family. Moreover, A. Sheptytsky is aware that in our time, for various
reasons — circumstances of life, public school, etc. — the family has no proper
influence on the upbringing of children. Therefore, in his concept, he gives a
thorough analysis of the other elements and foundations of education.

To the main elements of education A. Sheptytsky includes, first,
suggestion, that is, the influence of the environment on the child; secondly,
science and, thirdly, the Christian atmosphere.

Suggestion is caused by the fact that a human by its nature is a social
creature, therefore it is able to imitate others, to fall under the influence of
the environment as a whole, and of individuals, and therefore it is not
independent in concepts and actions. The value of the environment is
extremely important, because it is mainly involved in the formation of
outlook. The central place in this process belongs to the family, but the
street, the school, the older comrades, and the whole society also
significantly influence it. Therefore, the task of education is to develop in
youth a kind of instinct for self-preservation, able to protect against evil
suggesty.

The second element of upbringing is science, which is given to children
by relatives and teachers and to which the child reaches himself through
reading. It should have a good impact on the person, when, first, mind and
heart of a human are developed together with knowledge and, secondly,
when it gives a true and comprehensive knowledge. Otherwise, science can
harm a person. “We had the opportunity”, A. Sheptytsky writes, “to learn
about the influence of the materialist school. We have seen how it is able to
product really good experts, but we have also seen how the materialistic
worldview harms the human mind, taking away from it almost entirely the
ability of abstract thinking, that is, taking away the ideas and the power of
ideological thinking”?*".

Moreover, science, including Christian Science, can fulfill its educational
function only when it is appropriately exalted, when it arouses interest, and
its truths are connected with the practice of life, because even “faith without
acts is dead”.

The third factor in upbringing is the Christian atmosphere. It includes,
first, Christian relations in the family, that is, mutual love, respect, following

0 |bid. C. 377.
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of other Christian virtues in life. Secondly, it includes the Christian
worldview, following the faithful, not false ideals. When parents consider
“the highest and the only good a material well-being, a well-paid job for
children, regardless of sphere of work and regardless of service to the
Church and motherland, then such ideals will slowly instill in the souls of
children. Then icons and books will not help much; they will only be the
cover of gross materialism™?*2. Therefore, wise parents must consciously
cultivate in their children the highest ideals of Christian righteousness and
holiness, the sacrificial service to God and the Church, the sincere and
sacrificial love to the homeland. Third, the Christian community and the
activities of pastors play an important role in shaping the Christian
atmosphere. The main requirement here is not to be satisfied with the clear
presentation of the truth, but to pave the way for the Word of God to human
hearts, to influence the will and feelings. Because, as A. Sheptytsky notes
with a humor, for the Slavs the belief of the mind has little meaning in
comparison with what can be called “to get into the heart”?®,

A. Sheptytsky considers that the basics, the most important principles of
education are next: a) preservation of innocence in youth; b) fostering
humility; c) fostering courage; d) fostering prayer.

The sence of innocence is to abstain from sin, of moral evil, the indignity
of God, and it is the center of all the work of Christian education.

The essence of humility is the elimination of the most important obstacle
to God’s Grace, which is the pride and disordered non-Christian desire for
self-elevation. In applying to life, humility is the virtue that shows a person
all its shortcomings and needs.

Courage is a major virtue not only in the Christian but also in the secular
system of upbringing. Both these systems of education can form heroes, that
is, people who are capable with their extraordinary actions “to be carried
beyond their own nature and to unite some divine power in themselves”?*.
The difference between them is in the impetus to courage: in Christianity,
such a motivating factor is the love to God, embodied in the love of one’s
neighbor.

Fostering prayer means building a system of Christian upbringing in
which prayer and adherence to the Holy Mysteries are not the acts of
compulsion but they are voluntary acts, an indispensable element of one’s
spiritual life.

22 [[TenTuubKuit Anppeit. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIeeeis, 1991. C. 236.
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An important component of Christian education, according to
A. Sheptytsky, is the formation in youth of the correct concepts of the
Church and the doctrine of the Gospel. Love for the Church should be based
on clear concepts of Church unity and a deep faith that there is no salvation
outside the Universal Church. At the same time, youth must be nurtured in a
spirit of love for the not united Orthodox, an awareness of the necessity and
ways of bringing and uniting the Churches, and the church unity should be
seen as an integral and dominant element of patriotic education, the
formation of national unity. Only under such a condition, according to
Sheptytsky, one can get rid of the false idea of patriotic upbringing as
creating hatred against enemies. You can judge, you can hate the wrong
concepts, mistakes, but people should always be loved everywhere.

This part of the Christian educational system seems to be the weakest in
Andrey Sheptytsky’s opinion. “Why do pagans come out of our Christian
schools?” he asks. “Why do not Christians sometimes come out of the
priestly families but worshipers of Perun, or some other god, or just people
for whom “God’s a stomach™?.. This is a terrible question, it is a problem
that the Clergy needs to think well about. This is almost the same or exactly
the same problem as if Ukrainians, who are coming out of Ukrainian
families and schools, were enemies of Ukrainianness! “Could a school, or
system, or family which bring up the traitors, enemies of the people, be
genuinely considered a Ukrainian school, or a system, a family?!”*®,

According to A. Sheptytsky, the reason for the failures and sores of our
ecclesiastical and national life is that Christianity, the doctrine of the Gospel,
is often treated and communicated too utilitarianly, as the doctrine of the
true system of earthly life. The gospel is indeed such, but it is still the
doctrine of holiness, the way to heaven. “Life, according to the doctrine of
the Gospel, is the supernatural life of God’s grace, the life of God’s love and
the sacrifice for God, or simply: the life in which one looks for holiness and
moves to it"?°,

It should be noted that when analyzing the problems of education,
Metropolitan Andrey in his pastoral messages to the clergy and the believers
constantly draws attention not only to the question of what virtues should be
cultivated, but also to what Christian education should be opposed to.
Destruction of people, physical and spiritual, drunkenness and the system of
limitation of the posterity, neglect of labor — “are such social and folk
ailments that simply lead people to the destruction. And while they are
bringing it to a complete ruin, they provoke such a degeneration, such a

25 [lenmuubKuit Amnppeit. JIuctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIeBis, 1991. C. 252.
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decline of every culture, such a ruin of physical health and all Christian
righteousness, that those objects cannot be touched without a terrible fear
about our future”?".

Thus, in his cultural, educational and pedagogical activities, Metropolitan
Andrey Sheptytsky relied on a well-reasoned, logically argumented,
sophisticated theological-philosophical system of beliefs that he tried to
bring into life. His writings include, in addition to the above, such deeply
scientific philosophical-theological and ascetic works as “God’s Wisdom”,
from which only the third section (1936) is published, then a great work (in
three volumes) on Metropolitan V. Rutsky, which is still a manuscript, and
also translation of the works of St. Basil the Great, etc.

Metropolitan also had a great interest in church and general history. In
1921 in Rome, he founded the Ukrainian Historical and Church Mission,
whose purpose was to search, register and copy the previously unknown
documents from the Vatican and Roman archives that are directly related to
Ukraine. Sheptytsky himself found more than 6,000 valuable documents
from the times earlier than 17th century, including those, which were
published after his death in the original languages in ten large-format
volumes (9 books). A. Sheptytsky has been engaged in scientific work
throughout his life. Even at the end of his life, despite the paralysis of his
right hand and both feet, which he did not possess for the last 14 years of his
life, despite the difficult duties of the Metropolitan, he spent all his free time
in the personal library, which, incidentally, was one of the best not only in
the Western Ukraine. However, despite its importance for the church and for
him personally, his cultural, educational, pedagogical, scientific, social and
political activitiy was not the main one. First of all, Andrey Sheptytsky was
Metropolitan, for all 44 years, and even if in his actions he went beyond
purely church affairs, there he also acted as the Kniaz of the Church.

27 |bid. C. 396; 14-15; 25-28; 222-231.
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PARTS.
ECUMENICAL ACTIVITY
OF METROPOLITAN ANDREY SHEPTYTSKY

In the multifaceted activitiy of the eminent ecclesiastical figure
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, the central issue was the problem of the
unity of the Churches and the ecumenical action, associated with it, which
manifested itself throughout his conscious life. According to Metropolitan,
at the pan-Slavic and then at the Ukrainian level, the essence of the
unification problem is the establishment of relations of cooperation and,
later, the unity between the Catholic and Orthodox churches. In modern
science, the term “ecumenism” (from the Greek oikumene — the universe, the
inhabited world) — the movement for the unification of religious
confessions — includes at least three directions: 1) the movement for the
unification of Christian confessions; 2) integration processes of non-
Christian religions; 3) coordination of the actions of Christian ecumenical
organizations with non-Christian ones®®. The term “ecumenical movement”
is also used, it means the unification movement of Christian churches,
initiated at the 1910 World Missionary Conference in Edinburgh (Scotland).
P.L. Jarotsky rightly points out that “ Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church
(UGCC) takes an active part in the ecumenical meetings from the side
Ukraine. However, Ukrainian Orthodoxy, which is divided into several
churches, remains outside the global ecumenical movement. It has a
different general goal: to reach agreement, reconciliation and unification in
Ukraine by establishing a Ukrainian ecumenical movement, supported by
other Ukrainian Christian churches... The development of an ecumenical
movement is a complex, contradictory process...”*.

Most researchers of A. Sheptytsky’s life path and works agree that
ecumenical ideas captured the future Metropolitan in a young age?*. This
was caused by the general spiritual atmosphere of the late nineteenth
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century, when, as a result of the technological revolution, humanity had
largely put international unity at the forefront and it seemed to be the right
time to pursue the intention of creating or restorating the Universal Christian
Church. It was no accident that at this same time such people lived and
worked: V. Solovyov in Russia, Bishop J.-J. Strossmayer — in Croatia,
A. Sheptytsky — in Galicia, and on the Pontifical Throne — Leo XIII with
Secretary of the Secretariat of State, Cardinal M. Rampolla. Each of them, in
their own way, however, all thought of one thing: how to keep the covenant
of Jesus Christ about one Shepherd and one spiritual flock. It is not
accidental that the named persons sought contacts with each other and were
closely acquainted and sympathetic to each other.

Family traditions also played a role in the choice of A. Sheptytsky’s life
path. The Sheptytsky family gave Ukraine several prominent ecclesiastical
figures of Catholic rites. Thus, in particular, Hieronym-Anton (1700-1799)
was a bishop of the Roman Catholic rite of Polotsk, while Athanasius-Anton
(1677-1746) was a bishop of Lviv, Galicia, Kamenets and also the honorary
Archbishop-Metropolitan of Kyiv and of all Rus of the Greek Catholic rite;
Leo (1714-1779) occupied the same positions as Athanasius-Anton, and
Athanasius-Andrey (1734-1779) was a Bishop of the Catholic Rite of
Perechyn®. Inspite the fact that in the middle of the XIX century the
Sheptytsky family experienced a fate, typical for the Ukrainian nobility — the
final transition to Roman Catholic rite and, as a consequence, polonization —
these traditions continued to live on. No wonder that in 1911, taking from
Lviv citizens a portrait of a son, made in honor of the 10th anniversary of his
Metropolitan’s activity, A. Sheptytsky’s father, Ivan, said: “I assure you,
gentlemen, that | am Ukrainian. In fact, 1 gave you the best | had and the
most expensive”?*2. Something similar to this we can read in the memories
of Sophia Sheptytska, Roman’s mother: “Roman said to me more than once:
“l know in detail what awaits me — the Poles will consider me Ukrainian,
and the Ukrainians will treat me as a Pole, and in vain!”?*, In the same work
S. Sheptytska also noted that her son “suffered from a tribal strife of his
people, and he depended not so much on bringing them together, but rather
on obtaining for the Church of Christ the peoples, who were not true
believers or who were unbelievers, even the Indians and Japanese™?*.
Therefore, at the age of 22, the future Metropolitan did not limit his
ecumenical work solely to the conversion to Rome of Ukrainians who
inhabited other territories and entered different states.
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Significant influence on the formation of the views of young
A. Sheptytsky and his decision to enter the bosom of the Greek Catholic
Church had a trip to Kiev, made in 1887. Here he becomes acquainted with
the history, art, culture of Ukraine. In Kyiv, Sheptytsky found himself in the
midst of a patriotic Ukrainian intelligentsia. He was greatly impressed by the
historian Volodymyr Antonovych, a Pole by descent, who broke with the
Polish and joined the Ukrainians, as well as the young Mykhailo
Hrushevsky. In the same year, A. Sheptytsky visits Moscow, where he meets
the eminent philosopher and poet Vladimir Solovyov, who defended the idea
of unity of the Christian churches as one of the main foundations of the
formation of God’s humanity”?*. That meeting marked the beginning of
something more than just friendship. It was a rare meeting of minds during
which V. Solovyov, without realizing it himself, left his legacy of unification
to Sheptytsky — perhaps the only person who consistently but also critically
tried to make his theory a reality*®®. It is necessary to agree with the great
influence that V. Solovyov made on A. Sheptytsky. L. Husar noted: “...The
similarity of the ideas of these two men is striking, so we can just say that
A. Sheptytsky learned a lot from V. Solovyov. He did not take V. Solovyov
literally, did not follow in everything, but the general vision of the unity of
the Church and the unification of the Churches was clearly borrowed from
V. Solovyov”®”. Noteworthy is L. Husar’s view that Metropolitan
Sheptytsky “was not an ordinary blind imitator — he was so independent in
his views that he could give a critical assessment. He could, no matter what,
continue the fight where Solovyov clasped his hands and plunged into the
apocalypse”®.

However, not only external influences led to the emergence of
A. Sheptytsky’s ecumenical worldview. Back in 1884, while studying at the
Law Faculty of the University of Krakow and at the same time at a one-year
military school, a studying that was was interrupted by a serious illness,
Sheptytsky became interested in the austerity of the Eastern Church and
became fascinated with Greek patristics. Therefore, he supplemented his law
education with philosophical and theological studies, receiving the title of
Doctor of Laws, Theology and Philosophy.

Thus, long before becoming a monk, A. Sheptytsky had a clear purpose
for his future activities, preparing for a difficult but noble mission: the

5 More on V. Solovyov’s ecumenical views see: Comosses B. C. Poccust u BceneHckast
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struggle for the rapprochement and unification of the Western and Eastern
Churches. On March 24, 1888, A. Sheptytskyy received a special audience
by Pope Leo XIII, whom he confessed of his desire to become a monk of the
rank of St. Basil the Great and of his plans for the union of the Churches.
That same time the Pope blessed the young enthusiast for the realization of
these unusual designs. It should be noted that this was their third meeting:
the first was held on May 9, 1886, the second was held on February 8, 1888.

Thus, the case of the union of the Orthodox believers — Ukrainians, Russians
and Belarusians — with the Apostolic Capital was the main motivation for
Roman Sheptitsky’s conversion from Roman Catholicism to the Union. He did
not stop working to achieve this goal for the rest of his life.

However, while remaining invariably the main nerve of his multifaceted
activity, the Metropolitan’s views on ways to solve the problem of unity of
the churches were not constant, they had been always concretizing. This
gave a basis to the misrepresentation and falsification of his ideas in tsarist-
Russian, Polish and Soviet official historiography. These accusations have
the only source, which is embodied in the slogan: “Whoever is not with us,
he is against us” — an attempt to impose a single, eternal and unchanging
truth (of course, their own), which is often implicated in hatred of all
“dissenters”. Therefore, the convictions of Metropolitan, who was “a person
belonging to the whole nation and standing above parties”®*°, provoked a
fierce opposition from the enemies of the Ukrainian people. However, it
would have been strange otherwise: if A. Sheptytsky did not reconcile his
activity with the change of socio-political and economic realities, which
Ukraine repeatedly suffered during his stay in the Metropolitan’s order.

In justifying the possibilities of joining the Churches, A. Sheptytsky
turns first to the Holy Scriptures, to the New Testament commands of Christ.
Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky believed that church ceparation was a denial of
the Spirit of Christ and the commandment of Christ, and an evil example for
non-Christians. However, the presence of this ceparation is not a basis for
pessimism, because it can be overpassed. According to A. Sheptytsky, in the
Christian doctrine there is a union everywhere: in the Holy Trinity, in the
God-human, and between God and people. Although a human was
individually accepted into the body of God, now, in the mystical body, he is
becoming part of the mystical community. It must contain harmony and
love, which, according to A. Sheptytsky, are the reflection of the “unity” of
the Holy Trinity. He describes his vision of church unity in such an example
where Church is the bridge between God and people. People who want to
unite with God must cross this bridge together because only this path leads

9 Yxpaiucekuit npamop. 1921. 21 motoro.
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to the Lord. There is no room for controversy or strife on that bridge, no
room for obstacles — there is only one direction and one purpose.

Finally, A. Sheptytsky emphasizes, the Doctrine of Divine Revelation
needs the unity. Although, “in the depths of the revealed truth there is
already everything that the Church will ever proclaim and that the Church
Fathers, bishops and priests will ever preach”*’, the Holy Scripture “is not
as clear as Luther and most of the reformed theologians claimed”®*. The
reason for this is the symbolic and figurative presentation of the Holy
Scripture. That is why the famous Ukrainian philosopher H. Skovoroda
called the Bible a symbolic world. Such a form is polysemantic, that is, it
allows for multivariate content, including inadequate ones. Therefore, Kyr
Andrey likens the construction of the Doctrine of Divine Revelation to the
construction of a great temple, which is the work of God Almighty, but also
requires the cooperation of all Christians. “Even though people of all nations
and all generations of the world work in that structure, it is one-of-a-kind,
such one case, which clearly shows that it is the fulfillment of God’s plan,
Christ’s plan. One style, one greatness, one power, one beauty is in that
temple, one spirit is in that science. Those millions of people working on
that science are something one, something united by the spirit of Christ, and
they are no more than a harmonized choir composed of thousands of voices.
They all are unmistakable together, because St. Spirit leads them, but
everyone in particular can be wrong, and very ofthen they are wrong. Even
the greatest ecclesiastical teachers, in some details, had different opinions
from the general community, and because of that they were mistaken... But
every mistake was always fixed by a guess, by the common science”?*.

Concretizing the general ecumenical ideas of the universal unity of the
Christian churches, Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky in his numerous works
gives a thorough analysis of the question of what is common in Catholicism
and Orthodoxy, and what hinders their union®>. It is naturally that in the
Ukrainian context these two branches of Christianity are the focus of his
attention.

A. Sheptytsky refers to issues in which there are no differences between
them. He mentiones the common Symbol of the confession of faith, books of
the Old and New Testaments, acknowledgment of all decisions of the
Ecumenical Councils from the First Council of Nicaea (325) to the Second
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Council of Nicaea (787). So, he states, until the XI century there was a
single Ecumenical Church, the doctrine of which was accepted by
St. Volodymyr during the christening of Rus.

The main definitions of the Catholic Church, given by the following
Ecumenical Councils, which are not accepted by the Orthodox Church,
according to A. Sheptytsky, are next: the Immaculate Conception of Virgin
Mary, the origin of St. Spirit from the Father and the Son, and recognition of
the primacy of the jurisdiction of the Roman Archiereus over the whole
Church. The last definition was the main reason for the split of the churches.
However, Sheptytsky notes, without accepting these truths, the Orthodox
Church did not deny them, because such an act as the proclamation of the
dogma of faith requires a decision of the Ecumenical Council, which, by
their own admission, is not valid.

Of course, A. Sheptytskyy goes on to say, there are other differences:
“we do often hear the remark that we are so different in the most basic
concepts of Christianity that even if there were not dogmatic divisions that
divide us, we would still be divided by the the understandings of
Christianity, of the Gospel, of salvation”®*. Probably not, if only we
perceive the church connection not as the establishment of complete unity,
but as the unity of differences. “All our notions of Christianity and God-
proclaimed Doctrine,” A. Sheptytsky writes, “are just a copy of God’s
vision. There can be so much subjective element in that copy, or so many
different definitions of objective science, that people can differ from each
other in many very basic quests”°. This also applies to ritual differences,
which, according to A. Sheptytsky, are of secondary importance, because
“faith is more important than ritual”?*®,

A. Sheptytsky believes that, despite all the differences, the realization of
ecumenical ideas is possible, since the union does not force the unconnected
Orthodox to abandon their traditional rite or belief, but it only asks about the
addition of the truths of faith, which are in the decisions of the Ecumenical
Councils since the X century and till the latest days. However, there are
certain conditions that have to be mutually fulfilled on this way. First, one
must equally treat religion as religion, and not consider it a political tool for
achieving another purpose. Second, there should be a common language, and
that language is the Christian worldview. “He, who does not have a Christian
worldview, uses a language that we do not understand. For whom, for
example, religion is not a matter of worshiping God Almighty, then he
means by that word something that I do not know. Those, who do not see in
the religion the work of their eternal salvation, the obligation against God,
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the Divine Law and danger, when that Law is not fulfilled — for them
religion is obviously something different than what it should be for the
Christian. For whom Christ is not God and Savior, for whom His Sacraments
are not instruments of salvation, not only in the theory of catechism, hidden
somewhere in the library, but as real needs and everyday concepts of life, so
it is difficult to understand him or her in the case of religion, no matter what
religion they belong to”%’,

Finally, third, the movement to the understanding and unification of the
Eastern and Western Churches must be based not only on the unilateral
concessions, but it should be also based on the mutual agreement. It cannot
be declared from the “top” by church institutions, but it myst be besed on the
activity of the believers. A. Sheptytsky most clearly stated this opinion at the
Roman Conference of the Eastern Churches in 1923 in his programmatic
report on the universal union of the Churches and religious cooperation
between East and West. He said next: “Eastern communities came to a
Church unity not because of decrees that came from above, but rather
because of the ideological movement that moved in them and constantly
strengthened, until it shook the inert masses of people. It is clear that in the
future only in this way, that is, through ideas, we will be able to reach unity,
and only in this way we will be able to persuade the masses and bring them
together. We hope and believe that the concept and prejudice of Eastern
Christians will change in the direction of moral integrity, which will lead
them to the ideas of universality. — And because this can be expected, it is
necessar%/ to create a similar ideological movement in the Catholic
Church”**®,

In the deep conviction of Metropolitan Andrew Sheptytsky, an important
place in the process of unification of the Western and Eastern Churches
belongs to the Greek Catholic Church, which combines the universal faith
with the rite, “which is also called the Greek rite, the Byzantine rite and
Eastern rite”®. Therefore, because of the isolation of the rite, and because
the fact thft Greek Catholic Church, together with language and culture, is a
factor that distinguishes Ukrainians from their eastern and western
neighbors, it must become a link between Catholicism and Orthodoxy, the
Western and Eastern worlds in general.

However, in order to fulfill its missionary action, the Greek Catholic
Church must also undergo some changes. It is worth discussing this issue in
more detail, because during the life of Metropolitan and in the modern
theological, scientific, and journalistic literature of some sort, there is an
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accusation of A. Sheptytsky that his ecumenical activity was an attempt to
convert the Orthodox into the Catholics. In reality, the activities of
Metropolitan combined two directions: first, the struggle for the preservation
of the features of the Greek Catholic rite and, secondly, the attempts of
spreading the ideas and affairs of the union, not only to the East but also to
the West.

This is evidenced by the history itself. XIX century for the Greek
Catholic Church was marked by the struggle for the preservation of its
national character. Moscophilia from the inside, Latin and Russian
influences from the outside led to complete chaos in the rite’s affairs. If
Moscophilia in the late XIX — early XX century was gradually losing its
influence, the processes of Latinization continued to threaten the loss of
identity of the Greek Catholic Church. Metropolitan Sheptytsky’s first steps
were in order to restore the rite’s affairs, to return to the true Eastern
Orthodox tradition. This question remained the focus of his attention
throughout his life.

First of all, A. Sheptytsky tries to find out the internal and external
causes of Latinization. “Since the Union of Brest”, he writes, “Holy See left
us a wide freedom, expressing only the desire that we keep our ordinances
and customs unchanged. And we, while exercising that freedom, eventually
ceparated in ceremonial practices, because some of our priests adhered to
one ritual customs and some adhered to other”®.

Such ceparation was exacerbating by the absence of a single center for
the publishing of liturgical books. The scattered book publishing led to
arbitrary changes and omissions in the liturgical books at the initiative of
book publishers, or even the Ordinaries of some eparchies.

The Zamostia Council in 1720 had to restore the unity in ceremonial
matters. However, approving the two ceremonial changes, the Council
silenced everything else, which meant their toleration. All this contributed to
the spread of tendencies towards the convergence of Greek Catholic and
Roman Catholic rites.

In addition, as A. Sheptytsky emphasizes, “to our parents... it seemed that
they needed, at least through small customs and practices, to get as close as
possible to the Latin rite, in order to earn for themselves the opinion of true
Catholics in the eyes of the Latins, the closest neighbors, as in the eyes of
the Latins from the western parts of Europe and in Rome. This thought
pushed many of our priests to receive an unlawful customary from the Latin
rite, because it was not approved by the Holy See and even by the church
authority in our Church”?*",
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External factors also significantly influenced the spread of the
Latinization of the rite. During the counterattack of Polish chauvinism in
Halicia, which took place after 1848, the Latinization of church was
considered and was used as one of the most effective factors of the spread of
Catholicism, and later on, the polonization of the region’s population.

Latin tendencies also strengthened the actions of the Russian tsarist
authorities aimed at the destruction of the Greek Catholic Church, first in the
Belarus, in Polotsk and Viennese eparchies and in Volyn in the 1830s, and
then in the Chelm Land in the 1870s. The struggle with the church was
carried out here under the slogan “purification of our rite from all
Latinizations”, and, in fact, it was aimed at the outburst of Russian state
orthodoxy and the russification of the population. Therefore, Latinization
began to be seen as a means of preserving national identity and defending
one’s religion. The situation was complicated further by the fact that the
prohibition to change ceremonial practices in Eparchy, issued by Holy See
after the events in the Chelm Land, was perceived by the proponents of the
Latin direction as the full approval and sanctification of the Latin practices
of the Greek Catholic rite in general.

The actions of the Russian occupying power in Galicia during the First
World War also contributed to the spread of Latinization. This authority,
which, according to Hrushevsky, was represented by police and bureaucratic
powers, proclaimed the transition to Orthodoxy as one of the most important
measures of loyalty of the population. And it did not only proclaim, but also
persistently began to implement the official ideology of autocracy by the
most violent methods. No wonder the leader of the Cadet Party, P. Miliukov,
in 1915 stated: “We have pushed out our dear Ukrainian people with our
actions in Galicia and have darkened the clear face of the liberation war”?%.

Thus, the struggle against Latinization was also difficult because
“ceremonial questions were always considered as political and political
questions always had a dogmatic coloring. It was not a question of whether
such a practice was legitimate, but whether that practice brought us closer to
the Russian Church, or vice versa”®®. At the same time, as Metropolitan
notes, often they do not pay attention even to the fact that the Russian
Church under the patriarch Nikon underwent ceremonial reforms, during
which many valuable parts in the Holy Scripture, that were contained in the
the texts of Skaryna and the Ostroh Bible, had been removed.

Overcoming Latinization was not only indispensable for the preservation
of the identity of the Greek Catholic Church, but was also a necessary
prerequisite for the further development of inter-church unification
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processes. Almost throughout the XIX century, the theologians of the Latin
Church have little interest in the problem of uniting the Churches,
considering it irrelevant. The neglect of the Eastern Church, neglect of its
peculiarities, led to the fact that “when long ago the Ecumenical Bishops in
their encyclicals concidered the question of the Eastern rites, and when they
always returned to the principle that the Universal church wants to pass on
its faith to all the united Churches and the believers, and not the Latin rite (ut
omnes catholici fiant, non ut fiant latini) — the theologians, were not very
animated by this principle, many of them had a desire that The Church also
resisted the unity of the rites, and wanted the Eastern rites to be close as
much as possible to the Latin rite”?**. A. Sheptytsky emphasizes that such an
opinion was quite widespread not only among our closest neighbors, but also
among many theologians, prelates, priests, bishops of the Western Europe.
Much of the Greek Catholic clergy supported the need for rapprochement in
religious affairs, even those who had completed their studies at foreign
universities, seeing this as a surefire way to create a good opinion about
them between Western theologians. For this reason, “who dared to wear a
beard, a wide-sleeved cowl, and to hold the ordinances during the Church
service, as prescribed in the church books, then he could be easil%/ suspected
that he had a tendency to break away from the Universal Church*®*,

However, in the last third of the XIX century the situation is radically
changing. If earlier Byzantine history, law, art, religion were considered to
be of little interest and were hardly explored, now they have begun to arouse
the interest of scholars. In Western Europe, there are numerous studies on
these issues, and the departments of Byzantinism are opened in the
universities. The fall of tsarist power in Russia led to a resurgence of hope
for the unification of the Churches and a complete change in the perception
of the Eastern Church and its rite among Western theologians. But,
unfortunately, these processes had little impact on the situation in the Greek
Catholic Church, where Latin trends continued to grow. Therefore, in A.
Sheptytsky’s deep conviction, only a return to the original liturgical law, the
restoration of ceremonial practices and customs, “which would not offend or
push away our brothers from us and from the universal faith”?*, will allow
the Greek Catholic Church to fulfill its historic purpose.

Consequently, it is from addressing the internal problems of the Greek
Catholic Church that A. Sheptytsky begins his activity towards the union. He
kept repeating to his believers that he requires three things: first, to know
their faith well, secondly, to know the faith of the Orthodox brothers, and
third, to pray for unification. Moreover, he expected the believers to treat the
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Orthodox honestly and cordially, he emphasized, referring to the practice of
the Holy See, that those who are not unified should not be called
schismatics, asked to avoid in the communication with them, “such
conversations that would stimulate abandonment of the Orthodox faith or its’
renunciation™®’. But A. Sheptytsky demanded the same attitude towards the
Greek Catholic Church from the side of the unconnected Orthodox.

However, the main place in the ecumenical struggle of Metropolitan
A. Sheptytsky was occupied by the work on the spreading of the ideas of
union and the mutual rapprochement of the Churches. It, like other
Metropolitan’s affairs, has undergone a significant evolution, in which, of
course, it is quite possible to distinguish several stages. The first of them
covers the period from the 1880-90's to the beginning of the XX century.
During this period, A. Sheptytsky thought that he would be able to achieve
church unity in all the expanses of the Russian Empire.

In the Roman decree, which gave A. Sheptytsky the authority of the
Metropolitan, it was written that he, like his predecessors, also became
Bishop of Kamyanets-Podilsky, along with the dignity of Archbishop of
Lviv. The Eparchy of Kamyanets-Podilsky belonged to the Halician
Metropolitan since 1807, but its territory was within the Russian Empire.
Therefore, A. Sheptytsky addresses a letter to Pope Pius X, in which he
questions the possibility of exercising jurisdiction in the territory of the
mentioned empire. Pope Pius X confirmed this jurisdiction, noting, however,
the need for favorable political circumstances. In his letter of February 1906,
the Pope, at the same time as Metropolitan Andrey was named Apostolic
Administrator of the Eparchy of Kamyanets-Podilsky, granted A. Sheptytsky
authority throughout the Russian Empire. These extraordinary rights and
powers were confirmed by Pope Pius X (in 1909, 1910 and 1914), by
Benedict XV and by Pius XI. For the sake of caution before the Russian
government, full ownership was kept secret and was known only to the Pope
and the Metropolitan.

However, certain opportunities for the work on union in the territory of
the empire emerged only after the revolution of 1905, when freedom of
conscience was established in Russia. In the first half of 1907, A. Sheptytsky
presented to Pope Pius X his plans to organize a Catholic church in the
territories of Ukraine, Belarus and Russia. It was a about consecrating priests
and bishops of the Greek Catholic rite, to which the Pope agreed. In the
autumn of 1907, A. Sheptytsky makes a secret trip through the territory of
the Russian Empire under the name of Dr. Olesnytsky. This trip was fraught
with great risk because Sheptytsky could be seized and charged with
espionage, especially after someone had stolen his illegal passport on the
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way. Metropolitan visited Vilno, Minsk, Slutsk, Moscow, and St. Petersburg.
In Belarus, A. Sheptytsky conducted secret negotiations with the local
intelligentsia and the university youth and found many supporters of the
church unification. And in Russia, with the help of some Old Believers, the
pro-Catholic intellectuals and the clergy of the Russian Orthodox Church,
committed to the Catholic Church, A. Sheptytsky established several secret
Greek-Catholic congregations®®. He also appointed Fr. Alexei Zerchaninov
as a General of the Kamyanets-Podilsky eparchy and a pastor for Catholics
of the Byzantine rite in Russia. Unfortunately, during this trip, A. Sheptytsky
was unable to visit Ukraine, because Austrian government circles feared that
the tsar’s secret service could catch him and send him to Siberia®®’.
Metropolitan was able to visit Kyiv only in 1912. Here he sent a memorial
service for Taras Shevchenko in the church of St. Nicholas and delivered a
patriotic sermon about Great Kobzar. In order to fully appreciate the
significance of this act, it should be mentioned that in those days the tsarist
government forbade public celebrations of Shevchenko’s anniversaries.

In 1906, the Brotherhood of Prayer of the Cyril and Methodius
Apostolate in Moravia put forward the idea of the annual congresses of the
Slavic peoples and the Slavic Churches, Catholic and Orthodox, at the tomb
of St. Methodius in Velegrad for the purpose of mutual knowledge and
cooperation in the unification of the Christian world. Having learned about
this idea of the Moravian clergy, A. Sheptytsky supported it fervently and
soon, according to the Duke von Otrahsen, became the soul of this idea®”.
Thanks to its activities, the Congress of Velegrad became a kind of flag of
church unity. They substantiated the thesis of the equality of ordinances in
the Ecumenical Church, created a solid nucleus of the ecumenical
movement, which sincerely desired church unity, and put this movement on
solid theological and dogmatic foundations.

The first congress in Velehrad took place on July 24-27, 1907. Its
program included reports from all of the best theologians and scholars of the
East and West, which sparked lively discussions. Metropolitan
A. Sheptytsky presided at this congress and in his opening address outlined a
number of issues that, in his opinion, should have been raised at the
Congresses of Velehrad: “1) scientific, theological and historical questions
about both Churches and clarifications of the basics of both Churches
doctrines, 2) practical issues such as: possible elimination of existing
misunderstandings and gossips between Catholics and Orthodox, and
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establishment of friendly relations on a purely scientific basis between
Catholic and Orthodox theologians”?".

At the second congress in 1907, Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky was again
elected a chairman and he proclaimed a program report, in which he
thoroughly substantiated ecumenical ideas and outlined his views on
possible ways of their realization. Unfortunately, Metropolitan could not
attend the third congress, because in July 1911 he was bedridden with
illness, but the congress did not forget about him and elected an honorary
chairman. Due to the First World War, the periodicity of the congresses was
broken and the fourth Congress was held only in 1924. However,
Metropolitan could not attend at this Congress because the chauvinistic
authorities of Poland did not issue visas to either him or J. Slipyi.

The last Congress of Velehrad, at which A. Sheptytsky was present and
delivered the report, the fifth in number, took place in 1927. At the following
congresses — VI in 1932 and VII in 1936 — delegation of the UGCC included
bishops who, in their activities, relied on the ecumenical ideas of
Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky. Unfortunately, the VII Congress, appointed in
1939, did not take place due to the outbreak of World War Il. However, it is
difficult to overestimate the significance of the Congresses of Velehrad and
the work A. Sheptytsky did there.

Metropolitan paid great attention to the communications with the Roman
Catholic clergy and the intellectuals of Galicia and Volyn at the Union
Conferences in Pinsk, initiated by the Holy Conference for the Eastern
Churches. Unlike the congresses in Velehrad, the conferences in Pinsk were
practical. There were six in total: in 1930, 1931, 1932, 1933, 1935 and 1937.

In December 1936, again on the initiative of Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky, the
fifth Union Congress was convened in Lviv. For three days, more than 150
participants were present in the walls of the Theological Academy — mostly
clergy from three eparchies of Galicia. Rector of the Theological Academy Fr. J.
Slipyj, on the instructions of A. Sheptytsky and relying on his ecumenical ideas,
made a Main report, titled “A Look at the United and Not United Churches of
the East and the Dogmatic Differences Between Them”. The purpose of the
report was to “look closely at the Eastern Churches, of which we know,
unfortunately, very little and with whom we maintain very weak links, even
though we have inherited Christ’s faith, rite and culture from them.
Undoubtedly, this approach will broaden our knowledge and will place the case
of union in its original breadth, allowing us to make some necessary conclusions.
We, fascinated by the splendor and power of Western culture, did not pay much
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attention to the ancient East and therefore lost our perspective on the area and the
history in which we grew up’?'2.

Having considered in the report the main groups of the Christian
Churches of the East, Fr. J. Slipyi, following A. Sheptytsky, sharply opposes
the attempts of the Latinization of the Eastern Churches, indicating that “the
cognition of the East, the love and preservation of its traditions — this is the
path to unity, as indicated by the Popes. The United Churches must keep the
Evidence faithfully in order not to be separated from their unrelated brethren
in the rites and scriptures of their Church. The fewer accusations, biases and
differences, the faster the rapprochement will become.

Theologians do not dare to destroy, as Latin theologians themselves
rightly claim, what oriental Christianity created in the rite and discipline.
Because they would break the valuable heritage of the Church, which is
neither Greek nor Latin, but it is Catholic”?"™.

Josyf Slipyi emphasized the special role of the Ukrainian Church in the
ecumenical movement, initiated by Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, its
mission among the Churches of the Christian East. Thus, Metropolitan had a
worthy assistant and a follower in his person.

At the same time, according to Ukrainian researchers (S. Baran,
V. Doroshenko), at the beginning of his activity on unification A. Sheptytsky
felt an acute shortage of educated staff capable of working on the
rapprochement of Western and Eastern Christian churches. Therefore, in
addition to sending the most gifted seminarians to theological studies to the
best religious institutions in Europe, Metropolitan restores the activity of the
ancient — since the XI century — the rank of the fathers of the Studites. He
founded the first monastery for them in 1903 in the suburb of Lviv —
Sknyliv. It is important to note that the rank adhered not only to the Eastern
rite, but also to the rules of monastic life. In 1905, A. Sheptytsky developed
a new monastic charter for the rank — Tipikon, which was approved by all
bishops of the archdiocese the following year. Archimandrite of the Rank
was Metropolitan himself. In 1919, the monastery was moved to Unev near
Przemysl. In 1939, the Rank consisted of 132 monks and nearly 50 nuns.

For the same purpose, Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky invites the Fathers of
the Belgian Order of the Redemptorists for missionary work in Galicia in
1913. In order to act more successfully, the monks accepted the Eastern rite
and subsequently created an eastern branch of the Order. In 1938, after
23 years of activity in the territory of Galicia, the Order numbered 50 priests,
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20 students of theology, 34 brothers-assistant, 14 novices and candidates,
and 115 students of the Little Seminary®.

However, Metropolitan’s hopes that these two monastic congregations
would have a significant impact on the revival of the processes of unification
were not fulfilled, since their activities were mainly limited to the Lviv
Archdiocese.

World War | hit a hard blow to the ecumenical ideas of A. Sheptytsky.
The outrageous behavior of the Russian occupation administration in Galicia
has already been discussed. It also paid its “attention” to Metropolitan
himself. On September 3, 1914, Russian troops captured Lviv. The Orthodox
Archbishop of Zhytomyr and Volyn Evlogiy arrived with the Russian army.
Having a frankly anti-Ukrainian position, he saw a great danger to his plans
in the speeches of Metropolitan Andrey against the violent introduction of
the Russian Orthodox Church, his activity on unification, and, therefore, he
insisted on the arrest of A. Sheptytsky?”. In this he was supported by the
tsarist governor of Galicia and Bukovyna, Count Y. Bobrynsky. As the
fullness of power was in their hands, the fate of Metropolitan was
predetermined. They needed only a formal occasion. On Sunday,
September 6, 1914, A. Sheptytsky had a service in the Church of the
Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary in Lviv, after which, as always, he
delivered a short sermon. In it, Metropolitan asked to pray for millions of
soldiers on both sides of the front, described the terrible state of Galicia,
which became an arena for war battles from the first days of the war, called
for mutual understanding between Galicians and Russians. “We must know
ourselves”, he said, “though in many respects we are like ourselves. They
have a service the same as ours, they call themselves “Orthodox” and we are
“Orthodox”. Our Orthodoxy is ecclesiastical, their Orthodoxy is the state
Orthodoxy, that is to say, a “treasury” one, which means that they base their
Orthodoxy on the state power, we derive that power from the unity with the
Holy Catholic Church, through which the grace of God emerges and in
which there is a true source of salvation”?’®.

It was these words that led to the arrest of Metropolitan on September 19,
1914 and to his the exile first to Kyiv and then to Russia: to Nizhny
Novgorod, Kursk, Suzdal, Yaroslavl. In Suzdal, A. Sheptytsky was
imprisoned in a monastery-prison. The conditions of imprisonment were
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very harsh: the low cell did not allow him to stand in full height,
Metropolitan was forbidden to talk, to write letters, to leave the cell and even
the church.

In defense of the “tsarist prisoner”, progressive figures of Russia,
including the writer V.G. Korolenko, the European press, the Austrian and
German governments, the Spanish king, the European aristocratic nobility,
the Apostolic See, made a protest. Following the retreat of the tsarist troops,
the Lviv community twice appealed to Nikolai Il to release Metropolitan,
because there was no need in hostages any more. However, months, years
passed, and there was no answer.

Only in March 1917, at the request of Nikon, Metropolitan of
Krasnoyarsk, the government of O. Kerensky finally released A. Sheptytsky
from imprisonment. Nikon demanded: “..to release the great sufferer
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, who in the difficult moment for his
peoples did not leave them, but remained with them, and for that he was
imprisoned, which disgraced the whole Russia to the world”%"",

However, even under such unfavorable conditions, A. Sheptytsky tried to
use his captivity to attempt to register the Greek Catholic Church in Ukraine
and Russia. During his brief stay in Kyiv in 1914, Sheptytsky dedicated Fr.
Joseph Botsian, Rector of Lviv Theological Seminary as Bishop of Lutsk.
After his release, at the end of May 1917, Metropolitan convened a Synod of
the Russian Catholic Church in Petrograd, consisting of 8 Orthodox priests,
during which he nominated Fr. Leonid Fedorov as his exarch of the whole of
Russia, and two other exarchs were appointed for Belarus and Ukraine, in
particular, Fr. Volodymyr Hromnytsky — as an exarch for Eastern Ukraine,
and Fr. Mykhailo Tsehelsky — as the General Vicar. The newly created
structure of the Greek Catholic Church in the East existed until the arrivals
of the Bolshevik power, when it was liquidated, like all other churches.

During his forced stay in Russia, A. Sheptytsky had the opportunity to
get acquainted with the upbringing, the structure of the Russian Orthodox
Church, to feel its prejudiced attitude towards the West. Here he also
realized that the West did not know the East sufficiently. Therefore, in order
to increase and unite the Churches, the West must study not only Eastern
theology, but also the psychology and ideclogy of Eastern Christianity. In
his view, several institutions had to be set up in the West for an in-depth
study of Eastern Christianity.

On the advice of A. Sheptytsky, Pope Benedict XV created the Roman
Oriental Institute and handed it over to Benedictines. However, Metropolitan
Andrey was not satisfied with the establishment of only one institute. He
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personally addressed the Benedictines to establish their own institution or
the center for oriental studies. This led to appearance of the Eastern
Benedictine Monastery in Amei. In response to the formation of this
monastery, the Dominicans set up a “True” — an Orthodox Studies Center in
Paris; and in the Netherlands Kyr Andrey started personally the “Apostolate
of the Unification” to learn about the East. All these institutions began to
publish scientific journals. Due to the efforts of A. Sheptytsky, ecumenical
ideas also spread in Spain — a review “Obza del oriente Kristiano” was
published here — and in England, where the journal “The Eastern Churches
Quaterly” began to be published.

However, A. Sheptytsky did not limit himself only to organizational
activities. Being in Rome in 1921-22, before and after his great pastoral
journey, during which he visited the Ukrainian diaspora in France, Belgium,
Holland, England, Canada, USA, Brazil, Argentina, A. Sheptytsky not only
met Pope Benedict XV and Pius XI personally, described them the terrible
state of Galicia under Polish occupation and told them about his plans, but
he also gave several public lectures on the idea and missionary capabilities
of the union.

For the same purpose, that is, to encourage and prepare the Galician
clergy for missionary work in the East, on December 16, 1923, Metropolitan
founded the Theological and Scientific Society. At the scientific sessions of
the Society, up to 1939, 25 reports were listened, most of them ecumenical.

In February 1928, Metropolitan opened the Greek Catholic Theological
Academy in Lviv, which was to become “the foundation of the spiritual
revival of Our People and the preparation of our Holy Church to fulfill the
great mission in the vineyard of Christ, on Ukrainian Land and among the
peoples of Eastern Europe...”?”®, to serve the case of the religious union
between East and West. A. Sheptytsky also directed other educational
institutions of the Greek Catholic Church to accomplish this task.

It is clear that during the period between the two world wars,
Metropolitan’s major efforts were directed towards the restoration of the
Greek Catholic parish in Galicia, which upon his return from exile he found
in complete ruin. This work took place in the difficult conditions of the
advancement of Polish chauvinism, which could not bypass Metropolitan
himself. Repeated arrests, systematic harassment in the press, both Polish
and “homegrown” — radical, pro-communist, as well as in the autocephalous
periodicity of Canada and the USA, constant slanders on A. Sheptytsky from
the top of the Polish clergy to the Apostolic See, and to Pope personally —
such was an atmosphere in which Metropolitan had to act. However, the
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very fact that A. Sheptytsky was almost constantly in the spotlight testifies
to the importance of his activity and undeniable personal authority.

However, as can be seen from the above, Metropolitan Andrey
Sheptytsky did not leave ecumenical issues even in this situation, although
the conditions for the practical realization of his plans on unification
worsened.

Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky’s pastoral letter of August 2, 1938, “In the
case of the Chelm Land”, which referred to the protection of the Orthodox
Church in the Ukrainian lands that were part of Poland, caused the great
public resonance and had positive consequences. In this letter addressed to
the Greek-Catholic clergy, Metropolitan sharply condemns the brutal action
of the Polish government, which, with the help of administrative and police
factors, pursued a policy of banning Orthodox churches in the Chelm Land
and forcing the Orthodox to convert to Catholicism.

Destruction of the Orthodox churches led by starosts of the povits and by
Polish state police began in the winter of 1937 and acquired a large size in
the spring of 1938. It was held under the slogans of “equalization of
historical injustices” and “destruction of traces of captivity”. In the Chelm
Land and Pidliashia region, the Poles out of 389 Orthodox churches turned
149 into Roman Catholic churches, and they completely destroyed 189.
There were unique monuments of church architecture among the destroyed
churches. At the same time, the cemeteries near the churches were often
destroyed, the remains of the Orthodox were thrown out of the graves with
the greatest abuse, the religious and national feelings of the Orthodox
believers were ridiculed.

In his message, Metropolitan Andrey stood up for the protection of
“persecuted brothers, of our not-united Orthodox Christians of Volyn,
Chelm Land, Pidliashia and Polissia”?"°. After listing the devastation caused
by this action, Metropolitan of Lviv and Galicia states: “The whole
Orthodox population of Poland is alarmed. The population of the Chelm
Land is wounded into the most holy and noblest of feelings. And all those,
who are united with the Universal Church in the East, are feeling sorry for
the blow, that a case of the union...

The events in the Chelm Land obliterate in the souls of the Orthodox, our
not-united brothers and sisters, the very idea of the possibility of union,
present the Ecumenical Church as hostile and dangerous to the Orthodox
people. In the eyes of the multi-million population of Poland, the Apostolic
Capital is represented as an accessory in the case of destruction. A new
abyss is opening up between East and West™?®.

9 Haykoswit 36ipank YBY. T. 15. Mionxen, 1992. C. 49.
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According to the author of the message, the anti-Christian acts and facts
of religious persecution are a triumph for the enemies of the Church — the
Masons, who have caused a “moral blow to the very idea of uniting the
Churches and to the authority of the Universal Church and the Apostolic
Capital™®,

The message was published on the front page of the newspaper “Dilo”
(dated August 23, 1938) and was immediately banned by Polish censorship.
However, the Polish police could not confiscate the circulation of the
newspaper: anticipating this, the printing and editorial staff was able to get
ahead of the police and take out and distribute the entire printing of the
issue. Sheptytsky’s protest became widely known not only in Poland but
throughout Europe. The Vatican intervened, and the violent Catholicization
of the Orthodox Ukrainian population was stopped.

The beginning of World War 11, the annexation of Western Ukraine and
Western Belarus to the USSR, in accordance with the Ribbentrop-Molotov
Pact, revived the hopes of A. Sheptytsky to carry out an ecumenical action in
the territory of the whole East. As early as September 7, 1939, he convened
a secret meeting of the Exarchs to discuss his plans about union. Using the
powers granted to him by Pope Pius X and confirmed by his successors,
Metropolitan Sheptytsky on October 9, 1939 created four new exarchates,
covering the entire Soviet Union: exarchate of Volyn and Chelm Land,
headed by bishop Mykola Chernetsky; exarchate for Belarus (Father
Anthony Nemantsevych); exarchate of Great Russia and Siberia (Father
Abbot Clementiy Sheptytsky); exarchate for Great Ukraine (Dnieper
Ukraine) (Archbishop Josyf Slipyi)?®2. At the same time, on October 10,
1939, Metropolitan writes a letter to Pope Pius XII asking him to confirm the
authority given to him by Pope Pius X and permission to consecrate
Archbishop Fr. Josyf Slipyi as his helper with a right of succession. Two
weeks later, the Congregation for the Eastern Church fulfilled the request of
Metropolitan. However, his new powers canceled the previous ones.
Therefore, on October 12, 1940, Metropolitan Andrey informed the four
exarchs that he no longer had even the power to accept their release from the
the duties and that he leaves them with a conscientious choice of further
course of action.

A. Sheptytsky connects certain new prospects for his traditional work on
the unification of the Churches with the advance of German troops and the
occupation of Ukraine, Belarus and a part of Russia. He was quickly
convinced, however, that the occupation policy of the Third Reich in the
East would not make it possible to carry out an action on unification in full.

% pid. C. 50.
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The Germans forbade the missionary activities of Catholic priests; they
arrested and executed Exarch Nemantsevych and many lower-ranking
clergy...

That is why, from the end of 1941 a new stage of A. Sheptytsky’s
activity on unification begins: from now on his Christian “oikumen” is
restricted to the territories of Ukraine. He directs all his efforts towards
rapprochement and the future unification of the Ukrainian Orthodox and
Catholic churches, because “no people suffered in education so much from
the unhappy separation of the Churches as the Ukrainian people”283.
According to A. Sheptytsky, church unity is indispensable because of three
main considerations. First, such unity, he believed, would be an important
factor in the union of Ukraine with the West, because in a cultural and
spiritual sense, Ukrainians belong to the European, rather than Euro-Asian
(or Asian-European, according to the apt expression of the famous poet
M. Brodsky) continent. Therefore, A. Sheptytsky writes, since ancient times,
“in Ukraine, as today, smarter people have seen... that the future of the
people is in conjunction with the West, because only this union is able to
distinguish our nation from the neighbors of the north and northwest. They
understood that only a religious connection could secure a future connection
with the culture of the West, because the West would not recognize us, if we
will be for a long time religiously connected with Asia. And we have no
other way of getting connections with Western culture, except with the help
of some direct connection that would jump over our closest neighbors from
the West. And such a connection can only be a religious connection”?*.

Secondly, the union with the Universal Church would become a model of
national unity, of which the Ukrainian people dreamed for centuries. “In
church unity,” A. Sheptytsky noted, “we will have not only strength but also
an example of what national unity should look like. From the structure of a
single, holy, universal apostolic Church, we will be able to learn and attest to
what should be the sovereign leading unity of the Ukrainian people”?®.

Finally, thirdly, the religious and national processes of unity of the
people are interconnected and interdependent and do not exist without one
another. According to A. Sheptytsky, “Ukrainians are faced with such an
absolute need to do everything in their power to achieve national unity,
without which all our ideals and works for church unity will be dispelled,
that is again one of the most important conditions of national unity”?%°,

However, the real state of affairs at the time was disappointing: the war
sharpened religious, national, and political contradictions. “There is no need

283 [lenruubkuit Augpeit. Jiuctu-nocmanms (1939-1944). Jsis, 1991. C. 76.

24 [ TenmuubKuit Amnppeit. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIsBis, 1991. C. 356.

%5 Tpunbox 1. Ciyra Boskwmit Amnpeit. Brazosicuux €onocmu. Miouxen, 1961. C. 198,
26 [ {enruupkuii Annpeit. 3a omHicts Lepksu. Jloeoc. 1952. T. 3. Ne 3. C. 163.

102



in other enemies”, A. Sheptytsky notes with pain and bitterness, “when
Ukrainians themselves are enemies of Ukraine, who hate each other and do
not even feel ashamed of that hatred! As long as there is no Christian unity
between us, for so long will our weakest opponent be stronger than we are!
As long as Ukrainians in their national affairs will be remembered more for
their own individual good, for so long the common cause will not be able to
develop successfully. Because there will be no common cause, because it
will not be in the minds and in the conscience of the people!”?.

Therefore, the main task that Metropolitan set before the clergy and
believers is next: “There is no greater sign for our people today, as unity, and
no more important work for our clergy than the work on the national and
Christian unity of the people. These two works are complementary”?®. Such
activity, according to A. Sheptytsky, should not only be considered as one of
the main manifestations of the moral obligation of the love of God, which is
embodied in Christian love for one’s neighbor, but it also should be
considered as the most important element of Christian patriotism. This is not
a political, not a pagan 9patriotism, in which “love to ours is received with the
hatred of all others”®. The essence of Christian patriotism, according to
A. Sheptytsky, is that, while loving all peoples of the world with the love of
one’s neighbor, own people, the Ukrainian people, must be loved with a
Christian love more than other peoples, and we must be prepared to give our
people a lifetime’s work, and if it is needful — the life itself.

Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky conducts his activities, aimed at the
formation of a unified Ukrainian Church, in two directions. On the one hand,
he does not lose hope in the more thorough support of his plans on
unification by the Apostolic See. With this aim, on October 29, 1941, A.
Sheptytsky wrote an information letter to the Pope. In a letter, written in
French, he presents an analysis of the situation of the Church in Ukraine
under the Bolshevik, and subsequently German occupation, and raises the
question of “the return to the Church of Christ of millions of Eastern
believers, still excommunicated from unity”?®. This requires priests, but the
Germans forbid both Greek Catholics and Orthodox from Volyn and Chelm
Land to do missionary work in the Dnieper Ukraine. Among the
intelligentsia in Ukraine, there are also people who are sympathetic to the
Greek Catholic Church; they need only a bishop who is willing to promote
church unity. “If it was possible for us to send one bishop to Kyiv,”
A. Sheptytsky writes, “it seems that with his hard work and caution, he could
take the lead of the movement and bring at least a healthy majority of the

%7 [lenruubkuit Augpeit. Jiuctu-nocnanus (1939-1944). Jseis, 1991. C. 230.
%8 |pid. C. 408.

%9 |pid. C. 413.

20 Kozlevskij C. Metropolite Andre Szeptyckyj. 1865-1944. Rome, 1964. P. 375.

103



whole people to Catholic unity. We cannot send anyone out because of a
formal ban by the Germans, but if there were some pious and reasonable
people among Orthodox Ukrainians that could fulfill this task of spreading
churczhglunity throughout the country, the Catholic Church could have
won”,

Therefore, Metropolitan once again asks Pope Pius XII to confirm the
authority given to him by Pope Pius X, and to confirm the already named
exarchs, which will help him in his work in the East. On November 22,
1941, the Pope confirmed the exarchs and hamed Metropolitan Andrey as a
delegate to the Apostolic See. However, the Pope did not dare to grant
Metropolitan’s request for the ordination of several bishops among Orthodox
converts.

On the other hand, at the same time as he wrote the letter to Pope Pius
XIl, Metropolitan Sheptytsky appealed directly to Orthodox bishops and
later to the Ukrainian Orthodox believers from inteligentsia, with letters
calling for ecclesiastical and national unity. These letters were partly printed
in the Ukrainian press of that time, and then published in a collection of
documents “In the Case of Understanding” (left unfinished), with the preface
by Metropolitan, with the responses to his letters, and with A. Sheptytsky’s
answers to his opponents. The following documents are in chronological
order:

1. Letter from Metropolitan Sheptytsky to 1. Ohienko, Archbishop of
Chelm, dated October 21, 1941;

2. An open letter from A. Sheptytsky to the Warsaw Orthodox
Metropolitan Dionysius of December 30, 1941;

3. Letter from Metropolitan Andrey to Orthodox Bishops in Ukraine and
the Ukrainian lands of December 30, 1941;

4. Letter from Metropolitan to the Ukrainian Orthodox believers from
inteligentsia of March 3, 1942

A. Sheptytsky was acquainted with professor I. Ohienko — a well-known
specialist in the history of Ukrainian culture and the Church, Minister of
Education within the Government of the UPR (from January to May 1919),
the founder and first rector of Kamyanets-Podilsky University —since the
1920s, when 1.Ohienko as an emiagrant arrived in Lviv and found refuge in
Metropolitan’s premises. Recalling the old acquaintance and friendship,
Metropolitan congratulated Hilarion on his recent consecration, wished him
to restore “St. Volodymyr’s and Metropolitan Hilarion’s faith”?*?; asked to
clear the Ukrainian Orthodox Church from non-canonical, harmful, forcibly

1 XK yxoBchkuit A. Mutpononut Annpeii Llenmiupkuii i npasocnas’s. Haykosuti 36ipuux
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imposed institutions or laws, and, above all, from the Moscow intolerance
and anxiety that marked all Moscow Orthodoxy.

Archbishop Hilarion replied to Metropolitan by letter dated November
14, 1941. The main point is that the rapprochement between the two
Ukrainian Churches will be possible when not only the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church is cleansed of Moscow’s influence, but also the Greek Catholic
Church will be rid of alien Latin additions. Then “both Ukrainian Churches
will come closer to each other like two sisters”?,

An open letter from A. Sheptytsky to the Orthodox Metropolitan of
Warsaw Dionysius was published, despite the prohibition of German
occupying power, in the “Krakiwski Visty” of February 15, 1942. In it,
Metropolitan proposed a broad program of action to bring the Churches
closer together. The reply to this letter, as well as to A. Sheptytsky’s appeal
to the Orthodox Archdiocese, which will be discussed later, was given by the
Council of the Orthodox Church of the Governor-General, which took place
on May 27, 1942, and it stated unequivocally: “We are delighted to welcome
the Greek Catholic brothers in our Orthodox Church”?*. This decision was
prepared by Hilarion Ohienko, and Metropolitan Dionysius Valedynsky and
Archbishop Palladium Vydybida-Rudenko also participated in the Council,
the latter considering the decision to be too sharp. Naturally, ecumenical
dialogue could not be reached at such a level and with such a tone.

Central place in Metropolitan Andrey’s action on the rapprochement of
the Ukrainian Churches takes the open letter “To all the Most Reverend and
Blessed Orthodox Bishops in Ukraine and the Ukrainian lands”, which was
written on December 30, 1941 and published in the diary “Krakiwski Visti”
on February 15, 1942. In this small message, A. Sheptytsky closely links
religious affairs with Ukrainian national affairs. “To reach our national
ideals,” he writes, “we need unity... Among the differentiations that divide
Ukrainians, religious affairs in which we are so divided take not the last
place. And, of course, religious unity would be a powerful impetus for
national unity. So, | think, every Ukrainian patriot must do everything he can
to achieve such religious unity”?%. Such unity, according to A. Sheptytsky,
is possible, because the cases that divide the Churches happened a long time
ago. These were disputes between the Greeks and Latins, between the
traditions learned from the Greek and Moscow churches. However, there are
also some prerequisites for a union, namely: a common desire for
reconciliation, that all people pray for unity, and finally, concessions are
needed from both sides, elimination of all that impedes union. “Therefore, it
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will surely be necessary for us to express our sincere thoughts and to openly
discuss all the life and theological affairs connected with the union of the
Churches, to seek a way to a union”?*. This letter was an invitation to such
an open and objective dialogue.

There were few responses to Metropolitan’s message. In his letter of
March 1, 1942, Palladium, Archbishop of Krakow and Lemkivshchyna
states that A. Sheptytsky’s appeal “to the Orthodox Ukrainian Hierarchy is
what our Church has been expecting for more than 300 years... The discord,
that was artificially largerly implemented by the enemies of the Ukrainian
Church and the Ukrainian people, must be stopped”®®’. However, in doing
so, he offers his vision of the path of uniting the Churches: “With the
knowledge of our Kiriarkh, | have the honor to announce that from the side
of the Orthodox Church, we will endeavor to remove all obstacles to the
great case of unification, which will be based on returning to the state, that
we had before the official collapse of the Orthodox Ukrainian Church in the
16th century”?®. Obviously, this was in fact a call for the elimination of the
Greek Catholic Church and the return to the pre-union status.

Olexiy (Alexei) Hromadsky, Metropolitan of Volyn and Zhytomyr,
Exarch of the Ukrainian Autonomous Orthodox Church, remaining in the
jurisdiction of the Moscow Patriarchate, in a letter dated April 1942, agrees,
factually, with Metropolitan Andrey’s idea of unity, but expresses doubts
abouth the possibility of its implementation. “...Theoretically, I fully
conjecture our union,” he writes, “because nothing can prevent that in
thought, but practically this combination could be realized only when there
is no sin and damage to human nature”?%°. According to him, the obstacles to
unification not only lie in the ages, but they also find nourishment in the
present, they are eternal. “History, politics, selfishness, individualism and
many different isms, from which so much misery on earth, these are
obstacles that will probably not be overcome until the end of the world, and
they will not allow the union of Christians with each other on earth”*®.
Pointing to the difficulties that he encountered in trying to establish
cooperation between the Autonomous Orthodox Church and the Ukrainian
Autocephalous Orthodox Church, Fr. Olexiy thought that “...the difference
in religious views may be needed on earth, because it is not for nothing that
they say that beauty lies in diversity”*"".
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Painful for Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky was the silence of the bishops of
the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church, which formed itself under
the direction of Metropolitan Polikarp Sikorsky and spread its activity in the
territory of the Dnieper Ukraine, in the so-called Reichskommissariat
Ukraine.

An open letter of A. Sheptytsky to the Ukrainian Orthodox believers of
March 3, 1942 was an addition to Metropolitan’s message to Orthodox
Archiereus. In it, Metropolitan addresses the representatives of Ukrainian
science, literature, art, public figures, as well as patriotic clergy, whom he
regards as a leading section in society that also has a strong voice in church
affairs.

The letter to intelligentsia specifies Metropolitan’s plans of unification
and indicates which ways to complete unity should be chosen. First of all,
A. Sheptytsky explains his personal condition: he cannot become a
Metropolitan of Kyiv as a Greek Catholic. In addition, he has neither desire
nor physical fitness because of his age and illness. According to him,
“Metropolitan of Kyiv should be chosen from Orthodox or Autocephalous
Bishops or priests. If he was united with the Universal Church, we, all Greek
Catholics, would be subject to him and | would be the first to gladly submit
to his supreme power>". Writing this letter, A. Sheptytsky emphasizes that
he has no personal interest and will only fulfill the duty of the Ukrainian
patriot. Metropolitan is aware that the complete unity of Greek Catholic and
Ukrainian Orthodox denominations is a matter of the very far future. Such
unity would only be possible after the long efforts to bring the Churches
closer together and to know each other, which in turn is necessary to achieve
national unity. Future unity should be pursued through reconciliation, while
eliminating mutual misunderstandings between Ukrainians and between
Ukrainian denominations. A. Sheptytsky particularly emphasizes that union
with the Universal Church does not require renunciation of the customs,
giving up the rite of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, since the difference
between Greek Catholics and Ukrainian Orthodox in these matters is very
small. Asking the Ukrainian religious intelligentsia to actively work on
interfaith spread, A. Sheptytsky notes that even if this work does not lead to
full unification, it will still be of great benefit to the Ukrainian people,
because it will lead to national unity.

Metropolitan’s letter to the Ukrainian intelligentsia received more
responses than his appeal to Orthodox bishops. Some of them were positive,
others were polemical and with a negative attitude to the proposals of
unification, with accusations of the Apostolic See of disrespectful attitude
not only to the Orthodox but also to the Greek Catholic Church. Even the
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fact that A. Sheptytsky himself, despite his undisputed services to the
Church, was not proclaimed a cardinal, was cited as proof of the latter. Only
the “Letter to His Eminence Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky”, dated April
1942, was published by some Ukrainian figures from Prague and Warsaw,
old emigrants. This letter, written in a polemical tone, strongly condemns the
historical aspect of the Union and the Catholic Church. The authors of the
candid letter regard the Church Union as one of the saddest days of the
Ukrainian past, which can be compared with the times of serfdom. In their
view, all the epic and historical literature in which Zaporizhia Sich appears
in one role or another is an evidence of this. According to the authors of this
letter, no efforts towards union are directed at the unification of the Greek
Catholic and Orthodox Church, but at the annexation of the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church to the Roman Catholic Church, which the Polish
Catholicity in Eastern Europe has always represented. “How it represented
the Roman Church,” they write, “is witnessed by many monuments of the
Christophile polish clergy — destroyed, closed and converted into Polish
kosciols the Orthodox Churches in the Chelm Land and Volyn in 1937-
383 Moreover, this destruction was carried out on the tolerance of the
Roman Curia, which, through the Warsaw Nuncio, even advised
Metropolitan A. Sheptytsky to appease the defense of not-united Orthodox.

Protecting themselves from criticism that “Ukrainian Orthodoxy has too
much Moscow appeal”, the authors of the letter argue that it will be easier to
get rid of it than for the Greek Catholic Church to get rid of the influence of
Roman Catholics, such as celibacy, for example. But “in the end, it is the
internal affair of both churches and it’s not of essential importance for the
action of unification™*%,

Much space in the letter is devoted to the generally traditional dogmatic
arguments about the primacy of the Pope and the role of the Eastern
patriarchs. It is claimed that in the X century it was the Roman patriarch,
equal among other patriarchs, who broke away from the cathedral Church,
represented by the four universal patriarchs, and made a number of
innovations, both ceremonial and dogmatic. Therefore, “in the understanding
of all Orthodox, Ecumenical Church is a majority (four Ecumenical
Patriarchs) who remained true to all the decrees of Ecumenical Councils, not
a minority (one Roman Patriarch) who did not want to be equal with the
latter in the spirit of Councils and departed from them both in dogmas and in
church practice™®. Thus, even while maintaining the traditional Eastern rite,
the psychology of the Orthodox will not be able to agree with many of the
latest tenets of the Roman Church.
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While declaring their desire to work for the greatest possible
understanding and agreement between the Greek Catholic and Orthodox
Churches in the spirit of Christian love, the authors of the letter, however,
believe that connecting the churches would be harmful to the Ukrainian
people, and, therefore, propose to establish an inter-denominational
cooperation only to help in the revival of the Orthodox Church, destroyed by
the Bolsheviks. Among other things, in their opinion, “only our Orthodox
hierarchs... can solve the problems of the relationship of our Orthodox
Church with other churches, or only consider them™*®.

Despite such a frankly destructive attitude to his proposals, Metropolitan
Andrey Sheptytsky does not abandon his attempts to reach the mutual
understanding. He again tries to explain to the intelligentsia what his action
of unification (1941-1942) was all about. To this end, A. Sheptytsky prints
his answers to the letters in the collection of documents “In the Case of
Understanding”.

In his opening remarks, Metropolitan notes that “the answers were so
negative that only with good will one can think that at least some kind of
understanding is possible. And many of the answers express an indignation
that someone can suppose this. are quite outrageous that anyone can assume.
Yet, these answers are such a large material for discussion that they cannot
be silently omitted*”’. Opening the discussion, Metropolitan Andrey made
some preliminary remarks. First, A. Sheptytsky emphasizes that complete
unity, that is, the formation of one religion, can only be achieved after a
series of understandings. Therefore, the formation of a single church is more
a matter of theory rather than practice. In reality, it is about reaching an
understanding between different Ukrainian confessions in order to achieve
national unity.

Secondly, A. Sheptytsky notes, his invitation to cooperate on the
rapprochement of the Churches was understood by everyone only as a call
for the complete union of the Orthodox with the Greek Catholics, and
through it — the acceptance by all Orthodox the Union with the Apostolic
See. Meanwhile, according to Metropolitan, it is possible to talk about
different ways of understanding, without merging into one confession. “You
could also think about the connection of the Orthodox denominations with
Gr. Catholic, in which a new creed of both the united would arise, which
would be neither ancient Orthodox nor ancient Gr. Cath. Church”*®. No one
even thought of the possibility of such a multivariate interfaith relationship,
because the idea of uniting the Churches was rudely reduced only to the
Union.
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Answering the question about character of the connection, Metropolitan
firmly rejects the allegation that it intends to subordinate completely the
Ukrainian Churches to the Roman Catholic Church. He writes: “Single
churches remain connected with all other churches in the West, they can
retain far-reaching autonomy, which can be called autocephaly...”*®.
Moreover, according to A. Sheptytsky, Greek Catholics are ready, even with
a loss for themselves, to surrender themselves to the power of the
Metropolitan of Kyiv, if only he accepts the Universal faith.

It is interesting that representatives of the Orthodox intelligentsia — who
in their attitude to A. Sheptytsky always tried to hold firmly to the historical
ground — did not even notice in polemical passion how close the views of
Metropolitan Andrey are to the project of the unity of the Churches,
proposed three hundred years before by other great Metropolitan, and not a
Greek Catholic one, but an Orthodox — Petro Mohyla...**°

A. Sheptytsky refutes his opponents’ assertion that the Roman Church is
involved in the destruction of the Orthodox Churches and the persecution of
believers in the Chelm Land and Volyn, finding them unproven. The
appearance of such negative judgments is, in his opinion, because “you are
often judging the activity of Roman Church, while being impressed by what
the enemies of Christianity say or write about it.., but do not accept what is
being told toYou about the Roman Church and its influence on us by the
Ukrainians, who cannot be left behind by the position of Ukrainian
patriotism™**,

A. Sheptytsky could not also ignore the field of history, to which the
representatives of the Orthodox intelligentsia reduced the case of mutual
understanding, although, as he himself points out, he is doing it without a
pleasure. “I know,” Metropolitan writes, “that when we seek mutual
understanding and agreement between different Ukrainian confessions, it
would be better to leave aside the arguments of history. During every
reconciliation, even when it is not a question of joining and union, one must
first say on both sides: “Forget it!” And the Lords would rather say, “We
will not forget it to you!”*'2. According to A. Sheptytsky, such an approach,
in which Greek Catholics of the XX century are declared responsible for the
events of the XVI-XVII centuries and even the X-XI centuries, it is not
constructive, it makes it impossible for religious and national understanding.
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Metropolitan, however, does not avoid historical discussion, making two
remarks. First, in his opinion, the Orthodox intelligentsia knows the history
of the Union of Brest and its consequences from the writings of historians,
who all, or almost all, were not only enemies of the Union of Churches, but
also were enemies of the Ukrainian people. Therefore, their descriptions
require careful review. Secondly, only such historical facts should be taken
into account during the discussion, which no one can dispute.

In hir answers A. Sheptytsky thoroughly analyzes the main arguments of
the opponents and presents hir own vision of historical processes. First of all,
he refers to the events of 1596, that is, to the Union of Brest. “The fact is,”
he writes, “that the Union of Brest has been signed by all the bishops of the
Kyiv ecclesiastical province, to which Bila Rus belonged. Two of the
bishops, of Lviv and Przemysl, called out their Word”®3, Therefore, if we
follow the logic of the representatives of the Orthodox intelligentsia, who
have declared that only Orthodox hierarchs are competent to solve the issues
of inter-church relations, and the believers should follow them, then since
the XVI century the history of the union of the Churches would go other
ways. So, A. Sheptytsky states, there was a kind of double standard: what is
good in the XX century is proclaimed a total evil for the XVI-
XVII centuries.

Another objection that the opponents made to Metropolitan is concerned
with the historical events of the X century, that is, the split of the Churches.
The arguments they put forward, according to Sheptytsky, “are not recorded
historical facts**, and he does not recognize them as such. In a letter from
the Orthodox faithful intelligentsia, a quantitative approach was proposed to
solve the question of what the true Universal Church is — Constantinople or
Roman; Metropolitan Andrey proposes to look at the matter from another,
qualitative side. Briefly, the essence of his argumentation is as follows: first,
none of the Roman Bishops recognized the superstition of the patriarchs of
Constantinople, while at least a dozen patriarchs of Constantinople
recognized the superiority of the Roman throne. Secondly, there are no texts
of St. Fathers who would argue that Constantinople exercised some kind of
rule over Rome, while the reverse was recorded in several hundred texts.
Thirdly, the Roman Bishops changed at least five Patriarchs of
Constantinople, and there was not a single case to be vice versa. These and
other facts cited by the Metropolitan in his answers, in his belief,
undoubtedly attest to the right of the Apostolic See to be at the head of the
Universal Church.

*3 enruupkuit Arapeit. Jinctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JTsei, 1991. C. 354-355.
%14 Ibid. C. 352.

111



Finally, another accusation of A. Sheptytsky’s opponents is that the
Roman Bishops “have made a number of innovations, both dogmatic and
ceremonial, without asking the opinion of other patriarchs...”*">. However,
Sheptytsky says, Moscow Patriarch Nikon and Metropolitan Petro Mohyla
of Kyiv, these great reformers of the rite and the church life, also made
innovations, not seeking the consent of not only the Roman Bishop, but also
of the Eastern Patriarchs. But for some reason their competence is beyond
doubt for the Orthodox. As for dogmatic innovations, Metropolitan Andrey
believes that none of them contradicts the teaching of the Church of the first
10 centuries. They are all aimed at “protecting the doctrine of the Divine
Revelation against its new false understanding by establishing theological
and philosophical terms that would describe and explain the old unchanging
faith in a new word™3'.

Unfortunately, this discussion did not continue. The malevolent attitude
of Orthodox bishops and religious intellectuals to the ecumenical ideas of
Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, the prohibition of the German occupying
power to publish any materials concerning the unification of the Ukrainian
Churches, made it impossible for further unity.

Summing up A. Sheptytsky’s long-standing activity in bringing together
and uniting Churches, both Orthodox and Catholic, it should be emphasized
once again that Metropolitan considered the matter of unity as priority over
all his activities, he was ready to give his life for it. In our opinion, it is
impossible to agree with the conclusion of one of the most famous
researchers of his life and works, S. Baran: “In practice, Metropolitan’s great
religious plans came out with very little or nothing”®"’. If Great Metropolitan
failed to fulfill the dream of his life, then his preparation did not go to waste,
it became a valuable heritage, which can serve as a signpost for solving
equally difficult problems of relations between two traditional Ukrainian
denominations in modern Ukraine.

% |bid. C. 358.
316 IMTenruubKuit Amnppeit. Jluctu-nocnanns (1939-1944). JIeBis, 1991. C. 405.
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PART 6.
RELIGION AND CHURCH IN CARPATHIAN UKRAINE

The long-standing national liberation struggle of Transcarpathian
Ukrainians for their autonomous rights ended with their acquisition in
October 1938, when the Prague political power appointed Andriy Brodi as
the head of the local government, and soon it appointed Avhustyn Voloshyn.
On February 12, 1939, elections to the Soim of Carpathian Ukraine were
held, after what it declared full independence on March 15. These vivid and
dignified events were caused by Ukrainian political parties, various patriotic
societies, including “Prosvita”, a number of well-known socio-political
figures of the region, who throughout the interwar period advocated the
Ukrainian idea, defended the right of the local population to have their own
statehood. An important role in these processes was played by the Greek
Catholic Church, which for several decades has brought up a whole pleiad of
bright personalities, including the President of Carpathian Ukraine,
Auvhustyn Voloshyn, patriotic Ukrainian priests and cultural and
educational figures Kyrylo Fedelesh, Stepan Sabol (Zoreslav), Karlo Kupar,
Yuri Stanynets and many others. At the same time, it should be noted that
some Transcarpathian priests did not support the Ukrainian idea and openly
campaigned against it. Often, they fought openly against the autonomous
government of Avhustyn Voloshyn Voloshyn, and supported the idea of
entering Transcarpathia into Horthy’s Hungary. With the occupation of the
Carpathian Ukraine by the Hungarian troops, mass repressions against its
defenders began. The clergy also went through this.

Taking into account the fact that the true history of the church in
Transcarpathia was forbidden before the proclamation of Ukraine’s
independence, the first objective scientific publications appeared abroad.
Their authors mainly were active participants in the national liberation
competitions of 1938-1939, who immigrated to the countries of Europe and
America after the occupation of Transcarpathia by the Horthy’s troops.
Comprehensive monographs on the above-mentioned events were published
by V. Shandor, A. Shtefan, S. Rosokha and Y. Khymynets. A huge factual
material is contained in the memoirs and in a published diary of
V. Grendzha-Donsky, the editor-in-chief of the governmental newspaper
“Nova Svoboda”. Among the historians of the Ukrainian diaspora in the
United States who have been researching the history of the Greek Catholic
Church of the Carpathian Ukraine for many years, we should mention
P. Sterch, O. Danko, V. Markus, P.R. Magocsi, A. Pekar, M. Utrysk,
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I. Lysiak-Rudnytsky and others. In Ukraine, the aforementioned problem is
most fully reflected in the pages of the three-volume work “Essays on the
History of Transcarpathia”, which was published in the early 1990s under
the editorship of Professor I. Hranchak. Unfortunately, more space in it was
given not so much to Carpathian Ukraine as to the religious situation in
Transcarpathia during the interwar period. This issue is most fully
researched in the monographs and articles by M. Boldyzhar and
M. Palinchak. Issues of religion and church in the times of Carpathian
Ukraine were investigated by P. Chuchka, O. Khlanta, N. Benjko and
O. Dovhanych. The authors of the monographs on the life path and social
and political activity of Auvhustyn Voloshyn were M. Tokar, M. Zymomrya,
V. Homonnai, M. Klyap, V. Turyanytsya, V. Serhiychuk. Avhustyn
Voloshyn’s relationships with Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky were
explored by O. Khomenko and V. Basarab. The multifaceted activity of
Dionisije Njaradi was researched by I. Likhtey.

The main purpose is to investigate the main aspects of the church-
religious situation in the Carpathian Ukraine in the late 1930s, when the
young state underwent a sort of evolution from autonomy to declaration of
complete independence. Considerable attention is paid to the relationship
between representatives of the Orthodox and Greek Catholic Churches, the
activities of the most prominent representatives of the clergy of
Transcarpathia — Avhustyn Voloshyn, Dionisije Njaradi and Olexandr
Stoyka.

In the late 1930s, the Greek Catholic Church in non-Soviet Ukraine
counted 4.370.000 believers, 3.040 parishes with 4.440 churches. In five
eparchies with two Apostolic Administrators there were two bishops and one
metropolitan. According to the calculations of I. Ortynsky, there were
2.950 priests, 520 hieromonks (priests-monks), 1.100 nuns, 540 students of
theology, 4 small seminaries, 41 Catholic organizations and 38 magazines,
jornals and publishers in Western Ukraine®®. There were 410.000 Greek
Catholics in Transcarpathia®®.

In 1936, 140.000 Orthodox believers were registered in the land, they
were served by 67 church representatives (15 nuns and 52 priests)®?.
According to V. Markusj, “the movement of Orthodoxy began in the
Czechoslovakia in the 1920-30’s, and soon the Greek Catholic Church lost
its monopoly position among the Ukrainians. Orthodoxy spread on the

*8 Opman 1. 3akaprarrs. [Tapmxk, 1938. C. 118.
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initiative of mainly Russian, as well as Bukovynian and Galician Russophile,
emigrants, and thanks to the support of the Prague government, which saw in
the new religious movement a reaction to the political course of the
Magyarized Greek Catholic clergy”®®'. The first Serbian bishop in
Transcarpathia was Dosifeus, later Vladimir, whom the Hungarians removed
after occupation.

On November 2, 1938, the Vienna Arbitration took place, leaving
35 Greek Catholic parishes, led by Bishop O. Stoyka, who remained in
Uzhgorod, under Hungary®??. Thus, in Carpathian Ukraine, there were
280 parishes left without a bishop®?. As early as November 3, 1938, a
memorandum was drawn up on behalf of the Mukachevo Greek Catholic
eparchy and a number of political parties and associations, which was
transmitted to the governments of Czechoslovakia, the United Kingdom,
France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Romania, Hungary and Yugoslavia. It stated
that “the Vienna arbitration has taken away from the Carpathian Rus the
main city of Uzhgorod and the industrial center of Mukachevo, without
which the land cannot exist in economic, cultural and national terms.
Therefore, we declare that even after the Vienna Arbitration, we consider
this territory a single and inceparable»®?*. This memorandum had no effect
on the initiators of the arbitration in Vienna and it has a symbolic meaning.
Bishop O. Stoyka made an attempt to subjugate Greek-Catholic parishes of
the Carpathian Ukraine. He sent the youngest canonist Ludovic Minya to
Khust so he could manage 280 parishes. The Vatican, of course, did not take
that step.

In the current situation, Dionisije Njaradi, bishop of the Greek Catholic
Eparchy of Krizevci, took the initiative and “gave a memorandum to the
hands of Cardinal Eugene Tisserant, Secretary of the Congregation for the
Eastern Church in Rome, informing that in Carpathian Ukraine more than
400.000 believers remain without a bishop”325. On November 14, 1938,
Pope Pius X1 met D. Njaradi at his audience, during which he instructed him

21 Mapkyce B. HuITeHHS Tpexo-KaTONHITBKO! IepkBr B MyKadiBchKiil emapxii B 1945-
1950 pp. Binburka i3 36ipHuka npucssdenoro namsri 3. Kysemi. 3anucku HTIL. T. CXIX.
Tapwux, 1982. C. 5.

*2 Benpko H. Mixkondeciitni BinHOCHHY Ha 3aKapmaTTi B MOMiTHYHAX Momiax 1938-1949
pp. Haykosuii 36ipnux 3axapnamcvko2o Kpacsnasyoeo myselo. BHIyck Opyruid. YKropos,
1996. C. 103-119.

*3 Marouiit I1. P. ®opMyBaHHs HaIioHambHOI camocBimomocTi: ITimkapmatceka Pych
(1848-1948). Vxropox, 1994. C. 15.

%4 NMosrammua O. JI., Mamkyii 3. A., Tposa M. B. 3akapmarrs B poku BiifHu. YXKropos:
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to “take care of the poorest people of the Subcarpathian region, left without a
shepherd and other necessary means”*?®. On November 15, 1938, Cardinal
E. Tisserant on behalf of the Holy Congregation of the Eastern Church in
Vatican issued a decree No. 653/38, according to which “the jurisdiction of
the Most Holy Olexandr Stoyka, Rusyn Bishop of Mukachevo,begins in the
parishes oh his diocese, which are placed beyond the borders of the
Hungarian Kingdom, until the Apostolic Capital decides otherwise. All other
decisions, contrary to this, are hereby canceled”®’. The reason for such
Vatican’s move was explained by the effects of the Vienna Arbitration, after
which “a new distinction was made between the Czechoslovak Republic and
the Kingdom of Hungary” and “most of the Parishes of the Mukachevo
Diocese of Rusyns were, in fact, excommunicated from the cities of
Mukachevo and Uzhgorod”*?®. Due to the fact that “Mukachevo Bishop of
Rusyns has no possibility to get from one part (diocese) to another within his
jurisdiction”, the Vatican has “commissioned the High Blessed Dr. Dionisije
Njaradi, the Bishop of Krizevci, to overtake the power of the Apostolic
Visitator of the Mukachevo eparchy of Rusyns, who are in the Czechoslovak
Republic, and to inform the Apostolic Capital on everything”*%.

As ecarly as 1934, “Blahovisnyk” reported that in the near future a new
Greek Catholic bishopric should be established in Khust. This would allow
the Vatican to turn the Eparchy of Uzhgorod into a Metropoly. However, the
governmental message of the Apostolic Capital in this case came as early as
September 2, 1937. World War Il crossed out these credible plans.
Regarding the appointment of D. Njaradi as apostolic administrator of the
region, this act of the Vatican was considered only as temporary, “in
anticipation of the creation of own Transcarpathian metropoly”®. In an
interview with the newspaper “Nova Svoboda” on December 12, 1938,
D. Njaradi said: “There are, therefore, two eparchies, and ours still will be
governed by the apostolic administration, maybe for a long time...
According to my guess, the eparchy of Carpathian Ukraine will eventually
become definitively separate, because it can already be said that the Eparchy
of Mukachevo became two separate eparchies. The residence of the apostolic

%2 |bid. C. 84-85.
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administration is now in Khust and | think that the location of the eparchy
will be in the Capital of the Government of Carpathian Ukraine™*".

It is necessary to agree with the assertion of P. R. Magocsi that “since
Njaradi was a well-known Ukrainophile, such appointment testified that the
Vatican recognized the Ukrainian orientation of the autonomous
government”™¥, At that time Carpathian Ukraine was becoming the center of
the struggle not only political but also ecclesiastical. It was not accidentally
that A. Voloshyn in the “Manifesto of the Government of Carpathian
Ukraine to all citizens of Carpathian Ukraine” (November 3, 1938) called for
next: “Let all the religious and class disputes, which the enemies of our
people have caused between us, today disappear”**. In the deep conviction
of V. Shandor, “with the appointment of Bishop Njaradi as an apostolic
administrator in Khust, the Greek Catholic Church from the side of
jurisdiction was regulated well”***, What about Hungary, it expressed its
dissatisfaction with the Vatican’s appointment of Njaradi as the bishop of
Carpathian Ukraine.

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czechoslovak Republic informed
A. Voloshyn’s government on November 26, 1938 about the arrival of
D. Njaradi in the Carpathian Ukraine. “This news,” as “Nova svoboda”
wrote, “caused great satisfaction to the people of the Carpathian Ukraine”*®.
On November 29, Khust met Bishop D. Njaradi, who came from the Vatican
through Yugoslavia®®. On December 4, 1938, he held the first Divine
service in Khust, proclaiming the liturgy “for an independent Carpathian
Ukraine, for its people, for the Government and for its good — to be all for
one! One thing: in Catholicism, in Ukrainian nationality, all in a noble work,
in culture: in short, one thing in life and death!”¥", So, from the very first
days of his stay in Carpathian Ukraine, D. Njaradi established himself as a
sincere supporter of the Ukrainian idea.

The bishop’s Ukrainian orientation is clearly reflected in his “Pastoral
Letters” and “Appeals”. In one of his first Pastoral Letters, D. Njaradi said:
“I ask all the Fathers to have a Divine service during the week, if there are
no other intentions, to the Holy Father’s intention: “About the peace of the
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whole world”, but also for the good of our state. At the same time, I very
much entrust all my Faithful people in their prayers to ask for blessings for
our whole people, and above all for those in whose hands the God’s
Providence has given the power to govern our state and our people”**. On
December 18, 1938, D. Njaradi visited Perechyn, where he delivered a
speech in which he “urged believers to stand with confidence by the faith,
that only in some faith is our salvation and the success of our revival and the
better future of our nation and state liberation”*®. In the “Pastoral Letter” of
December 23, 1938, D. Njaradi informed the believers that “I gave our
eparchy of Mukachevo in the Czechoslovak Republic under the special care
of Virgin Mary, and our state proclaimed her a special Patroness-Protector of
Subcarpathian State”**°.

On January 1, 1939, the bishop addressed the “Father’s Friendly Word to
Fathers, Shepherds of the Soul”, in which he asked them “to be aware of
their sacred tasks, to keep themselves away from any anti-state agitation, so
that even the smallest shadow would not fall on their activities. Both
ecclesiastical law and natural law show us, the shepherds of the souls, which
must be our relation to the lawful Authority in the territory in which we have
to develop our priestly activity. We must take a positive position towards
such a government...”*". Despite this warning, Greek Catholic priests
N. Silvaj, I. Josyph, Z. Sholtes, 1. Minj and I. Emeryk were detained by the
Ukrainian police. They were accused of anti-Czech, anti-Ukrainian and pro-
Hungarian propaganda and were imprisoned in the Dumen concentration
camp. Undoubtedly, the above mentioned persons did not complete the list
of priests who openly worked for Hungary. Perhaps that is why some
members of the government of the Carpathian Ukraine have made proposals
to replace priests in some districts>*%.

Having begun to perform the duties of an apostolic administrator in
Carpathian Ukraine, D. Njaradi outlined his program of actions in an
interview with the editor of “Nova Svoboda” V. Grenja-Donsky on
December 12, 1938: “My plan is” the bishop said, “that each priest should
be an exemplary priest to his believers and perform his duties faithfully and
most accurately. My second plan is to introduce our clergy to Catholic
Action... The priest is not allowed to remove himself out of the cultural
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work among his believers; he must take the initiative and take a lively part in
this work. And there is a lot of such work everywhere: a) work of religious
content, organization of religious circles, of Catholic youth, etc .; b) work in
the reading room of “Prosvita”, care of it and its management; c) charitable
assistance to the poor; d) Organizing and conducting anti-alcohol groups...
It would also be desirable for the priesthood to provide educational work of
economical content... To give lectures and practical recommendations with
the purpose of elevating our people to a higher economic level. It would be a
good idea to set up a committee in each parish in order to allow the talented
poor boys to be educated through financial aid... In Carpathian Ukraine there
should be published a weekly newspaper, which could contain, in addition to
political and cultural revision, valuable economic advices from the
peasants... It is absolutely necessary for the people to publish as many cheap
popular books as it is possible™*,

D. Njaradi actively began to implement his plan. The bishop founded
“The Society of Greek Catholic Priests”, headed by Y. Stanynets, and
S. Sabol became a secretary. He maintained contact with the clergy with the
help of the “Bulletin of the Mukachevo Eparchy in the Czechoslovak
Republic”, the first issue of which came to light on January 1, 1939 in
Khust. There were five issues in total. The “Bulletin” published the bishop’s
messages to priests and to believers, information about the life of the
eparchy, and so on. S. Sabol published the “Missionary Calendar”. These
editions were published in the premises of the state printing house in Khust.

In the late 1930s, two Greek Catholic teachers’ seminaries greatly
expanded the number of students and gave from 200 to 250 graduates each
year. In addition, a Greek Catholic seminary was successfully operating in
Uzhgorod to prepare priests. On February 1, 1939, on the advice of
A. Voloshyn’s government, Bishop D. Njaradi transferred the Uzhgorod
Theological Seminary to Olomouc. Basilian monk M. Kalynets was
appointed as its rector®*,

On March 10, 1939, D. Njaradi signed a decree for the priests to
celebrate the Soim of Carpathian Ukraine in the churches: “In a special way,
I charge and assign that on the day of the opening of the Soim — the exact
date will be announced by the radio — in all parishes of our eparchy in the
autonomous territory of the Carpathian Ukraine, the spirit fathers should
take the God’s Service; believers and local governments must be informed in
advance. Equally, | charge that, on that bright occasion, all the bells in our
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churches be called in the evening (the last evening before the opening of the
Soim — Aut.) and on the very day of the opening of the Soim after the God’s
Service — also after a quarter of an hour”**. Three priests were elected as
ambassadors of the Soim of Carpathian Ukraine — K. Fedelesh, A. Dovbak
and Y. Stanynets. V. Grenja-Donsky wrote about the latter that he is “a
beloved priest, a famous preacher and a famous writer of ours”*®,

In Carpathian Ukraine, there were 140 Orthodox parishes with five
monasteries, two of which were female and one was located in PreSov
Region®"'. In total, there were 155.000 Orthodox in the region. According to
P.R. Magocsi, “the Orthodox bishop... did not support Voloshyn’s
government. Orthodox population, which was instilled in love with
everything Russian, could not adopt the Ukrainian ideology of the Khust
government”™*®, We believe that V. Shandor is more correct, when he states
that “the struggle began with the merit of Bishop Savathy in the Orthodox
Church. Savathy appeared in Carpathian Ukraine and served the Church
services. The Orthodox Church in the Carpathian Ukraine belonged to the
jurisdiction of the Serbian Orthodox Church, while Savathy belonged to the
Moscow Church, which was not recognized in Czechoslovakia. It is obvious
that Savathy’s purpose was to make a revolt™>*,

Minister of Interior Affairs of Carpathian Ukraine Y. Revai received a
representative of the “German Information Bureau” during his stay in Prague
on December 4, 1938, stating to him: “Hostile propaganda spreads gossip
that there is persecution in Carpathian Ukraine on political or religious
background, including persecution of the Orthodox population. These
rumors are fictional. There are no prosecutions in Carpathian Ukraine. All
citizens, regardless of political beliefs or religious affiliation, are equal
against the law»™’. On November 23, 1938, A.Voloshyn received
Archbishop Savathy, “a conversation with whom lasted 40 minutes and
concerned the affairs of the Orthodox Church in the Carpathian Ukraine.
Archbishop Savathy, after speaking with the Prime Minister, received the
editor of “Nova Svoboda” and expressed a great pleasure that the Prime
Minister treats the needs of the Orthodox Church in the Carpathian Ukraine
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with full understanding and favor”®!. On November 28, A. Voloshyn
received a new bishop of the Orthodox Church, V. Rajich from Mukachevo,
who “made a statement of loyalty to the Prime Minister of the Carpatho-
Ukrainian state and its authorities”**%. On December 21, A. Voloshyn was
visited by the Serbian Orthodox Metropolitan Josyph, accompanied by
Bishop V. Rajich and Archimandrite O. Kabaliuk. The delegation sent
congratulations from Havrylo, the Patriarch of the Orthodox Church.
Metropolitan Josyph assured A. Voloshyn that the Orthodox Church would
be loyal to the authorities of the Carpathian Ukraine and would not interfere
with national affairs.

Thus, the government of A. Voloshyn went on a rapprochement with the
leadership of the Orthodox Church, which began to bring the first positive
consequences. In the village of Kopashniovo during the celebration at St.
Michael’s Church, the Orthodox Archbishop urged to pray for “Our God-
keeping Carpathian Ukraine and its Government”*®*, Representatives of the
Orthodox Metropolis, along with Greek Catholic Bishop D. Njaradi,
participated as honorary guests in the Carpathian Sich congress in Khust®*,
Among the issues discussed on December 29, 1938, at the meeting of the
Synodal Committee of the Ukrainian Orthodox Metropolis of the Carpathian
Ukraine were the following: “The Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the service
of the revival of the Carpathian Ukraine and the development of church
organization and our relation to other churches”*°. These facts are a proof
that the leadership of the Orthodox Church in the Carpathian Ukraine was
loyal to A. Voloshyn’s government and the policy pursued by his office.

In the Transcarpathian territory, occupied by Hungary, Olexandr Stoyka
was the Greek Catholic Bishop of the Mukachevo Eparchy. A highly
educated and experienced man, he pursued a vague and inconsistent policy,
often changing his views. On October 26, 1938, when A. Voloshyn became
a Prime Minister of Subcarpathian Rus, during a prayer service,
Bishop O. Stoyka called him “the father of the people”®. In the first half of
March 1939, the bishop stated on the radio: “...The place of the Rusyn
people can only be in Hungary, where for a thousand years it has shared
good and evil with the fraternal Hungarian people... And now, in these
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hours, when the heroic army of St. Stephen’s Hungary is approaching the
Carpathian Mountains to free us, the Ruthenians, from the desperate hell, we
see in this the holy will of the good God who cares for the fate of people and
nations. These honved-heroes... with brotherly love will unite with our
Rusyn soldiers, to provide respect for the faith and church of the Rusyn
people forever, to protect our sacred traditions and the possibility of material
life, decent to a human. Accept the honveds with trust love”®’. O. Stoyka
concluded his speech with the words: “Long live our millennial homeland —
Hungary, long live our beloved Regent and long live our dear Rusyn
people™®. In his Easter message of April 2, 1939, O. Stoyka urged to
glorify the Hungarian invaders and to give them with pleasure the wealth of
the land®®°.

On June 13, 1939, O. Stoyka took an oath of allegiance to Hungary:
“I, Dr. Stoyka Olexandr, as it fits to a bishop, | swear by the holy Gospel that
I will be a loyal supporter of the Regent of Hungary, and | promise that
I will neither directly nor indirectly participate in matters that are contrary to
the interests of Hungary. God help me!”**. However, he soon became
convinced that the Hungarian authorities were in a double game. In doing so,
they discredited themselves in the eyes of the bishop. According to modern
researchers®®, O. Stoyka made every effort to protect his people. His
courageous speech did not allow degrading the prelate rector Olexandr
Khira, who had been ignored by the new Hungarian authorities for a long
time in the seminary. He also made sure that the leadership of the seminary
remained in the hands of the priests-narodovtsi. He filled the student places
in the seminary with peasant boys and took care of the uplift of the religious
and cultural life of the people. Under his leadership, the official body of the
Mukachevo-Presov Eparchy “Dushpastyr”, the magazines “Blahovisnyk”
and “Missionary Bulletin” had been publishing. However, in spite of this,
Bishop O. Stoyka undoubtedly did everything to accelerate the occupation of
Carpathian Ukraine by Hungary.

Bishop Vladymyr Raic appointed hegumen Aurikius as the administrator
of the Orthodox parishes of the western part of Transcarpathia, occupied by
the Hungarian troops. Bishop Raic was offered to accept the Hungarian
citizenship, but he refused. In this regard, the Hungarian Ministry of Cults
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stated that V. Raic was a subject of another country and therefore he could
not be recognized by the government as an authorized to perform the
functions of bishop in their state. He was interned as a person unreliable to
the Hungarian authorities. Hegumen Feofan Sabov was appointed in his
place, but soon he was also removed®?. A famous researcher of the church
history, O. Danko wrote: “The general impression of the population of
Transcarpathia about the attitude of the Hungarian authorities to the
Transcarpathian churches can be summarized in the simplified form: the
Hungarian authorities favored the Greek Catholic Church, and their attitude
towards the Orthodox was hostile, or at least it acted as a stepmother... The
Orthodox Church of Transcarpathia... passed a way from the state of the
church, persecuted at the very beginning, to the state of the church,
supported by the same Hungarian government”*®2. According to Hungarian
statistics, in 1940 in Transcarpathia there were 110 thousand Orthodox>**.
On March 15, 1939, Hungarian troops began the occupation of
Carpathian Ukraine. After a while, mass repression began, which did not
bypass the representatives of the church, and it did not matter to which
confession the particular priest belonged. P. Chuchka and E. Shwed proved:
“Archival materials testify that the attack of the Hungarian authorities on the
Ukrainian idea in Transcarpathia did not stop in the interwar years. Some of
them illustrate the dynamics and technology of this attack, reveal the
specialty of the kimmel-garitov services, naming specific individuals who
were approved for physical execution by the Hungarian repressive bodies on
the eve of World War Il, in particular from the autumn of 1938 to the spring
of 19397, These scientists have found two archival documents called “List
of the Ukrainians who have done a great deal of harm to both the Hungarian
and the Rusyn people” and “List of the Ukrainians who tried to harm the
Hungarian and Hungarian-Rusyn people”, which include the names of
140 people. All of them were considered fierce enemies of Hungary and had
to be eliminated. The researchers proved that the lists were drawn up on
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November 10, 1938, that is, immediately after the end of the Vienna
Avrbitration and long before the invasion of the Hungarian troops into the
territory of Carpathian Ukraine.

The names of five clergymen — Bulyk, V. Lar, O. Khira, S. Pap and
Y. Stanynets — were in that lists*®. It should be added that only well-known
people among the general population are listed. Time has shown that during
1939-1942 they all went through Hungarian prisons and camps. The list does
not include the name of D. Njaradi, who was known far beyond
Transcarpathia. However, despite the great popularity of the bishop, “two
days after the occupation of Carpathian Ukraine, the government of the
Hungarians placed Bishop Njaradi in his own apartment in Khust under
strict gendarmic supervision, prohibiting him from leaving the house and
meeting people. The brutal behavior of the gendarmerie and other Hungarian
governmental authorities has made Bishop Njaradi humiliated. Only later
Angelo Rotta, the Apostolic Nuncio in Budapest, helped the bishop and his
secretary Fr. Reshetyl to leave for Rome”**’.

The lack of archival sources regarding the Horthyst repression against
priests is somewhat complementary to eyewitness accounts. They testify to
the horrific terror committed by the Hungarians: “The middle of the liturgy.
Without finishing the church service, Fr. Kupar was seized, his chasuble was
removed and he, as a criminal, was taken out of the church... The arrested
people were driven into the woods. They stopped at a lawn. One attempted
to flee — that was Fedir Rozniychuk — but he was shot dead. The others got
bullets into their feet, and all the wounded fell to the ground. Raging sadists
in the wild fury were pulling out the eyes of the living people, cutting off
their lips, tongues, tearing their bellies. Inhuman cries, moaning, yelling
were rushing over the forest. These people died in a great martyrdom. In the
Hutsul region, they are called “martyrs of Kvasiv’®® The priest
Y. Stanynets recalled: “I was tortured and judged, because “I took part in an
underground organization that aimed to drive the Hungarian occupiers from
Transcarpathia”. The judges and investigators of my “case” stated this... By
beating, bullying they tried to “knock out” a confession. Our judges did not
delve into the case™®. Greek Catholic priest Pohorilyak from the village
Ternovo in the Tyachiv region was sentenced to five years in prison®”. An
active participant in the events of 1938-1939 in Carpathian Ukraine, priest
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S. Pap went through torture in Khust prison and concentration camp in
Kryva. In 1942, he was sentenced for the second time. The verdict stated:
“...the defendants proclaimed that Transcarpathia has always been a
Ukrainian territory, and will remain so, in connection with what
Transcarpathia should, if necessary, have to break away from Hungary and
join Ukraine with an armed uprising and revolutionary path™*",

The pro-Hungarian priests assisted the horthysts in their acts of
repression. Such, in particular, was Y. Maryna. S. Pap recalled: “He is a
Greek Catholic priest, professor and vice-rector of the Theological Seminary
in Uzhgorod, his behavior was too coarse and arrogant. None of the students
loved him. He was not an example of a good priest to them. He was a
Hungarian spy in the priesthood... And now he is here to look at the death of
the last victims of Hungarian violence”*"%. Bishop O. Stoyka helped many to
avoid detention and saved their lives.

The overwhelming majority of the population of Carpathian Ukraine was
of Greek Catholic faith. From mid-November 1938 to mid-March 1939, the
Bishop of Krizevci, D. Njaradi, who had a clear pro-Ukrainian orientation,
fulfilled the duties of apostolic administrator in the land. The government of
the Carpathian Ukraine has done everything to prevent conflicts between
believers of the Greek Catholic and Orthodox denominations. The Orthodox
Church, which belonged to the Serbian Orthodox Metropolis, was loyal to
A. Voloshyn’s government. The bishop of Mukachevo, O. Stoyka, who
stayed in the territory occupied by Hungary, served the invaders faithfully,
encouraging them to occupy Transcarpathia completely. However, during
the occupation he acted less actively, disappointed with the ambiguity of
Hungarian politics. With the occupation of Transcarpathia by the Hungarian
troops, a brutal repressive regime was established in the land, which had
affected the clergy of both denominations.
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PART 7. PECULIARITIES OF THE CONFESSIONAL SITUATION
IN TRANSCARPATHIA: HISTORY AND MODERNITY

The problem of state-church relations in Ukraine is being researched by
many scientists. In Ukraine, the church and the state are separated from each
other. But the development of state-church relations in the country was not
easy. The situation of the church in the Soviet period was especially
difficult. The problem of relations between the state authorities and religious
organizations relates to current topics of modern Political Science. They
have always been extremely important, but apparently no one will dispute
that these issues are a hundred times more important for the present Ukraine
and Transcarpathia itself. The Ukrainian state and the Ukrainian church have
been inseparable in their history. With the adoption of Christianity by
Ukraine, they exerted a mutual influence on each other: the state on the
church and the church on the state.

Our people adopted Christianity in their own way after being baptized by
Kniaz Volodymyr in 988. With the adoption of Christianity in Ukraine, a
permanent organization of church management, called the Metropolis,
centered in Kyiv, emerged. The first metropolitan came here, his successors
also stayed here. At that time it was the church of the whole state of Kniaz,
but it was most closely connected with the Ukrainian land and with our
ancestors who lived on it. The Metropolis of Kyiv became the church of the
exclusively Ukrainian and Byelorussian peoples, when the Moscow church
arbitrarily (without the consent of Constantinople) put its own metropolitan
in 1448 and thus separated from the mother-church in Kyiv. And 10 years
later, the Moscow Council formalized this act of separatism. This act of
arbitrary proclamation of autocephaly was distinctly non-canonical, but it
was not disputed because of the political power of the Moscow State of that
time.

The Metropolis of Kyiv has constantntly remained a church of the
Ukrainian people throughout the thousands of years of its existence, which is
why it, and with good reason, bears the name of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church. The Council of Kyiv in 1621, convened during the difficult struggle
of the Orthodox Ukrainians with the Union, confirmed this view and went
further, linking the beginnings of the Orthodox Church in Ukraine with the
gospel of Apostle Andrew the First-Called. The resolution of the Council
stated: “St. Andrew the Apostle was the first Archbishop of Constantinople,
the Universal Patriarch and the Apostle of Ukraine; his feet stood on the
mountains of Kyiv, and his eyes saw Ukraine, and his mouth blessed, and he
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planted the seeds of faith in us. Truly Ukraine is not smaller than other
Eastern nations, because the apostle preached in it”*".

In the context of this study, it is very important to emphasize that from
the very beginning of the formation of a church in Ukraine at the initiative of
the state authorities, there was a close union between the church and the
state. The state helped the church of Christ, and the church, for its part, cared
about the authority of the state power among the people and about the moral
influence of Christian ideals on the power. The chronicle retained the words
of one of the metropolitans to Kniaz of Kyiv: “Kniaz! We are set in the land
of Rus by God to keep you from bloodshed™".

For seven centuries the Orthodox Church in Ukraine lived an
independent life, bound only by the formal subordination to the Mother
Church in Constantinople, from which it received the faith of Christ.

The synodal period of the history of the Russian Church, which lasted for
197 years (1721-1918) and brought complete enslavement to the Ukrainian
church, was grossly non-canonical. Experts in the field of ecclesiastical law
have repeatedly asked the question whether this Russian synodal church was
canonical and solved it negatively — it was not canonical®*”. And if so, the
whole activity of this church, including all its violence against the Ukrainian
church, was not canonical and legal.

From an independent, highly developed, closely aligned with the people,
the original Metropolis of Kyiv, the tsars of Moscow and their church
quickly made it “non-personal”. Despite the promises of widespread
autonomy, given to the Orthodox Church in Ukraine during the change of
jurisdiction, Moscow was quick to liquidate its independence and identity.
The Metropolis of Kyiv was transformed — first practically, and then
formally — into an ordinary eparchy of the Russian Orthodox Church. An
immemorial in Ukraine practice of selecting metropolitan and bishops by
councils was abolished: candidates for the vacant bishop’s chairs were
appointed by the Holy Synod and approved by the tsar. Since 1799 there
have been no Ukrainians on the Kyiv Metropolitan throne®’®.

As a result, Moscow’s “Caesarepapism” ended with the proclamation of
the tsar as head of the church.
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In Ukraine, it was forbidden to print church books other than those
published in Russia. In the liturgy it was ordered to use the Russian
pronunciation; the Russian Orthodox Church keeps this practice of
Russification in Ukraine (except Galicia) and Belarus to this day. It was
forbidden to preach in Ukrainian. Moscow continued to be disrespectful of
preaching, and if the priest wanted to preach, he could do so only in a
foreign to people language — in Russian®"".

In XIX century the leveling of the Orthodox Church in Ukraine has
accelerated. Priests, whom in Ukraine at the end XIX century were about
12,000, had to serve to a case of Russification. The eparchial bishops
completed their administration with Russians or russified Ukrainians who
were spiritually close to them. The Russians were also appointed as priests
into larger and more important churches. There were people from Russia in
many Ukrainian parishes, people who had nothing in common either in
language, culture or spirit with the people they were supposed to serve. At
the same time, talented priests from Ukraine were being sent to non-Russian
peoples, conquered by the tsarist troops, to take part in their
Russification™®"®. That is, Ukraine’s “mortification” policy was paired with
the final “mortification” of the Ukrainian National Church until its total
decline.

Scientists highlight the following essential features inherent in state-
church relations in Ukraine during XVIII — XX centuries: statism of the
church at all levels, transforming it into a component of the state executive
mechanism with the status of a spiritual ministry; fulfillment by the church
of a number of state and other non-church functions; actual loss by the
church of independence from the state structures, its forced apologetic role
for autocratic actions; proclamation of the autocratic-Russian version of the
Orthodox Church as dominant; state policy of identification of Orthodoxy
Witsr;gthe Russian nation; the legal inferiority of other nations and religions,
etc””.

The question of restoration of the independent Ukrainian Orthodox
Church became relevant again in 1917, when tsar’s regime was overthrown
and the flames of the national movement erupted in Ukraine. The demands
for the independence of church and religious life, the Ukrainianization of the
church, the restoration of its cathedral system, and “exclusion of the
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Russians on the episcopal chairs” were expressed at eparchial councils and
other forums throughout Ukraine. At the end of 1917 an All-Ukrainian
Church Cathedral was created to convene an All-Ukrainian Church Council.
The main purpose was clearly and unambiguously stated in the message of
the organizing committee of the council to the Ukrainian people: “Free
Ukrainian people! ... You must immediately assemble your All-Ukrainian
Orthodox Council of the clergy and laity and restore with its help the ancient
independence of the Ukrainian Church, approved by the Treaty of
Pereyaslav and illegally destroyed by the Moscow state!”*®.

The awareness of the need for independence of the Ukrainian Orthodox
Church was so widespread by the time of the convocation of the first All-
Ukrainian Orthodox Council in October 1921 that the issue of autocephaly
was not even discussed at this historic Council. The canons, adopted be the
Council, solemnly state: “The Ukrainian Orthodox Church, which forcibly
and uncannily was deprived of autocephaly by the tsarist authorities, and
which has morally and canonically always remained autocephalous, and by
the decision of the All-Ukrainian Orthodox Council of May 5, 1920, has
completely restored its autocephaly, it is autocephalous, it is not subject to
any spiritual government of other Orthodox Churches, and itself commits its
church life under the guidance of the Holy Spirit. The Ukrainian Orthodox
Church, as an autocephalous one, is a free member of the World Cathedral
Apostolic Orthodox Church and remains in unbroken fraternal unity with all
the Orthodox churches™®. The Council decided to recognize as an immoral
and anti-canonical act the forcible subjugation of the Ukrainian church to
Moscow Patriarchate, which destroyed the spirit of its free creativity. “It was
not only a hard violation of the canons... but also a violation of the very
spirit of Christ’s doctrine of love, equality and brotherhood”*®? — declared
the All-Ukrainian Orthodox Church Council in its appeal to the clergy of
Ukraine in December 1921. The only possible way for the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church was a way of completely independent life, free from any
subjection, and it chose this way.

The communist regime quickly realized that the spiritual and moral
power and nation-unifying influence of the independent Ukrainian Church
on the people was dangerous to its purpose — to create a society without
God, Christian morality and national consciousness. Autocephaly became, in
the eyes of the authorities, tantamount to nationalism and separatism,
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“counter-revolution” and “petliurism”. In 1930 during the fabricated trial
against the Union for the Liberation of Ukraine (non-existent organization),
the whole Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox Church was blamed in
connection with the anti-Soviet activity. By 1937 the bishopry of the church,
almost all the clergy were destroyed. Even the believers, who actively
supported the autocephalous church in Ukraine, did not miss the “punishing
sword of the revolution”. On November 27, 1937 Metropolitan Vasyl
Lypkivsky was shot®®,

From this it follows that the Ukrainian church and religion were for the
Communists almost the greatest enemy, greater than Christianity of the first
centuries was for the authorities of that times. The anti-Church hysteria in
the USSR caused the proclamation in September 1937 by the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the “godless five-year plan”, during
which religion and church had to be “destroyed”.

Destroyed during Stalin’s terror, the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox
Church was reborn during World War I1. It was reborn spontaneously by the
will of the people, who, despite two decades of cruel persecution, did not
lose faith in God and devotion to their native church. In the summer of
1942 more than a thousand Ukrainian Orthodox parishes were established in
Eastern Ukraine®*. And there would be even more of them if oppression
from the side of the invaders did not increase. More than 100 Ukrainian
Orthodox priests and clergymen became victims of German terror. The
Germans only in Volyn burned at least 14 villages and 17 churches, in some
cases with people locked inside®*®

After the return of the Soviet power to Ukraine in 1943-1944, the
Russian Orthodox Church, headed by the Moscow Patriarchate, completely
ruled it.

The first victim of the Bolshevik-Stalin’s political genocide was the
Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church. The blow first fell to the bishopric,
without which the church cannot exist. On April 11, 1945 Metropolitan
J. Slipyi was arrested in Lviv, Bishop G. Khomyshyn — in Stanislav (now
Ivano-Frankivsk), and Bishop J. Kotsylovsky — in Peremyshl (now
Przemysl, Poland) without any protest from the Polish authorities. They
were all convicted. Except for Metropolitan J. Slipyi, who had been tortured
in prison and exiled for 18 years, none of them returned to freedom.

%3 T'ymima A. M. Peniriesnasctro: [igpyanuk. TepHomins: Yxpmenkrura, 2002, C. 194,

%4 Bracoscskuii 1. Hapuc ictopii Yipaincsxoi Ipasocmasroi Llepxsu. Hbio- I/IopK Caynn
baynn bpyk, 1966. C. 234-235.

% Bracoscekuit 1. 10 miT ToMy. Ykpaincekuti npasocragnuii xanendap na 1953 pix.
Bupasuunrso Ykpaiucekoi [IpaBocnasuoi Liepksu B CILA. C. 98-99.

130



Now it is the turn for the church itself. Under the direct pressure of the
authorities, a so-called “council” was convened in Lviv on March 8-10,
1946, and 214 priests and 19 laymen came to it, while being selected in
advance. The content of its “work” was limited to the urgent solution of two
major issues: the cutting of connections with Rome and the transition of the
church under the authority of the Moscow Patriarch. From the point of view
of the canon law of both the Catholic and Orthodox churches, this council
and the synod of the Orthodox Church were completely illegal acts. There
were no Catholic bishops at the synod, as they were all imprisoned. The
Orthodox Church had no right to convene a synod of the existing Ukrainian
Greek Catholic Church. But for the Moscow patriarchate and for the Soviet
regime, the issue of legality was of no importance, since they had no respect
for canon law®*®. Thus, Lviv Council in 1946 is not only a tragic landmark in
the history of the Greek Catholic Church in Ukraine. It is also a tragedy of
the Orthodox Church in general, since it, in the person of the Moscow
Patriarchate, was given by a totalitarian regime a role of a burier of another
church.

In 1949 the Soviet government liquidated the Ukrainian Greek Catholic
(Uniate) Church in Carpathian Ukraine, abolishing the Union of Uzhgorod
of 1646. Carpathian Ukraine, which was a part of the Czech-Slovak
Republic before the war, was incorporated into the USSR in 1945.
Transcarpathian Bishop Theodore Romzha died in November 1947 under
mysterious circumstances. The Bolsheviks set up an accident, but when the
bishop survived, he was poisoned in a hospital®*’.

Thus, after the forcible liquidation of the Greek Catholic Church in 1946-
1947, the Moscow Patriarchate took control over all eparchies and parishes
in Western Ukraine. With a complete monopoly of church activity in
Ukraine, the traditionally chauvinistic Russian Orthodox Church has pursued
a consistent policy of total denationalization of church life through the
decades since World War I1.

The Orthodox Church in Ukraine was fully subordinated to Moscow. The
Bishops of the Eparchy in Ukraine were appointed by the Holy Synod of the
Moscow Patriarchal Church. All decisions about church life were made in
Moscow. The name “Exarchate of Ukraine” practically meant only the
territory in which the eparchies were located, which in no way differed from
similar eparchies in the rest of the Soviet Union. Metropolitan of Kyiv and
Halicia was not the first hierarch and spiritual leader of the original church —
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he was, according to the Ukrainian diaspora writer and public figure
O. Voronyn, the deputy of the church-enslaver in the church-colony.

Signs of easing tensions in state-church and especially state-Orthodox
relations emerged only in the late 1980s. Religious communities gradually
began to get out of party-state control and act independently.

In 1989 an autocephalous movement was revived in Ukraine. In early
1990 the All-Ukrainian Council of the Ukrainian Autocephalous Orthodox
Church (UAOC), held in Kyiv, confirmed the fact of the UAOC’s
restoration and decided to establish its patriarchate. The first patriarch was
elected Metropolitan of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church in the United States
Mstyslav (Skrypnyk).

Seeking to limit the spread of the UAOC and taking into account the
processes of national and religious revival in Ukraine, the leadership of the
Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) has reorganized its structures in Ukraine.
The Ukrainian Exarchate of the ROC was renamed into the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church with the rights of autonomy. As a result, the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church emerged, remaining part of the Moscow Patriarchate. Part
of the Ukrainian clergy, led by Metropolitan Filaret, after the declaration of
independence of Ukraine raised the question before the ROC leadership
about full autocephaly. However, without obtaining consent, in 1992 it
united with the UAOC and formed the Ukrainian Orthodox Church (UOC)
of the Kyiv Patriarchate. However, a humber of bishops of the UAOC did
not support the new unification, and after the death of the head of the UOC
of the Kyiv Patriarchate Mstyslav in 1993, they again proclaimed the
UAOC, whose head was elected Patriarch Dimitri. In its turn, the Council of
UOC of the Kyiv Patriarchate elected Metropolitan Volodymyr as the
Patriarch of Kyiv and All Rus-Ukraine (1993-1995). After his death,
Metropolitan Filaret, who was elected patriarch, headed the UOC of the
Kyiv Patriarchate. Thus, there are currently three Orthodox churches in
Ukraine — the UOC of the Kyiv Patriarchate, the UAOC and the UOC of the
Moscow Patriarchate®,

Therefore, in the context of large-scale socio-political changes that took
place in the USSR in the late 1980s and early 1990s, totalitarian Soviet
policy on religion and church collapsed. On April 23, 1991 the Verkhovna
Rada of Ukraine adopted the Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience
and Religious Organizations”, which significantly influenced the religious
situation in Ukraine. This law defined the basic principles of state-church
relations, the rights and obligations of the state in relation to believers and

%8 Croupkuit 5. B. Peniriiina cutyanis B Ykpaiui: mpo6nemu i Tenenmii possutky (1988-
1998). Tepuomine: ActoH, 1999. C. 96.
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religious organizations, as well as believers and religious organizations in
relation to the state.

Important was the consolidation at the legislative level of such provisions
and principles as the separation of church (religious organizations) from the
state and school from the church, equality of all religions, denominations
and religious organizations before the law, equality of citizens regardless of
their attitude to religion, prohibition of privileges or restrictions on the
grounds of religious or other beliefs, the acquisition by a religious
organization of the right of a juridical person, the protection by the state of
the legal rights and interests of believers and religious organizations.

Each citizen was guaranteed the right of freedom of thought, which
included the freedom to have, accept and change religion or belief of his
choice, and the freedom to practice or not to practice any religion alone or
with others, to serve religious cults, to openly express and to freely spread
own religious or atheistic beliefs and act due to them.

The state did not interfere in the internal affairs and activities of religious
organizations. Religious organizations, in turn, did not perform state
functions.

Considering the difficult Soviet religious heritage, one of the tasks of the
law was “overcoming the negative consequences of state policy on religion
and the church™3®,

Religious organizations were given the right to participate in public life,
to be engaged in socially significant activities and to use mass-media just
like public associations.

Citizens who worked in religious organizations and at enterprises,
created by them, were subject to the laws of labor, taxation, state social
insurance®®.

After the proclamation of Ukraine’s independence on August 24, 1991, it
had new opportunities for defining and implementing its own religious
policy, for the revival and development of religious church life, for the
development of civilized relations between the state and the church.

The state’s strategy for the full protection of religious rights and
freedoms was further reflected in the Constitution of Ukraine (1996). Some
theses contained in the Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience and
Religious Organizations” (separation of the church from the state and school
from the church, the right of freedom of conscience and religion, cases of its
restriction, etc.) were enshrined at the constitutional level. Religious

%9 3akon Ykpainn «[Ipo cBOGOITY COBicTi Ta peiriiini opramizamii». Binomocti Bepxosroi
Pagu YPCP (BBP). Ne 25. cr. 10.
¥ bid.
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pluralism in Ukrainian society was defined by the constitutional formula —
“no religion can be recognized by the state as obligatory™*®. In the case
when the performance of military duty contradicted the religious beliefs of
the citizen, the Basic Law gave the right to replace it with an alternative
(non-military) service®*. The procedure of passing this service was
determined by the Law of Ukraine “On Alternative (Non-Military)
Service™%,

Considering the fact that Ukrainian society is multi-ethnical and multi-
confessional, the state has assumed a constitutional obligation to promote the
development of the religious identity of all indigenous peoples and national
minorities of Ukraine. In order to avoid ethno-national and inter-
confessional conflicts, to ensure peace and harmony in Ukrainian society,
the Constitution of Ukraine prohibited “the formation and activities of
political parties and public organizations whose program purposes or actions
are aimed at. .. inciting ethnic, racial, religious hatred”**,

Thus, the legal basis for the formation of such a model of state-church
relations, which provided the granting of wide religious freedoms, appeared
in Ukraine. Restrictions to the freedom of conscience and religion, to the
serving of religious cults, religious activities were established only in the
interests of public order, public health and moral, or protection of the rights
and freedoms of others®®.

Later, a number of sectoral legislative and other legal acts was adopted,
which resulted in the creation of a legal system that comprehensively
regulated the relations between the state and the church, the activities of
religious organizations in various spheres of public life.

Thus, with Ukraine’s independence, the former confrontational model of
state-church relations was destroyed and the foundations for forming
partnerships between the state and the church were laid.

Each religion was given the opportunity to openly declare about its
existence, to carry out its religious and non-religious activities freely, to
build its own infrastructure, to communicate freely with fellow believers
abroad.

As we can see, Ukrainian society is characterized by confessional
diversity, which is a manifestation of the real guarantee of the right to
freedom of conscience and religion, as well as the principle of religious

1 Koncturymist Ykpainm. Binomocti Bepxoroi Pamn Ypaiuu (BBP). 1996. Ne 30. ct. 141.
392 [
Ibid.
%3 3akon Vkpainn «IIpo ampTepHATHBHY (HEBiliCHKOBY) ciyxOy». Bimomocti Bepxosmoi
Panmu Ykpaiau (BBP). 1992. Ne 15. cr. 188.
%4 Komcturymis Yxpainn. Binomocti Bepxoroi Pamn Ypaiuu (BBP). 1996. Ne 30. ct. 141.
395 [y
Ibid.
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pluralism, enshrined in the Constitution of Ukraine and the Law of Ukraine
“On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Organizations™*%.

According to the information of the Department of Religions and
Nationalities of the Ministry of Culture of Ukraine, which was presented in
the Report on the Network of Churches and Religious Organizations in
Ukraine as of 01.01.2019, religious differentiation in Ukraine is as follows:

— Number of religious communities: 35,162;

— Monasteries — 531, monks and nuns — 6794, missions — 368,
fraternities 83;

— The clergy, including foreigners — 32619/918;

— Spiritual educational institutions — 204, incl. higher / secondary —
136/68, listeners in them (day-time / part-time) — 7939/9947;

— Schools, incl. general education / Sunday — 13211 — 16/13195;

— Massmedia, incl. printed / audiovisual / electronic — 530 —
341/22/167%.

At the same time, multi-confessionality of Ukrainian society causes
competition between religions, which in the absence of a proper level of
interfaith tolerance can cause tension in the society.

Nowadays, there is a confrontation between the Orthodox churches
among themselves, between the Orthodox, on the one hand, and Roman and
Greek Catholics, on the other, between the traditional religions and
neoreligions. In these circumstances, a dialogue aimed at forming among
believers of inter-confessional tolerance, the experience of foreign countries,
where representatives of different religions peacefully exist, is relevant for
Ukraine.

The level of inter-denominational confrontation could be significantly
reduced by the proper provision of cult buildings for religious organizations.
Today this need is satisfied for 67 percent. This situation does not remove
from the agenda the issue of the return to religious ownership or use of all
religious buildings that are still not being used for their intended purpose. At
the same time problems of the alternate use of temples by various religious
organizations and the new cult construction do not lose the relevance.

This also preserves some potential for conflict, the basis of which is the
property issue, which is concerned with the lack of cult buildings for
religious organizations (only 75.5%). Their active construction and
restoration of formerly unused temples over the past decades has greatly
mitigated the problem. It should be emphasized that when joining the

%% 3akon Vipaiuu «[Ipo cBoGOIy coBicTi Ta pemiriitai opramizamii». Bitomocti Bepxosuoi
Pagu YPCP (BBP). Ne 25. ct. 10.

*7 Peniriiino — indopmaniiina ciyxba Yipainu. [Enexrponmuii pecypc] / Pexum noctymy:
https://risu.org.ua/ua/index/resourses/statistics/ukr_2019/75410/
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Council of Europe, Ukraine has committed itself to restitution of its former
church property. According to paragraph Xl of the Conclusion No. 190
(1995) of the Parliamentary Assembly Council of Europe (PACE), Ukraine
was advised to settle a “legal solution to the issue of the return of church
property”*®. PACE Recommendation No. 1556 (2002) of 24 April 2002
reminded Ukraine of the need to “guarantee to religious institutions whose
property had been nationalized in the past, the restitution of that property in
proper time or, if that is not possible, a fair compensation™®.

It should also be noted that much has already been done in Ukraine in
this direction: by 2008, about 3,6 thousand religious buildings and over
12 thousand items of church use were returned to the church or transferred
for use®®. The church remains the only institution to which restitution is
applied. Many legal acts have been adopted to complete the restitution of
church property. Draft of the Law of Ukraine “On Return of Religious
Property to Religious Organizations” was developed™®.

The experience of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, which
have solved this problem at the state level almost completely, is illustrative
in this respect.

In contrast to the post-Soviet countries, the countries of Central and
Eastern Europe have clearly defined the range of objects and the ways of
their return to the church. Each country of the post-socialist space has
developed its own strategy of restitution of church property, which is
understandable due to different religious traditions and different starting
conditions. The example of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe
regarding the return of property to religious organizations shows that this
process is painful for both the church and the state. It is difficult to set
similar rules for cases requiring atypical decisions. At the same time, the
experience of the countries of the Visegrad Four shows that in order to
complete the restitution of church property, it is necessary to carry out a
complete inventory of religious buildings, to create a single register of

% Buchorok ITAPE Ne 190 (1995) mono Berymy Ykpainn 10 Pagu €sporm. CrpacOypr.
1995. 25 BepecHs. Pecmumyyiss yepko6HO20 MAuiHA: MIidCHAPOOHUL Ma GIMYUSHANULL 0OCGIO:
30ipHHK HaykoBUX MaTepianis. K., 2007. C. 65.

% Penirist Ta 3minu B y LlenTpanbhiii Ta Cxinniit €poni: Pexomenanis ITIAPE Ne 1556
(2002). Pecmumyyis yepko6Ho20 MaiiHa: MIJCHAPOOHUL MA GIMYU3HAHUL O00CEI0: 30IPHUK
HaykoBux Mmarepianis. K., 2007. C. 65.

40 Hopuuenxo M. P. IToepHeHHs HepKOBHOTO MaifHa K MPIOPHTET IePIKABHOI MOTITHKY
LIOJ0 Peirii Ta UepKBu. [Ipiopumemu OepakcasHoi nNOTIMuKY 8 2anysi c60600u cogicmi: WXy
peanizayii. K.: Ceir 3nans, 2007. C. 69-70.

“ TIpo 3BepHEHHs KyTHTOBOTO MaiiHa peniriitaum opranisamism: [Ipoekt 3aKkony Ykpainm.
Pecmumyyin yepkognoco mMaiina.: MidiCHApoOHull ma eimyusHaHui 00c6i0: 301pHUK HAayKOBUX
marepianis. K., 2007. C. 76-80.
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objects that have to be returned to the church. It is important to provide the
sources and procedures for financial compensation to recover damages to
persons in connection with the return procedures.

At this stage of development one of the peculiarities of the contemporary
religious situation in Ukraine is confessional regionalism, which is based on
the different concentration of certain religions in individual regions.
Although all regions of Ukraine are largely multi-denominational, some of
them are clearly dominated by individual religious organizations.

The struggle for temples in some towns of Ukraine often turns into open
conflicts, clashes between believers. If the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of
the Kyiv Patriarchate considers this process quite natural and qualifies it as
the “unification from below” then the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the
Moscow Patriarchate qualifies it as “seizing temples”. With the direct
support of the Russian Orthodox Church, it tries to use all the possibilities to
“protect canonical Orthodoxy”, to prevent it from leaving parishes, temples
and property.

Local authorities, citing the separation of the church and the state, try not
to interfere in this process. In addition, according to an Internet poll,
74,7 percent of respondents said that a parish council together with a priest
and parishioners should determine the religious affiliation of the temple*®.

An important historical process, witnessed by Ukraine, is the granting of
autocephaly to the Ukrainian Orthodox Church. This process is a
consequence of the centuries-long struggle of the Ukrainian people for their
spiritual independence, Transcarpathia also was not left aside this process.

Transcarpathia is a special territory in which various religious
denominations exist in mutual understanding. It is a historical and
ethnographic region, where for centuries representatives of different peoples
and denominations have interacted in the stripe of ethnic and political
borderline with Romanians, Hungarians, Slovaks and Poles. The religious
and ecclesiastical life of the region has its own peculiarities, because not
only the political and economic interests but also the religious interests of
the neighboring countries are intertwined here. Many religious confessions,
directions, movements are registered in the territory of Transcarpathia,
among them:

1. Ukrainian Orthodox Church of KP, MP.

2. Greek Catholic Church.

3. Jehovah’s Witnesses (division into Ukrainian, Hungarian, Romanian
districts).

%2 Tlepkpa. Pexum pgoctymy: http:/www.religion.in.ua/news/ukrainian_news/30152

uapcprijnyalausvoyuyurisdikciyumonastirupcmp. html.

137



4. Transcarpathian Reformed Church (appeared in the land in the XVI-
XVII centuries. It operates autonomously, the center is in Berehovo).

5. Roman Catholic Church (Appearance at the end of XI century. It
operates independently, center — Mukachevo).

6. Church of Evangelical Christians — Baptists.

7. Union of Christians of Evangelical Ukraine (Pentecostal).

8. Union of Evangelical Christians (Sabbatarians) (Appearing in 1940s, it
operates autonomously).

9. Seventh-day Adventist Church (Appearance in 1912).

10. Church of Christians of the Seventh Day (Appearance in the early
XX century).

11. Reformed Adventist Church (Appeared in 1914, center —
Oleksandrivka village).

12. Judaism. (Autonomous community, appeared in the XVII century).

13. Union of Free Churches of Christians of Evangelical Ukraine.

14. Methodist Church (1920's).

15. Buddhists.

16. The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and others.

As of January 1, 2019 in Transcarpathia there are 1977 religious
organizations of 37 denominations, movements and directions, 1860
communities, of them registered 1739 (invalid 13), of which 151 religious
communities operate without registering their charter in accordance with part
three of Chapter 8 Of the Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience and
Religious Organizations™, 7 spiritual educational institutions, 1076 schools,
1993 clergymen, 82 of which are foreigners (Table 1).
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From Table 1. it is possible to analyze that as of January 1, 2019 in
Transcarpathia there are:

— 1977 religious organizations of 37 denominations, movements and
directions, of which 151 religious communities operate under part three of
Chapter 8 of the Law of Ukraine “On Freedom of Conscience and Religious
Organizations” — without registration of the charter;

— 61 monastreies;

— 7 spiritual educational institutions;

— 9 missionary communities;

— 7 religious brotherhoods, 3 centers and 15 administrations;

— there are 1,076 Sunday schools in religious communities.
1993 clergymen, 82 of whom are foreigners, perform church service*®.

Believers meet their prayer needs in 1,602 worship buildings and
worship apartments, of which 1,346 are temples and houses of worship,
101 are in use, and 155 have been adapted for worship.

During the period of independence from 1991 to 2018, 733 religious
buildings were built by believers. During the period of 1992 — 2018, 127
religious objects (out of 281 identified objects of the former church
property) were returned to the religious organizations of the region*®.

The largest number of religious organizations has got the Ukrainian
Orthodox Church — 670 religious organizations. The second position is taken
by the Mukachevo Greek Catholic Eparchy — 466 organizations. The
Transcarpathian Reformed Church — 117 and the Mukachevo Diocese of the
Roman Catholic Church — 102 religious organizations. The Transcarpathian
Eparchy of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church of the Kyiv Patriarchate includes
54 religious communities and one monastery. The Ukrainian Autocephalous
Orthodox Church in the region brings together 24 religious communities and
a eparchial administration.

The number of registered Protestant religious associations includes
531 religious organizations. According to the registered charters, there are
14 Jewish religious communities, 6 other Orthodox religious communities,
2 Gentile communities, 1 — Buddhists, Muslims, the Krishna Consciousness
Society and the Armenian Apostolic Church.

As for the general religious differentiation of the region. The most
influential (in terms of authority and level of influence) and the largest (in
terms of confessional structure) are the UOC and UOC of Kyiv Patriarchate.
The UOC is dominant in all districts of the region, with the exception of the
Berehovo district (where it takes approximately 17% of the total number of
registered in the district.) (Table 2).

%03 Petiriiino — indopmaniiina ciyxba Yrpainu. [Enexrponmuii pecypc] / Pexum noctymy:
https://risu.org.ua/ua/index/resourses/statistics/ukr_2019/75410/
“% Ibid.
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During the Soviet Union, the Orthodox Church in Ukraine was under the
total control of the Communists. After January 22, 1946, when the Decree of
the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR approved the submission
of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the UkrSSR on the formation of
the Zakarpattia oblast within the USSR. The resolution on the introduction
of the legislation of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic on the territory
of Zakarpattia oblast was adopted on January 25, 1946.

Thereby, “...the Constitution of the USSR of 1936 and the Constitution
of the UKrSSR of 1937 came into force in Transcarpathia™*®. And according
to the legislation of the USSR, according to the Decree of the Council of
People’s Commissars “On Separation of the Church from the State and the
School from the Church” of January 29, 1918 — the church was separated
from the state in the Soviet Union.

But despite this, the Soviet leadership tried to control the activities of the
churches and interfered with church life (a direct testimony to this was the
murder of Bishop T. Romzha and the liquidation of the Greek Catholic
Church.). It should be noted that the Orthodox Church in Transcarpathia was
in especially difficult conditions under Stalinism in 1946-1953. Orthodox
Christians had to adapt themselves to the existence in the atheist USSR. The
activity of the church was under total control, because the activity of
religious organizations was controlled by two structures in Transcarpathia:

— Council on the affairs of the Russian Orthodox Church;

— Council on Religious Cults*®.

Catholicism in oblast is represented by the Greek Catholic Church and
the Roman Catholic Church. Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church ranks second
in the region after Orthodoxy. Founded in 1596, it is represented in
Transcarpathia by the Eparchy of Mukachevo. At the end of the XI century a
Roman Catholic Church appeared in Transcarpathia, now it is represented by
the Mukachevo diocese in the region.

Acute conflicts between Orthodox and Greek Catholics do not arise
nowadays, as it was during the communist regime, when state-makers tried
to use the ancient disputes between Orthodox and Greek Catholics in the
case of liquidation of the GCC in the Western Ukraine; conflicts between
them were provoked by the central communist power, and they were mostly

%05 Maxapa M. I1. Bcranosnenns Ha 3akapnatti Pansncwkol monitianoi cuctemu. Hapucu
icmopii 3axapnamms. T. 1. (1946-1991). VYxkropox: T'ocrpo3paxyHKOBHil peaKiiifHO-
BHUIAaBHUYMH BiJUIN y cripaBax mnpecH Ta indopmarii, 2003. C. 37.

6 Jammmenp FO.B., Mimanun B.B. IlpaBocnaBHa mepkBa Ha 3akapmaTTi B dacu
«ctaminmman (1946 — 1953 pp.). [EnextponHmit pecypc] / Pexum poctymy:
file:///C:/Users/home/Downloads/Nvuuist_2013_1_9%20(1).pdf

143


../../../../Users/home/Downloads/Nvuuist_2013_1_9%20(1).pdf

concerned with property (1945 — 1946)*”’. Most often, conflicts occurred in
villages where religious issues had not been resolved. “Every political
regime pursued a church policy favorable to the ruling state for its approval
in Transcarpathia. For this purpose, along with the use of interethnic
contradictions, the emphasis was placed on interfaith differences...”*%,

Protestant communities are also becoming widespread in Transcarpathia,
but their part in different areas of the region is uneven. Despite the fact that
in the Soviet times, after the creation in 1944 of the Council on Religious
Cults at the Soviet People’s Commissar of the USSR, led by 1.V. Polyansky,
the Soviet leadership ordered to establish the control and possibility of
manipulation over Protestant communities, the Soviet leadership promoted
the unification of Protestant denominations resulted in the formation of the
Union of Baptist Christians, led by the All-Union Council of Evangelical
Christians and Baptists. Joining this organization and registering gave
virtually the only opportunity for these communities to exist*”. At the
present time, all Protestant movements act freely in the territory of
Transcarpathia and have a moderate religious dialogue with other religious
communities of the region.

The Reformed Church is also widespread in the land. It appeared in the
XVI — XVII centuries — one of the Calvinist churches represented in
Ukraine, the vast majority of believers in Transcarpathia are Hungarians, and
the church operates in 8 districts*®. In Berehovo, Vynohradiv, Mukachevo,
Uzhgorod and Khust districts of Transcarpathian region. It is a member of
the Commonwealth of Reformed Churches of the Carpathian Basin.

The regional state administration, executive authorities and local self-
government are making efforts to return former religious buildings to Greek
Catholic communities, to the religious communities of the Roman Catholic
Church, Transcarpathian Reformed Church, Evangelical baptist-christians

“7 lomoBiTHi 3amMCKM YIOBHOBaXeHOTo Pami y cmpamax penirifiamx Kymsti Ilerpa

Jlintypa mnpo peniriiiny nmonituky Ha 3akapmatti (1945 — 1946 pp.). [Enexrponnuit pecypc] /
Pexum JIOCTYIIY: https://www.pulib.sk/web/kniznica/elpub/dokument/Kocvar8/subor/
05_Miscanin.pdf

%08 Maxapa M. ITutanus peniriitnoi nomitukn B aisuteHOCTi Hapoxnoi Pamu 3akapnatcekoi
Vxpainu (XI. 1944-1.1946 pp.). Vowceopoocekiii yuii — 350 pokis: Matepianun MiXXKHApOJHUX
HayKOBHX KOH(epeHwii (Yxropos, kBiteHs 1996 p.). Yxropox, 1996. C. 127.

49 3akapmatceka pedopmaTchka mepkpa y mepur moBoeHHi pokum / I B. Illepctiok.
Icmopuyna nam'ame. 2012. Bun. 28. C. 86.

40 Kocramyxk I, Cumbko M. Periritina cdepa 3akapmarcekoi obmacti. [Enextponnmit
pecype] / Pexum poctymy: https://collectedpapers.com.ua/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/
696_024_Kaostaschuk_2.pdf
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and others. Religious organizations are provided with religious buildings for
90%. They receive help in their connecting with associates abroad*".

In Transcarpathia, there is a high degree of trust to religious
organizations, and in the region the state policy on religion and church, on
protecting the rights and freedoms and keeping the right of the citizens to
freely satisfy their needs will continue to be ensured.

Analyzing the inter-denominational relations in Transcarpathia, we can
state the inter-denominational concord between the different churches,
denominations and movements, which exist in Transcarpathia. There are
many ecumenical churches and premises in the territory of the region, where
priests of different denominations take turns in church service. And this does
not lead to the rise of sharp debates and discussions among the confessional
communities.

41 peserr MM, Ilpo cTam Ta TeHieHIil POSBHTKY PEMiriifHOi CHTyallii, Jep:KABHO —
LIEPKOBHUX BifIHOCMH B 3akaprarchkiii o0y [Enexrponnmit pecypc] / Pexum mpocrymy:
http://centerkyltyr.pp.ua/2018/05/05/1649/
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PART 8.
THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK
FOR THE STUDY OF THE EASTERN ENLARGEMENT
OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

Theoretical and methodological framework for the study is based on
interdisciplinary approach which provides the opportunity to analyse every
element of the European integration process of Central European countries
comprehensively, taking into account the impact of economic, institutional
and political factors. The application of the systems approach, which is the
basis of this scientific study, has facilitated clear formulation of the existing
problems and finding logical ways of solving them.

With that being said, an important component of the search for European
integration theories, which would adequately explain current European
integration processes or outline the clear directions for the future
development of the EU's eastern enlargement, or the actual development of
the Central European region, is an awareness of the existence of multivariate
interpretations of the role and significance of the subjects of international
relations. “Europe will not be made all at once, or according to a single plan.
It will be built through concrete achievements which first create a de facto
solidarity” — Robert Schuman®*?. The aforementioned thesis, that is, in fact,
the first principle of the Schuman Declaration, clearly and logically explains
the very essence of the European integration process, and moreover, in the
theoretical dimension as well. First of all, it proves the incapacity of the
federalist approach in the initial phase of the development of European
integration — as the inability to create a federal superpower, despite the
existence of successful models of the federal system in the world. Secondly,
this principle reflects the essence of the philosophy of development of
European integration, namely the precedence of practice, and not the
formation of a priori ideologemes or theoretical constructs, which should be
followed by practice. Essentially, conceptually the theories of integration did
not act and did not serve as determinants of political decisions neither at the
beginning of the creation of European integration, nor today.

* A new idea for Europe. The Schuman declaration — 1950-2000. European Commission.
Series: European Documentation. — Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the
European Communities, 2000. — 15 p.
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Thirdly, the subject of research in the theory of European integration
itself — the evolution, elements and mechanisms of action of the European
Union — indicates the existence of different scientific opinions. Primarily,
these interpretations concern the qualitative definition of the EU along with
other international, or rather intergovernmental, organizations of the world
as primus inter pares. From other perspectives European integration is
considered as one of the segments of regional integration of the world, or
vice versa, is distinguished to be a unique European integration process on a
global scale.

However, it should be noted that there is no unanimous opinion on the
fundamental questions of the political theory of European integration, and it
is hardly possible that there could be one. It is completely clear that the
economic theory of European integration has been thoroughly elaborated.
According to the key points of integration theory, initially European
integration used to be seen as some union such as the USA or faced radical
objections with opinions why this path would be not acceptable for Europe.

From the existing array of theoretical generalizations in the context of
both deepening and widening of the European Union, first of all, three basic
conceptual generalizations should be distinguished, which can also
characterize the essence of the European integration progress of the
countries of Central Europe.

The first one is “multi-speed” Europe (the term first appeared in the
Tindemans Report (1975) which describes a situation where not all member
states are able to, or want to, move towards integration in a particular field at
the same pace. However, certain measures aimed at reconciling the interests
of different groups of states become necessary. In general, the provisions of
the Tindemans Report were rejected, but the introduction of the European
exchange rate mechanism (in the late 1970s) allowed for the possibility of
“different speeds” within the European monetary system. Real threats to the
emergence of multi-speed Europe today also emerged after the first
unsuccessful attempt at adopting the EU Constitution, which also indicated
the possible crisis in the context of creating a single entity in international
relations.

The second one is Europe a la carte — the so-called “menu” of
development strategies for European countries — that is a model of European
integration, by which states choose whether or not to participate in a
particular integration initiative. Such a model was followed, for example, by
the British Government, using the so-called opt-out on the provisions of the
“Social Package” of the Maastricht Agreement. This term reflects the idea of
a variety of different methods of integration that allows member states to
choose strategies “from the menu” and engage in their implementation. The
given model may pose a threat to the entire process of European integration,
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so there should be at least a minimum number of common goals for the
member states of the EU (by the way, another name for this model of
European integration is the “variable geometry” Europe).

The third one is Europe of concentric circles — the concept of European
integration proposed by Jacques Delors in January 1989, which envisages an
increasing level of integration towards the “center” of the European
Community which comprises of the EU countries that have already created a
political union, common market and economic and monetary union. Next
would be the countries of the European Free Trade Association, which are
closer to the EU in economic and legal terms. The outer circle would be
made up of associated countries that are eligible to apply for the EU
membership in the future. The fourth and the widest circle includes the
OSCE member states as a common space for European cooperation*'*,

The analysis of theoretical models of integration processes, particularly
of European integration, provides an opportunity to investigate the dynamics
of the integration process itself. This issue is studied by international law,
world economy, international relations, political science etc. In Ukraine this
is mainly studied as international integration. Today, Ukrainian scientists are
meticulously characterizing the existing integration models of the European
Union, which in turn forms the home school of “European studies”.
However, the study of theoretical models of integration, as well as the theory
and practice of European integration in general, and in the region of Central
Europe in particular, requires deep rethinking on the basis of a critical
analysis of existing developments and an examination of the correspondence
of theoretical foundations to the dynamic development of the modern
European integration process.

An issue of current importance for the theory and practice of European
integration today is the development of a modern theory of the European
integration process, its imaginary or real components, as the ability to
understand each of today's, and most importantly, the “tomorrow's” steps of
the EU. It is necessary not only for the EU but even more so for the Central
European countries and is extremely important for Ukraine. The future of
Ukraine should not be limited by the Copenhagen Criteria or any other
documents, as these issues are complex but still technical, and we see the
solution to the problem in the strategic planning of the European integration
policy of the country under the conditions of a conceptually thought out
theory of the European integration process.

The scientific importance of the problem lies in the fact that today, in the
context of continuous dynamic development, which is, in fact, a radical

2 €spomneiicokuii Coro3. Crnosuuk-nosimauk. — K.: K.I.C., 2001 — C. 25-26.
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transformation of the European Union, it is essential to develop new models
of the European integration process, at least of the theory of EU
enlargement. It should be noted that some attempts to do this have already
been made in the Western scientific literature***, there are even studies that
attempt to “calculate” the benefits and losses of the EU's eastern
enlargement*'®, but in fact, the problem is that these theoretical models do
not stand the test of time — that is, the theory cannot “catch up” with the flow
of time. The inability to develop an effective Eastern policy today for such a
respectable international association, and in fact, a real subject of
international relations as the European Union, indicates the lack of
conceptual theoretical and methodological generalizations about the “newest
eastern periphery of the European Union”. Practically, the theory does not
keep up with the practice of learning by trial and error currently used by the
EU for its eastern policy.

And, in fact, current theoretical generalizations do not meet the
challenges of the present-day EU enlargement. Let’s just mention the
absence of a clear EU strategy for eastern enlargement, which resulted in
Central European countries reaping the “benefits” of it even now, being full
members of the EU. Whether it would be unsuccessful but “always relevant”
quasi-discussions about the recent borders of Europe, or the separation of the
Ultima Thule cultural and civilizational space which includes Ukraine along
with all other non-EU countries, or conceptually poorly thought-out ideas of
immediate neighbourhood, or the creation of new “financially limited”
neighbourhood policies, which are effective neither conceptually nor
strategically, and already require substantial modification or, in the best case
scenario, the development of some aspects of the new Eastern EU policy —
all of the mentioned above directly concerns Ukraine. This is highlighted in
more detail in the second and fifth sections of the study.

44 Kolankiewicz, George. Consensus and Competition in the Eastern Enlargement of the
European Union // International Affairs — 70. — 1994. — 477 — 495 pp.; Mayhew, Alan.
Recreating Europe. The European Union’s Policy towards Central and Eastern Europe,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998; Moravcsik A. Explaining International Human
Rights Regimes: Liberal Theory and Western Europe, in: European Journal of International
Relations. — 1. — 1995. — 157-189 pp.; Moravcsik A. The Choice for Europe. Social Purpose and
State Power from Messina to Maastricht, London: UCL Press, 1998. — 514 pp.; Moravcsik A.
What Lessons to learn from Europe's Crises? Is there really a crisis of European leadership? —
Issue 11, 2004; Sedelmeier U. and Helen Wallace (2000): Eastern Enlargement: Strategy or
Second Thoughts?, in Wallace and Wallace (eds.) (2000): Policy-Making in the European
Union, 4™ edition (Oxford University Press), pp. 427-460.

45 Baldwin, Richard E., Francois, Joseph F., Portes, Richard. The Costs and Benefits of
Eastern Enlargement: the Impact on the EU and Central Europe // Economic Policy. — 24. —
1997. - 125-176 p.
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It will be possible to manage the situation only when we are able to
anticipate the actions of the EU at least two steps ahead or at least
understand the importance of adapting the countries of the new Central
Europe and apply these lessons of European integration for our country.

Undoubtedly, the key constant of a truly effective EU strategy, both at
the time of its founding and today, remains the successful, optimal
combination of political progress with economic and social progress in the
context of taking into account the objective realities of the EU's historical
development. In the end, this can be clearly seen both at the first stage (first
of all, the dominance of the economic component) of European integration
and during the establishment of its organic political component, namely the
signing of the Single European Act in 1986, the Maastricht Treaty in 1992
and the Treaty of Amsterdam in 1997.

Virtually, both in the twentieth century and today, in the beginning of the
twenty-first century, the key issues of theoretical and methodological
generalizations, including this scientific research, lie in the role and
importance of the nation-state in shaping the theoretical foundations of the
European integration process. The wide range of theoretical models of
integration — first of all, their evolution in the contradictory process of
practice of international relations, led to the development of multi-concept
integration approaches to European issues. The role and importance of the
nation-state in the integration union, in this case within the European Union,
still remains the key issue.

Thus, as centuries ago, the key question is the traditional dilemma of
defining the phenomenon of the nation-state. According to the definition of
the well-known French philosopher and sociologist Raymond Aron,
“international relations are relations between political entities, the latter
concept covering the Greek city-states, the Roman and Egyptian empires, as
well as European monarchies, bourgeois republics and people’s
democracies*®. As Raymond Aaron rightly points out, international relations
are political relations, interrelations between states. However, at the end of
the XX century, regional unions or economic unions, which by the way are
also created by states, as well as by non-state structures, civic movements
and initiatives, more and more often are considered to be the subjects of
international relation.

The fact is that the main tendency of the current stage of international
relation hasn’t been changed since the ancient times, as national interests
remain a constant motive of international politics, and the essence of
international politics is the struggle for power, the state remains the main

418 peitvon Apor. Mup 1 Biitna mixk mauisvu. Kuis: FOnisepc, 2000. — C. 32-33.
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international actor that determines the nature of international relations. The
power and balance of powers remains as the main control component, and
only the behaviour of states and the international unions, associations and
institutions they have created, which, according to representatives of
“political realism”, determines the international system and its structures.

However, denying the glorification of the state and its role in
international relations, representatives of “political idealism” consider it
false to restrict the study of the system of international relations exclusively
to interstate relations, since non-state structures, civic movements and
initiatives along with states play an increasingly important role in
international relations, which is a manifestation of the democratization of
current international relations. It is also necessary to separate the general
characteristic of international relations as interstate relations from the
characteristic of the kinds of international relations where political relations
are a subsystem of interstates relations.

Thus, methodologically, in the course of the scientific analysis of the
European integration of the countries of Central Europe, in our opinion, it is
necessary to proceed from the following position — political relations form
the most important subsystem of the system of international relations with its
own structure, functions, process of development. One of the main functions
of this subsystem is the synthesis, determination and reflection of all other
types of relations that act as independent subsystems in the system of
international relations.

The history of problematic issues in the theory of European integration is
presented by thorough developments of representatives of federalism (neo-
federalism) (A. Etzioni, G. Pinder), functionalism (D. Mitrani),
neofunctionalism (E. Haas, J. Nye, R. Keohane, L. Lindbergh, P. Schmitter),
and its alternative presentations as intergovernmentalism (S. Hoffman) and
modern theories of integration — such as, among others, institutionalism (P.
Pearson, K. Armstrong, S. Ballmer). Separately should be noted Karl
Deutsch's theory of communication and one of the most popular today
Andrew Moravchik's theory of liberal intergovernmental approach.

The purpose of this study is not to provide a detailed analysis of each of
these integration theories or integration approaches, but it is indisputable to
note precisely the basic principles or ideas of the theoretical foundations of
the European integration process, which in one way or another explain the
realities of the modern European integration process in Central European
countries.

Essentially, lengthy theoretical discussions on conceptual problems of
European integration have evolved from two opposite approaches — first,
but to a lesser extent, is federalism, which can be considered more as a
theoretical approach than a theory, and, to a greater extent, functionalism
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(neo-functionalism) and the theory of intergovernmentalism
(intergovernmentalism) and their further modifications to the realities of
today. These discussions were centred around a wide range of problematic
issues that envisaged forms and mechanisms of limiting, or conversely,
strengthening national sovereignty in the integration process.

In this context, we will try to trace in detail the essence of these two
opposing theories, but not so much their evolution on a purely chronological
principle, but from the point of view of distinguishing conceptually formed
ideas, which in our time are not only relevant, but also contribute to the
critical understanding of modern European integration processes, including
Central European countries. Particular attention in the analysis of theoretical
generalizations will focus mainly on controversial and not yet soled
problems of the modern theory of integration.

In his thorough study “International Theory and European Integration”
Charles Pentland, one of the leading researchers in the theory of integration,
now a professor at the University of Queens (Canada), points out that the
federalists saw the ultimate goal of integration in the creation of a
supranational state according to the principles of centralization and transfer
of political authority to the highest level. At the same time, the scientist
distinguishes two features of the federalist approach — sociological, which
determines social activity of people, and constitutional, more precisely the
establishment of a constitutional "project”, to soften the centralized actions
of the state and notes that it was from them that the development of a
number of areas in integration began**’. By the way, during scientific
internship of the author of the monograph at the University of Queens
(Canada), prof. C. Petland was a research supervisor on the topic of
European integration studies; the consultations with this scientist contributed
to a more thorough study of integration processes not only on the European
continent but in America as well.

The relevance and importance of the theory of functionalism is also
determined by the fact that, in this sense, the focus was not on form (the
search for a federation or confederation, etc.), but on functions, even of a
rather specific nature, which should perform the international community.
So, today, neo-functionalism has become one of the leading theories of
European integration.

In denying the idea of creating a federation and managing continental
scale, David Mitranni, the founder of the idea of functionalism, not only
reasonably and pragmatically proved the inappropriateness of creating a

17 pentland C. International Theory and European Integration. — London: Faber and Faber,
1973. — P.146-150.
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static and artificial, more territorially limiting federal association, defining it
as "misleading federalization". from today's perspective he formulated and
substantiated ideas that are already realities today — namely, the role and
importance of creating new subjects of international relations — international
organizations, moreover, the form Reference network in the context of the
dynamic transformation of international relations. According to Mitran, his
denial of the territorial limitations of the ideas and possible practices of the
pan-European federation concerned, in particular, the consideration of the
geopolitical realities under which these ideas were formed, that is, when
Europe essentially controlled a large part of the world through its
metropolises.

In view of the current large-scale 2004-2007 and future EU
enlargements, it is very interesting that D. Mitrani's theoretical
generalization of the clear separation of the dichotomy of the concept of
continental unions (where priority is given to the definition of territory
between union members and foreigners) and the concept of a world,
universal league as defining functions to integrate with as many interests of
their participants as possible). In this connection, two Mitranni theses are of
key importance. First, regional integration projects will play territorial quasi-
state functions, but already at the supranational level, where only the most
powerful states will play a decisive role. However, it should be noted that
Mitrani notes the undeniable fact of the successful implementation of
functional logic practices in the creation of specialized European institutions
— the European Coal and Steel Community and the Euratom.

And secondly, what directly touches the present, as the gradual
strengthening of the distributive function of the new European border
between the EU and Ukraine, namely the denial by David Mitrani of the use
of territorial logic — as the establishment of real borders for political
purposes and the definition of restrictions on membership in the region
integration associations.

In other words, an unbiased and critical approach in general to the theory
of European integration and, in particular, to David Mitranni's creative work,
allowed Ben Rosamond (we consider his work "Theory of European
Integration” (2000) — one of the contemporary deep theoretical analytical
developments of the following issues) conclusion about the value of the
theory of functionalism. It should be noted that even Mitranni himself did
not claim to define his ideas as a coherent theory. "The historical
significance of functionalism lies in the fact that it laid the foundations for a
non-functionalist theory of integration, the field of international relations
theory most associated with the development of the European
Communities," Ben Rosamond notes.
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Many non-functionalists recognize Mithran as their intellectual father.
Indeed, the emphasis on technocratic needs as the basis for deeper and
longer-lasting peacekeeping systems coupled with evolutionary logic, which
implies a spillover effect (more precisely the idea of a so-called "spillover"
process of regional change, such as deepening integration across segments or
segments current system) indicates their close relations.

Of interest are the theoretical generalizations of representatives of neo-
functionalism, first of all, Ernst Haas, who not only highlighted the key role
of the political factor in the integration process, in particular as the creation
of post-national political communities, the gradual integration in the spheres
of "low" and "high politics". a quality process that cannot be equated with
intergovernmental or intergovernmental cooperation. An integral part of the
theory of neo-functionalism is the idea of "overflow", but already
significantly modified to the problems of the realities of the European
integration process. Exploring the processes of European integration through
the prism of the principle of supranationality in the economic dimension — as
an evolution from a free trade area, a customs union to a common market,
economic and monetary union, ak noles voles also requires reforms of
institutional foundations, as well as a qualitative change in political
integration, considered the nationality and political nature of the integration
process.

Neo-functionalism (at least in its early manifestations) was an attempt to
make sense of it, providing a theoretical basis for the political strategies of
the founders of post-war European unity. Such personalities as Jean Monnet
and Robert Schuman imagined quite clear the way for an integrated Europe.
Their pragmatic approach directly denied the idealism of the federal
movement. The Federalists lost their basic arguments regarding the direction
of European postwar unity as early as the early 1950s.Although the federal
system of Europe was still regarded as the ultimate goal of the integration
process, it became apparent that it could not be achieved as a practical goal
through certain rational proofs and far-sighted constitutional projects, but
only through economic growth and the development of a common
development strategy. This approach has been identified as a technocratic
and functionalist first and foremost by Ernst Haas.

Of course, the architects of post-war integration had the ultimate goal of
achieving political unity between the states of Europe in the context of the
settlement of Franco-German relations, and saw political unity in the
presence of the creation and operation of supranational institutions as a
consequence of economic interaction and interdependence of states.

It is in the context of a thorough analysis of existing conceptual and
theoretical approaches that Ben Rosamond characterizes (outlining seven
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explanatory proposals) the strategy that formed the basis for the creation of
the European Communities:

1-Moderate integration, first and foremost in “low policy” areas, but
under the condition that they will represent key sectors of the economy (eg
coal and steel).

2-Creation of a supreme Community body, not burdened with heavy
baggage of conflicting national interests, with the power to monitor the
integration process and to enable it to act as an organizer of further
integration.

3-The integration of certain sectors of the economy across national
borders creates a functional pressure for the integration of related sectors of
the economy. This impetus must continue, especially in the context of a
leading role assumed by a higher authority of the Communities. The
consequence of these processes is the gradual and progressive intertwining,
increasing interaction and interdependence of national economies.

4-Deeper integration will not only be organized and channeled by a
higher EU body, but gradually social interests will be channeled from
national forms of government to European supranational structures as a more
effective way of satisfying those interests.

5-The deepening of economic integration will necessitate further
institutionalization at the European level, since wider integration requires
more complex governance.

6-In other words, political integration is an inevitable by-product of
economic integration.

7-Accordingly, the gradual economic integration, accompanied by a
degree of supranational institutionalization, is an effective way of creating a
long-term peace system in Europe.

For Haas, the Monet method was rooted in an analysis of the
convergence of the preferences and pragmatic self-interests of political
actors and subjects of international relations in Europe. In this context, it
should be noted that these ideas did not in any way confirm the basic
provisions of "political realism" or even neo-realism. So, a kind of
implantation ideas of modern political realism, above all, a clear definition
of the eternal role of the state as the main actor of international relations can
be considered an intergovernmental  approach  or  theory
intergovernmentalism. Stanley Hoffman formulated the basic principles of
this European integration theory, where states within the framework of
integration unification have a substantial advantage over institutions of
integration creation.

In essence, Hoffman argued that the logic of Monet-Haas only works in
the sieig Of eCcOnomic integration in the context of the interests of actors, and
in political integration, the priority of the ideological and pragmatic interests
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of political elites determines the progress of the integration process, in
particular, in the sphere of «low politics», to integration and cooperation,
while in the field of "high politics" — to surrender their sovereignty is very
problematic for the states.

The representative of liberal intergovernmentalism, Andrew Moravchyk,
defining the process of European integration as a "two-tier game" — the
formation, presentation of interests at the national level as "demand” and
strategic negotiations between the states, is defending their "proposals" at the
international level, emphasizing the viability, draws on the example of the
Single European Act to analyze and conclude on the political and economic
convergence of three powerful and influential EU Member States — namely
Germany, France and Great Britain. Moreover, in this case the researcher
considers realization of the interests of these states as a key factor of
integration.

E. Moravchyk expressed a very interesting opinion regarding the current
considerations regarding the so-called “crisis of leadership" in the EU.
Refuting the myths about the crisis that he thinks are triggered by the myths
of the lack of a charismatic European integration leader today and the myths
of the so-called bicycle theory (according to which if the integration is
suspended, then the consequences will be relevant), Moravchyk claims that
it is today that a functional degree of political maturity has been reached
within the EU, and the EU has "ridden" a three-wheeled bicycle by drafting
the Constitution. So, according to the scientist, the European Union will
never fall, even if it stops, and its institutions and especially its leaders
simply lack the “main project” around which should be united for the sake of
further integration: “And now, after half a century of success "Europe has
reached a one-year limit, is entering a period of declining profits, and is
developing more constructively, although further economic expansion is not
beneficial."

It is clear that the problems related to the formation or actual definition
of the theoretical foundations of the modern complex European integration
process are objective, which is connected with the deepening and
enlargement of the EU in the context of changing theoretical approaches of
political realism (neorealism) and political idealism.

The theoretical understanding of the contemporary phenomenon of
European integration is considered appropriate in the future through the
prism of EU formation — as a real actor of international relations, which
ultimately clearly defines the global strengthening of the geopolitical
positions of a united Europe as a result of the fundamental and formal
reforms. the latest EU enlargement inclusive. Although, the more practical
nature of the theoretical provisions of today's complex European integration
process, which includes a complex of political, economic and institutional
factors of modern European integration processes, is being pursued today.
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A qualitative new level of the European integration process in the context of
radical geopolitical changes on the continent, marked out the tendency to
search for theoretical models or modern modification of traditional theories
of integration and theories of international relations to explain contemporary
European integration processes.

The complexity of the situation arising from the expansion of the sphere
of influence of its interests on the part of the EU in the context of the
establishment of the European balance of powers, the balance of interests —
is also determined by the fact that absorbing, more precisely "mastering" a
new geopolitical space, the EU has come closer to excellent (again, the
"other", it is not clear as to the nature of the EU) geopolitical space of
Eastern Europe, with subjects which nolens volens he is forced to interact,
but still is not carried out effectively. In this context, the search for EU
enlargement theory is not something that does not answer the truth, but does
not even have time to find out post factum — what is actually accomplished
and how it will affect tomorrow.

And it is in this context from the point of view of the formation of
theoretical and methodological foundations of scientific research that two
very important problematic questions arise. First, it is the separation of
theoretical and methodological foundations of the formation and modern
development of the region of Central Europe. Secondly, it is a conceptual
definition of the role and functions of the new eastern border of Central
Europe and the European Union.

Reflections and discourses on whether or not Central Europe exists,
whether it is myth or reality, have become relics of history today. The urgent
question of today is the dynamic development of a new format of relations
between Ukraine and the neighboring countries of the "first order" by the
states of Central Europe (full members of the European Union) in the
context of a truly functioning single European integration space, which has
come close to the borders of Ukraine.

Given the dynamic evolution of the EU's qualitative characteristics, it is
desirable to apply a comprehensive approach to the study of the European
integration process, a multi-causal, multilinear approach, to find out a
network of interrelated causes of historical changes that, from the
perspective of the research methodology, makes it possible to understand the
European integration as a whole process which has internal logic of
development, with specifying the dynamics of change of its qualitative
characteristics.

It is essential to analyze, first of all, the theory of European integration,
its key provisions, which are still under discussion today, and which are used
to varying degrees to explain some of the complex phenomena of today —
first of all, international relations in Europe, in the world, as well as
development of European integration. Moreover, only by highlighting the
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problematic issues of a complex multifaceted mosaic of European
integration theory that require comprehensive research — can we formulate
conceptual generalizations of certain specific segments of the EU's eastern
enlargement — in particular, EU-Ukraine relations, Eastern EU enlargement,
and European Eastern issues.

The fact is that today there are many theoretical generalizations about the
process of development of integration of sovereign states of the European
Community, further — the European Union, as well as scientific explorations
on the evolution of theoretical foundations of the European integration
process. Moreover, with a significant radical change in the geopolitical
situation on the European continent at the turn of the XX-XXI centuries, as
well as due to the gradual dynamic formation (note that this process is
happening right now) of a new subject of international relations in the global
dimension — the European Union, at the beginning of the XXI century,
scientists are trying to generalize theoretical models of integration, or at best
to develop a new model®*. However, it is clear that this is a very difficult
task, since the development of a new theory of European integration not only
requires a comprehensive approach in the methodological sense, but also
takes into account the factors of economic, institutional and political nature
of the objective dynamic internal development of the EU, along with the
analysis of the effect of factors of direct external character, which are also
changing dynamically in the system of international relations.

The issue of identity, the formation of political culture is crucial for the
development of civil society. Culture and nature are essentially two
parameters of the space within which any nation emerges and develops. The
question is how these two parameters interact and how they affect the
specificity and fate of the culture that exists within a particular space in the
context of interaction with the environment, in the process of "reproduction”
of unigqueness in the context of that interaction. Culture emerges and
develops in a specific geographical space, the specificity of which is
significantly reflected in the characteristics, forms of the culture itself, and
understanding the characteristics of geographical space helps to see the
historical geocultural issues of Central Europe in its diversity.

By distinguishing the specific geographical and therefore geopolitical
space expanded to the East of the EU, its specificity, which depends on the
specificity of the objects located within this unique space of Central Europe,
we consider it appropriate to determine that, like any other space, which is
considered not abstractly, but from a substantive-substantive point of view,
is internally hierarchical and limited, and also assumes the presence of its
own "center", a kind of "reference point", in relation to which the
"coordinates" of objects in this space. From the point of view of exploring
the geopolitical situation in the Central European region, it is especially
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important to analyze the so-called metacultural systems, in this case, as the
West and the East.

Based on the fundamental axiom that Europe is in fact a set of values,
values that are inherent in society, and taken for granted, it should be noted
that in the new geopolitical conditions of Central Europe and Eastern
Europe, their borders, frontiers, the so-called cultural maps of a certain
space take on an unmatched importance. In this case, it is not just a process
of establishing a new eastern border of the EU, and then its transfer or
possible destruction. No. This is a much more complicated process. These
are the conditions of its occurrence, the space in which it has existed and
will exist for a long time. However, we do not absolutize the border as a
thing that lives on its own by its own rules and laws.

It is important to emphasize that there is a connection between the
specificity of the historical-geographical and geopolitical space within
which a certain society is formed and developed, and its culture, cultural
space — because the geographically defined territory of the society is located
not in a vacuum, surrounded by other cultures. In this context, from a
theoretical and methodological point of view, we can distinguish such an
important phenomenon as civilization — as a “unit of measure” of historical
existence, a society of longer length, both in space and in time than national
states, or states united in any other political unions, as noted by the famous
scientist Arnold Joseph Toynbee?®.

According to Toynbee, the formation of a particular type of civilization
requires interests to be integrated into the system. The integration of
qualitative changes in economic, socio-cultural, technological and other
spheres of development ultimately creates the conditions for "selection™
from the system of interests of a set of civilizational values (landmarks),
which are gradually consolidated in the "genetic code™ of society. Such a
process is indicative of the appearance, in fact, of a type of civilization
associated with the transition of first-class local civilization communities to
higher-order communities. Thus, the dynamics of human history can be
seen: firstly, as the emergence of types of civilizations; secondly, as the
increase in number of local and civilizational communities within them;
thirdly, as the evolution of types of civilizations and their corresponding
communities, both at the expense of their own sources of development, and
as a result of the interchange of information, material, cultural and other
values; fourthly, as the extinction of first-class local civilizational
communities.

The isolation of environmental issues in the Toynbee concept is one of
the most important ideas in the context of the idea of the development of
society — as a whole system — as a process of interaction, mutual influences
of internal and external factors, or, in other words, as a process of system
development in the context of being actively influenced by its environment.
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Based on Toynbee's conceptual propositions, let us identify two
important methods of his research which, in our view, contribute to a more
adequate and comprehensive analysis of the EU's new eastern border.

Firstly, it is the application of an extremely important principle in
exploring the EU's new geographical space — as a geopolitical and
geocultural space, namely the principle of alternative. One of the main ideas
of the concept of Arnold Joseph Toynbee (which, in essence, distinguishes
not only the concept of civilization from other debatable definitions, such as
Oswald Spengler, but above all clarifies the very essence of the concept of
civilization) is, in our opinion, the so-called “overcoming” fatalism.
According to Toynbee, the evils and subsequent destruction of civilization in
history were not fatal, because they are the result of human error, the
consequence of the inability of a community to find an adequate Answer to
the Challenge®*. According to Toynbee, there is always an opportunity to
avoid falling into the abyss. It all depends on the living pulsating nucleus of
history — on man, on whether he has the spiritual strength to resist world
entropy.

Secondly, logically speaking based on the principle of alternative
development of history, Toynbee rightly argues that the dynamics of life is
not reduced to linear processes, but in reality is the result of complex
interpenetration of phenomena. It is only with such awareness that one can
understand that in society any process carries with it hidden nonlinear,
probably important parameters.

Among the basic principles of the theory of civilizations of the English
historian Arnold Toynbee, it is worth noting also the essence of the theory,
which is cyclical in the sense that it does not view history as a linear
progressive movement towards a single purpose in which all peoples go in
the same direction, overtaking or falling behind one from another.

The role and place of the new Central Europe, now formed with clearly
defined eastern borders for the long term in a new geopolitical configuration
on the continent, is beyond doubt. As a real historical region or geopolitical
region, Central Europe exists, but it is difficult to delineate it, because it is
not a geographical concept with clearly defined borders, but in the historical
and cultural sense the borders are even wider. In this paper, the countries of
Central Europe are — the Republic of Poland, the Republic of Hungary, the
Czech Republic and the Slovak Republic. However, over the decades, two
conceptual generalizations have clearly emerged (it is clear that there are too
many ideologues or political claims). The first one is aimed at domination,
the second one is aimed at protection. Mittelevrop's concept was, in fact, a
reflection of the German-Russian struggle for the region, regarded as a
strategic foothold for conquest. After the Second World War, this region fell
under the Soviet Union's influence with the imposition of a corresponding
ideology, so the efforts of the countries of the Central European region were
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initially directed against the Soviet regime in 1956 in Poland and Hungary,
in 1968 in Czechoslovakia and of course since 1989, with favorable foreign
policy circumstances — Central European countries have clearly defined their
strategic goal — the fastest possible Euro-Atlantic integration.

Due to the geopolitical segmentation of Central and Eastern Europe, at
the end of the XX and the beginning of the XXI centuries, the process of
forming a new Central Europe was completed, more specifically, a renewed
Central Europe, which "return™ process to Europe, has only just begun.

Comprehensive scientific analysis of the powerful collection of works of
scientists, researchers, as well as writers, cultural figures, statesmen of the
XIX-XXI centuries allows to state with certainty the following
generalizations regarding the methodology of the study:

Firstly, it is not possible to seriously explore the modern theme, the idea
of Central Europe, without a thorough study of the history of the peoples of
Europe, Central Europe.

Secondly, the self-identification of Central Europe took place in a
complex positioning within — European — non-European, which essentially
expresses belonging or a direct demonstration of alienation from a certain
geocultural, civilizational space, so the study of the so-called Central
European identity is an important issue.

Thirdly, at the heart of the content of the historical, cultural,
geographical, geopolitical space of Central Europe — as the definition of the
problem of research, lies the world-wide category — civilization.

The real events of the beginning of the third millennium de facto and de
jure testify to the formation of new dividing lines in Europe that clearly
distinguish the omne quod est igitur nulla regione viarum finitum est for a
rather long time period, namely the eastern border of Central Europe, as in
the spatial and psychological dimensions, also in the cultural and
civilizational dimensions. It is clear that the cultural and civilization maps of
Europe do not coincide with the geostrategic dimension of Central Europe's
spatial limitations as of 1 May 2004. However, since the 1980s there has
been a clear fragmentation of the more or less unified regional space of
Central and Eastern Europe. As a consequence of this fragmentation, there is
a clear separation of the Central European segment, which has unmatched
geopolitical and geostrategic implications, including for Ukraine.

When everyday life radiated in a culture of behavior, a culture of work, a
culture of language, of representatives of a certain society, such as
conformity to European identity, becomes their immanent essence, the
problems of conformity with Copenhagen or any other criteria will become
relics of history. According to the logic of gradual development, the latest
but not the last enlargement of the European Union to the East at the
beginning of the XXI century causes profound changes in the geopolitical
situation in Europe, defines a clear geopolitical demarcation on the European
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continent, including the Eastern "newer" Union. Among the new members of
the EU, four Central European countries are singled out — Poland, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Hungary, whose accession on May 1, 2004 to the
European Union both in spatial and temporal dimensions has a direct impact
on the formation of a new qualitative system of relations in the field of
enlargement between European Union and Ukraine. However, the central
position and powerful influence of these Central European states as creators
of the new EU Eastern policy still requires some time and a strong control
policy within the EU.

The geopolitical segmentation of the Central and Eastern Europe regions
has a direct impact on Ukraine in the new distribution of forces on the
continent, since de facto and de jure in 2004 ended long (though historically
it is a small amount of time) and important (but not final) stage of systemic
transformation of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe.

Thus the geopolitical segmentation of Central and Eastern Europe, at the
end of the XX and the beginning of the XXI centuries, the process of
forming a new Central Europe was completed, more specifically, a renewed
Central Europe, which "return™ process to Europe has only just begun.
Therefore, in a theoretical and methodological dimension, the following
conceptual conclusion can be formulated.

In our opinion, the formation of a new Central Europe at the turn of the
century is a multidimensional process, functioning according to the internal
logic of development — as the development of a holistic organism in constant
interaction with the new geopolitical and geo-economic space of the EU,
which will continuously “synchronize” its interests and indisputably
“answers” with the status and response of their newest elements — Central
European countries.

Europe, Middle Europe (Mitteleuropa), or as Central Europe
(Zentraleuropa, Central Europa), Eastern Europe — these are attempts to
divide the western part of the Eurasian continent in theory and in practice
continue today. It would seem that strengthening the European integration
process, expanding the idea of Europe, Europeanness in the civilizational
dimension will contribute to a more active spread of European values,
European  culture, greater openness and interpenetration  of
cultures. However, the dynamic unification of sovereign states in the west of
the continent in the format of European integration, nolens voles makes it
increasingly clear that they are separated from each other both in theory and
in practice — the so-called Europeanness from non-Europeanness in the
wider context of civilization. First of all, the mental image of Europe,
Central Europe in consciousness, the problematic issues of European identity
define a very complex, multidimensional, contradictory paradigm of the
concept of Europe, in particular Central Europe.
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It is not only about the definition and spatial-geographical, but also about
the geostrategic definition of Central Europe. It is important to emphasize
the fact that the spatial configuration of Central Europe is interpreted
differently by historians, politicians, geographers or political scientists,
moreover, when one analyzes the research from the point of view of the
researcher's belonging to a particular region, that is, depending on his
country of origin, the mosaic of views is further expanded.

Traditionally, the concept of Europe, Central Europe is associated with
the issues of acquisition or conformity of European identity, the presence of
this mental image in the collective consciousness, the historical memory of a
particular people. This issue has not lost its relevance today, and it is enough
to analyze Eurobarometer data, sociological surveys of "old" Europeans and
a certain thing of "neophytes”. And more clearly, the latest European Union
documents show the recent differences in the desire for a clear division in
the "other for Europe" plane, where EU tries to shape its "new, oriental"
philosophy, whether it is policy, but to no avail. Unfortunately, the systemic
idea is, like, what to do with our new eastern neighbors? — now the EU is
missing.

Today, for many, the concept of Europe also serves as a certain
ideologue. According to others, it is only a mythology that exists only in
theory. Certainly, only those who have not studied the history of the so-
called "small" (Masaryk) peoples of Europe, who are accustomed to imaging
non-alternative ideologues in the right direction, or who have not been able
to grasp the significance of the central European cultural heritage.

One of the most pressing issues that is being discussed not only by
political scientists and historians is the question of Central Europe, which is
also a testament to the need for a thorough coverage of the problem in
science. In particular, it is legitimate and historically conditioned to use the
current concept of Mitteleuropa. Although this is a fundamental question,
there is no unanimous view, despite its broad historiography, which in turn
testifies to the revival of interest in this subject. The fact that discourses
today are about the validity of the existence of an imaginary or real prospect
of Mitteleuropa's revival testifies to the importance of both developing a new
theoretical and methodological concept and defining the components of
modern Central Europe.

The concept of Mitteleuropa "Central or Middle Europe™ emerged during
the First World War, although the roots of this category can be found in the
early nineteenth century. Thus, for the first time, a more or less clear
definition was formulated by economist Friedrich Liszt, who noted that
Germany, which did not exist at the time, does not have to look for colonies
or zones of influence, but in naturally accessible territories from the Danube,
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east to the Black Sea. Other German publicists and scholars, such as G.
Daniel, K. Frantz, and F. Ratzel*®, have taken this view. The conceptual
justification for the Mitteleuropa category was already received in the work
of Lutheran priest Friedrich Naumann in 1915 during the First World War,
and it is not a coincidence.The hope of victory in the war between Germany
and its adherents also determined the need to develop a clear plan for what
Mittele economics should look like and a military and economic alliance in
the German-speaking territories and Austria-Hungary together with the
Polish, Baltic and southeastern territories. A number of Central and Eastern
European Central and Eastern European states, together with Germany, were
regarded as Central Europe (Mitteleuropa) or Central Europe
(Zentraleuropa), in fact, as the area of domination of the future Greater
Germany. However, the Monarchy collapsed, Germany lost the war, so the
implementation of the Pan-German idea of "Central Europe” was for some
time "forgotten".

Although it is undoubted that, in theory, among the many ideas of
consolidation of the peoples of Central Europe, two brilliant and logically
formed concepts deserve special attention — as geopolitical alternatives for
the formation of Central Europe, which have unfortunately not been realized.
First of all, we consider the conceptual ideas of the Danube Confederation of
Peoples of Europe, the Central European idea expressed by Yasi Oscar in the
framework of the Conference of European Federations™®, as well as the
"New European" idea formed by Tomas Masaryk which state that the
federations of small nations and the master-states of Europe are the
conceptual idea of T. Masaric’s, which existed in such a creation as the
"Small peoples’ nations" between Germany and Russia’. However, based on
an objective analysis of the international situation of the "small states" of
Europe and the positions of the great powers regarding the post-war ordering
of Europe, it should be noted that these ideas of consolidation of the small
peoples of Central Europe were not realized.

Strategic direction of development of geopolitics of the states of Central
Europe during the XX century. was caused by the presence of major world
powers, empires whose struggle for a leading role, spheres of influence in
the world systematically determined the geopolitical reorientation of the
countries of the Central European region. Historical experience of the
twentieth century shows that the possibilities of independent development of
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the states of the region were too limited, moreover, during and after the two
world wars, the countries of Central Europe systematically lost their main
general civilizational landmarks.

Again, during the 1920s and 1990s, the peoples of Central Europe were
given the chance to lose their meta-orientation and to clearly define their
place and role in Europe and in the world. Of course, the new geopolitical
realities require the development of theoretical and methodological
conclusions, the development of a new system of the category "Central
Europe". As it is absolutely not possible to use the ex post Mitteleuropa
category today, even modern studies about this category indicate that there is
no consensus among scientists on this issue, especially regarding its spatial
configuration. However, again referring to the definitive definitions of Milan
Kundera, let us note that the essence of European identity, for the
Hungarian, Czech, Polish means not a geographical phenomenon, but a
spiritual concept, synonymous with the word "West". As for over a thousand
years their states have been part of Europe whose roots date back to Roman
Christianity.

However, still today it is possible to note a number of troubled issues that
Central European countries have to decide as de jure full members, but
before, the so-called "transitional conditions™ or "transitional periods™ must
be de facto determined by them:

o clearly defined quotas and temporary employment restrictions for
Central European neophytes;

o defined time lag in the introduction of social guarantees and wages
for new Europeans;

e the need for lobbying in the redistribution of funds from the
Structural Funds; everyday "fight" with elders on "poverty" and active
lobbyists led by Spain;

o the struggle for preferences in the common agricultural policy;

e the desire to participate on an equal footing with the EU "elders" in
the formulation of real policy (note that the real involvement of Central
European countries in the creation of an effective and prudent EU Eastern
policy would be the best event for Ukraine).

All this is happening nowadays with the hard work of the newest
Europeans in order to achieve a high socioeconomic level or at least
reaching it by all major macroeconomic indicators. It is extremely important
in this sense to understand the fact that the real European integration of the
peoples of Central Europe is just going to start, but with new opportunities.
This category perfectly describes the new possibilities and their use for the
modern of European integration.

In our view, attempts of scientific analysis of the concept of Central
Europe (as a component of the concept of Europe) is a very important and
relevant scientific task, as geopolitical segmentation of the European
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continent is now taking place. The consequences of which increasingly place
on the agenda the question of conformity to European and civilization
choice. This process of formation of a new Central Europe is of paramount
importance both in terms of changing the overall geopolitical situation in
Europe, as well as in terms of the breakup of the region into Central Europe
and Eastern Europe and, accordingly, the formation of a new format of
relations within the EU (Central Europe — Ukraine).

Conceptual synthesis of the process of European integration of the
countries of Central Europe is possible to be distinguished in three segments:

1. first, it is the understanding of the modern processes of European
integration of the states of Central Europe as the "return™ of the countries of
the region to Europe,

2. second, this process is an extension of the European Union's area of
interest to the east,

3. third, due to the current processes of deepening and enlarging the EU,
as well as strengthening the geopolitical role and position of the European
Union.

The process of so-called "return”, "accession”, “entry" of Central
European states into a single geopolitical pan-European space (or vice versa
— the absorption of this Central European space by the European Union) is a
much more complicated process, more time-consuming in space and time
than it seems, much more complicated than meeting the Copenhagen criteria,
and then other always-relevant criteria.

In fact, the two-pronged processes have now taken place in the western
part of the European continent: segmentation of Central Europe and Eastern
Europe as well as

transformation of the geographic and geopolitical, historical image of
Central Europe — the neighbors of the first order of Ukraine.

Today and for some following years, the EU is forming a new system of
relations — as the status quo with Ukraine, because the geopolitical situation
with the accession to the EU of the states of Central Europe has also changed
for both de facto and de jure. And for Ukraine as a subject of international
relations, it is of its highest importance first of all an internal need — which
must become an immanent essence of our country regarding the need for
civilized development of society, development of democracy, formation of
the "middle class" and market economy — not in order to meet European
standards, but in order to truly become an actor in international arena, under
the qualitatively new geopolitical circumstances on the European continent.

The consequences of the EU enlargement process for Ukraine are
determined not only by the current relations with the Central European
countries on border management, visa application or changes in the trade
and economic sphere, but above all, the consequences are caused by internal
structural, institutional changes within the EU, including the recent Eastern
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policy. Indeed, current European Commission searches for new strategies
and mechanisms for reciprocity in the implementation of "new or immediate
neighborhood" ideas in the EU-Ukraine plane (since it is difficult to call it a
concept) do not correspond to the rapidly changing realities.Although this
can be understood as a methodological point of view, these ideas are also so-
called one-sided — on the part of the EU, as a defense of a rather wide range
of interests, where priority is given to the economic security and immediate
security of their new eastern borders. It should be noted that the issues of
developing inter-regional, cross-border cooperation or defining a new format
of relations with Ukraine have only declarative intentions regarding the
importance and necessity of cooperation with Ukraine together with other
new neighbors.

Without any doubts, the absence of a truly new format of bilateral
relations, of conceptually weighted science-based cooperation strategies and
mechanisms of interaction between the subjects of international relations
between the EU and Ukraine makes it impossible as today to be a clear
perspective.

In our view, a deep rethinking of the geopolitical role and importance of
this small but extremely important geopolitical region in the center of
Europe, in the context of maximally taking into account the totality of
realities and factors, moreover in the context of isolation of alternatives to
the historical contradictory nature of the Center an opportunity to formulate
new approaches to the study of Central Europe in the context of deepening
and expanding the European integration process.

In the third millennium, in the consequence of the deepening and
enlargement of the European Union, on May 1, 2004, geopolitical
segmentation of the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) region took place. Its
break up into separate segments of Central Europe and Eastern Europe as in
geographically, socio-economic and political dimensions. It is clear that, in
our view, the new Central European border, which is emerging and does not
coincide with the cultural borders of Europe, is not only a simple linear
space or a spatial barrier, which, by the way, clearly delineates in this case
the region of Central Europe and Ukraine.

In fact, on May 1, 2004, a clear structuring of the geopolitical space of
Central Europe and Eastern Europe took place in the Central European
region. It may be more correct to formulate these events as a natural and
natural process of "returning"” the countries of the region to Europe, as the
disappearance of distribution lines in Europe. However, rather problematic
issues of concern, the realities of today require a deeper, comprehensive
study (territorial, socio-economic, ethno-cultural, geopolitical components)
of the modern European integration process in Central Europe. The study of
this problem is of particular urgent importance for Ukraine, since the
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immediate consequences of the EU's enlargement to the East are already
available today (mostly of a negative nature).

An important element in the study is the definition of the region of the
new Central Europe. It is clear that the rules of the game, which are
periodically determined and determined by the major players in the
international arena, will change depending on the current state of the future,
in the context of the relevant geopolitical situation.

However, it should be emphasized that even if the historical-
geographical or geopolitical space, which is studied in the dynamics of its
development, is changeable and may change due to certain historical
circumstances, then the geocultural images are formed more long-term and
do not disappear. Thus, from a theoretical and methodological point of view,
it is important to consider the definition of the geocultural space of Central
(Central) Europe as an image that, in essence, also determines the scale of
the new Central Europe. However, it should be noted that a large-scale
image is Europe, but images or symbols or even mental maps that define the
internal parameters of a country determine its identity.

At the beginning of the third millennium, the countries of Central Europe
returned to the path of European civilization, though as Milan Kundera
brilliantly put it: “Central Europe was eager to be a condensed version of
Europe itself in all its cultural diversity — a super-European Europe, a
smaller model of a European state that would be made up of a state, created
by one rule the greatest variety within the smallest space”*?. Whether this
path will be successful from 2004 onwards within the EU, time will tell, but
the success of their European consolidation nature will depend on the ability
of the Central European states to “overcome” the so-called eternal images,
complexes that are still firmly preserved in the historical memory.

Today there is a kind of implantation of the geographical space, the
region of Central Europe, into the sphere of the wider cultural, civilizational
space of Europe. From 2004 onwards (let's define it as the first stage of
Central European states' adaptation to the EU, which can extend for
ten years) the peoples of the Central European region, who are not burdened
by their identification by the way, have been experiencing daily problems
since 2004. After all, in 2004, the integration of Central European countries
into the European space has only just begun — and it will require painstaking
work and, above all, a change in mentality to the present — as using existing
opportunities, actively working towards using these opportunities, rather
than waiting for preferences. Therefore, in the first phase, along with the
euphoria of prospects for rapid and dynamic, almost "automatic" integration,
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there will be disappointments and a quest to build a truly European identity
in everyday life in the context of overcoming the so-called complexes of
European inferiority by the peoples of Central Europe.

However, today it is possible to note a number of problematic issues that
the Central European countries should address as de jure full members, but
so-called "transitional conditions", "transitional periods" will be de facto
before them. In particular, these are clearly defined quotas and temporary
employment restrictions for CE neophytes today; defined time lag in the
introduction of social guarantees and wages for new Europeans; the need for
lobbying in the redistribution of funds from the Structural Funds; daily
"fight" with elders on "poverty" and active lobbyists led by Spain; the
struggle for preferences in the common agricultural policy; the desire to
participate on an equal footing with the EU "elders" in the formulation of
real policy (note, in this sense, that the real participation of Central European
countries in the creation of an effective and prudent EU Eastern policy
would be the best event for Ukraine) and all this will take place under the
conditions of hard work from new Europeans with a goal to achieve a high
socioeconomic level or at least approximating it to all major macroeconomic
indicators. It is extremely important in this sense to understand the fact that
the real European integration of the peoples of Central Europe is only just
beginning, but with new possibilities. It is this category — new opportunities
and their use that best explains the essence of the current challenge of
European integration*?.

To paraphrase Fernand Brodel, who quite rightly and logically argued
that the world is littered with "periphery”, understanding by this expression
of the country, zones, belts of underdeveloped economies, clearly defining
that the spatial scheme of the world is an assembly, connection of the
connected zones, but at different levels, because at least three areas, three
categories are defined in space: a narrow center, minor, well-developed
regions, and in the end everything is a huge outer neighborhood, peripherals
that were everywhere in the world, we can do the following a logical
generalization. Today, the EU mutates mutandis will move centers not only
to peripheral regions, but also to the center for itself, because the center has
several floors, it is shared within itself — and this, in the long run, clearly
defines geopolitical changes in Europe, namely the global strengthening of
geopolitical the position of a united Europe as a result of the accession of
Central European countries to the EU.

The vitality of civilizations, their capacity for high development, depends
on their ability to maximize the use and development of their reproductive
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potential in response to what Arnold Joseph Toynbee called the "challenge
of history." Based on this concept, the development of a new region of
Central Europe will be the answer of European civilization to the call of the
Universe. By the way, the process of "redistribution” of civilizational space
within Central and Eastern Europe leads to profound changes in the socio-
cultural and ethnic structures of Eurasia in general.

The geographical boundaries of civilization may not be in harmony with
state-political ones, the presence, absence and configuration of which cannot
undo the integrity that has emerged and is realized through the totality of
human, political, economic, cultural interconnections and interdependencies.
Undoubtedly, the fuzzy contours of civilization are one of its characteristic
features.

As rightly pointed out, Fernand Brodel cultural maps do not exactly
coincide with economic cards, and this is quite logical. Is it not because
culture originates from the endless past: economies have changed one
another, political institutions have collapsed, societies have emerged one by
one, but civilization has continued on its way. Civilization is the old man,
the patriarch of world history*®. In addition, there was no easily
distinguishable cultural boundary that would not be evidence of many
completed processes.

The need to understand the consequences of large-scale changes on the
European continent at the turn of the century, requires not only the search for
new worldviews, values, standards of life and the acquisition of European
identity by the peoples of Central Europe and Eastern Europe, but also the
study of values, worldview structures more. Of particular importance in this
context is geocultural issues, such as the isolation of the specific relationship
and interplay between the historical and geographical space and the culture
of society of the newly enlarged East of the European Union.

CONCLUSIONS

In the XX century, one of the most prominent figures of Ukrainian
history was undoubtedly Metropolitan of Galicia Andrey Sheptytsky.
A prominent religious figure of the time, he played a significant role in the
growth of self-awareness of the Ukrainian people. It is difficult to
overestimate the contribution of Metropolitan to the education, science,
cultural progress of the Ukrainians. Although his activity was spread
primarily in the Western Ukraine, but it has resonated enormously with the
rest of Ukrainian lands.

%22 Bponens, MepHaH. Matepianbha HuBimizamis, exoHoMika i kamitamizm, XV-XVIII cr.
V¥ 3-x 1. T.3. Yac cBity. — Kuis: Ocuosu, 1998. — C. 53.
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Andrey Sheptytsky is a prominent political figure of his time. Although
he was raised in a polonized family, he had a clear Ukrainian-national
position. However, his attitude towards different political parties and
organizations was ambiguous. He, on the one hand, supported the formation
of the Division “Halicia”, which was part of the German Wehrmacht, and on
the other, strongly condemned the terrorist act of OUN members against
Polish Minister of Internal Affairs B. Pieracki. His attitude to the OUN and
the UPA as a whole was ambiguous. Metropolitan was one of the first to
urge UPA soldiers to stop fighting against the Soviet troops, because he
understood that this fight would accelerate and intensify repression against
the Ukrainian people. His attitude to various political regimes (Austro-
Hungarian, Polish, Soviet, German), which at different times prevailed in
Galicia, was also ambiguous. Historical documents show that Metropolitan
Andrey Sheptytsky was in opposition to all, no authority considered him a
supporter. However, none of the occupying governments dared to repress
him, because Sheptytsky was extremely popular and authoritative in not only
Ukraine, but also all over the world.

The Greek Catholic Church in Transcarpathia, especially after
appointment of D. Njaradi as Apostolic Administrator, continued to serve as
a defender of Ukrainian statehood. Throughout the interwar period, cultural
relations between Transcarpathia and Galicia did not end. The great merit in
this, undoubtedly, belongs to Metropolitan Andrey Sheptytsky, who was
well known in Transcarpathia; he has been there many times. Sheptytsky
was one of the first political leaders in Galicia to congratulate the formation
of an autonomous government headed by A. Voloshyn. Close relations were
established between two prominent political, cultural and religious figures of
the XX century.

In his cultural, educational, ecclesiastical and scientific activities, Andrey
Sheptytsky relied on a well-reasoned, logically-argumented, powerful
theological and philosophical system of beliefs that he sought to bring to
life. Metropolitan was also very interested in the problems of church and
general history. He has done a lot in the field of archival studies and
museum studies, personally financing them. However, it should be noted
that despite the importance of his cultural, educational, pedagogical,
scientific, social and political activity for the church and for him personally,
it was still not the main one. Andrey Sheptytsky first of all was a
Metropolitan, not a layman, but a religious person, and even if he went
beyond purely church affairs in his actions, he acted like a Kniaz of the
Church.
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